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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

ROBERT L. SCHULZ, et al., )
) No. 07-cv-0943
Plaintiffs, ) LEK-DRH
V. )
)
)
STATE OF NEW YORK, et al., )
)
Defendants, )

PLAINTIFFS’ BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO MOTIONS TO DISMISS
AND IN SUPPORT OF CROSS-MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Plaintiffs seek to enjoin the State Defendants, from deliberately concealing material
information in a setting of fiduciary obligation, that is, from committing acts designed to deprive
individual Plaintiffs -- the People -- of their constitutionally guaranteed, unalienable and
intangible Rights, specifically such Rights as having public officials perform their election duties
transparently and honestly by counting each vote for President of the United States at each
polling station, in the open in full view of the People, and the Right to have their public officials
immediately post those individual polling station totals on County and State publicly accessible
websites, precinct-by-precinct, thereby enabling the People who witnessed the public vote
counting at individual polling stations, and noted such totals when they were publicly
announced, to verify that the counts they witnessed matched the properly tabulated and recorded
counts performed by the County and State, AND TO DO SO BEFORE PUBLIC OFFICIALS
RELEASE THOSE COUNTY AND STATEWIDE TABULATIONS TO THE ASSOCIATED

PRESS, THE NATIONAL ELECTION POOL OR ANY OTHER PRIVATE PARTY.
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The evidence submitted herewith establishes that Defendants have been counting votes in
secret, adding insult to injury by using machines with proven vulnerabilities to error and fraud.

The evidence also shows that when a Plaintiff votes in a precinct during a Caucus,
Primary or general election, and hears a media announcement stating e.g., “the machine reports
candidate A received 319 votes and candidate B 119 votes,” that Plaintiff has no way to
determine if those totals (as unreliable as machine counted votes are), were included accurately
in the tabulation of votes obtained from machines across his County and State. Most Counties
and States do not certify the results, much less post them for days or weeks to come. If and when
his County and State post the total votes on election night, as reported by all the machines in his
County and State, they fail to do so precinct-by-precinct, thereby preventing the Plaintiff from
determining if the votes “counted” and announced at his precinct were accurately counted in the
subsequent tabulations performed by the county and the state.

Instead, on election night, machine totals from precincts across a county (towns and cities
in the Northeast), or from counties across a State are handed by officials of the county or state to
a private consortium (the National Election Pool), who immediately tabulate the voter returns,
again by electronic means, and begin broadcasting the names of the winners and losers all across
the nation on all five dominant T.V. networks, ABC, CBS, CNN, FOX and NBC. These results

are not first certified and the results are never posted precinct-by-precinct.

This is a violation of the law, the unalienable Right of each Plaintiff to cast an effective,
undiluted vote, that is, to have his and all other votes for President of the United States
accurately counted by state officials.

See Figure 1 for an overview of the constitutionally deficient voting procedures now

followed by every State Defendant.
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“[TThe right of suffrage can be denied by a debasement or dilution of the weight of a
citizen's vote just as effectively as by wholly prohibiting the free exercise of the franchise.”
Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 556.

The State has a compelling‘ interest in protecting the integrity of the political process.
Storer v. Brown, 415 U.S. 724, 732 (1974).

States have a compelling interest, not just a legitimate interest, in structuring elections in
a way that avoids confusion, deception and even frustration of the democratic process. Larouche
v. Kezer, 990 F.2d at 442 (2d Cir. 1993).

The Supreme Court has clarified “the right to vote” to mean “the right to participate in an
electoral process that is necessarily structured [by state regulations] to maintain the integrity of
the democratic system.” Burdick v. Takusi, 112 S. Ct. 2059, 2063 (1992). “No right is more
precious in a free country than that of having a voice in the election of those who make the laws
under which, as good citizens, we must live.” 112 S. Ct. at 2067.

Injunctions to stop violations of the law are typically permitted “because [they] merely
require the enjoined party to obey the law.” United States v Campbell, 857 F.2d 1317, 1324 (5™
Cir. 1990).

State Defendants have all filed motions to dismiss. While their arguments and case cites
vary from state to state, collectively the States are asking the Court to dismiss for lack of subject
matter jurisdiction, lack of personal jurisdiction, sovereign immunity, failure to state a claim for

which relief can be granted, the State is not a “person,” wrong venue and lack of standing.

ARGUMENT
I. DEFENDANTS ARE NOT ENTITLED TO DISMISSAL

A. THE COURT HAS SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION
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This case arises under the Constitution of the United States of America, and is a
controversy between citizens from each State and all fifty States. The Court has general subject
matter jurisdiction under Article IT1, Section 2 of the Constitution, which reads in relevant part:

“The judicial power shall extend to all cases, in law and equity, arising under this

Constitution, the Laws of the United States...to Controversies between two or more

States...between a State and citizens of another State ... between citizens of different

States....”

The Court’s subject matter jurisdiction has been questioned by some Defendants on the
grounds that they have no control over the towns, cities and counties of the State regarding their
voting procedures, including decisions regarding the use of machines to count the votes, whether
ballots are kept in full public view until the votes are counted, decisions on how and when local
officials announce and release voter returns, and so forth.

In fact, in addition to the chief election official in each State, the State itself is a
defendant, including its three branches of government and its political subdivisions. In keeping
with Fed. Rule of Civil Procedure, Rule 4 (j)(2), the chief executive officer of each State was
served a copy of the Amended Summons and Amended Complaint. All towns, cities and
counties are political subdivisions of the State, created and controlled by the State. The relief
Plaintiffs are seeking can be obtained by order of the Court against the States and served on the

chief executive officer of the state as well as on the chief election officials of the state.

“Obviously included within the right to choose, secured by the Constitution, is the
right of qualified voters within a state to cast their ballots and have them counted at
[federal] elections. This Court has consistently held that this is a right secured by the
Constitution. Ex parte Yarbrough, supra; Wiley v. Sinkler, supra; Swafford v. Templeton,

supra; United States v. Mosley, supra; see Ex parte Siebold, supra; In re Coy, 127 U.S.
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731, 8 S.Ct. 1263; Logan v. United States, 144 U.S. 263 , 12 S.Ct. 617. And since the

constitutional command is without restriction or limitation, the right unlike those
guaranteed by the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, is secured against the action of
individuals as well as of states. Ex parte Yarbrough, supra;, Logan v. United States,

supra. ...” U. S. v. Classic, 313 U.S. 299, 314 (1941).

Rising to the level of frivolity is the argument by a few of the Defendants that the Court
lacks subject matter jurisdiction because Plaintiffs have not named as defendants the (non-
elected) election commissioners who manage elections at the precinct and County level on behalf
of the states (and on behalf of the private political parties).

Any suggestion to the effect that an order served on these State Defendants, aimed at
protecting the honesty and integrity of the vote for President of the United States, could not be
enforced is absurd to say the least.

The State has a compelling interest in protecting the integrity of the political process.
Storer v. Brown, 415 U.S. 724, 732 (1974).

Notwithstanding the recognition by the Supreme Court of the need for state regulations to
protect the democratic (voting) process, the Supreme Court has held that a state cannot violate a
right encompassed within the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Williams v.

Rhodes, 393 U.S. 23, 29 (1968).
B. Jurisdiction Does Not Violate Defendants’
Due Process Rights

Defendants’ incorrectly allege that jurisdiction by this Court would violate their due

process rights due to a lack of “minimal contacts” between the States and New York State.
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LAY

In fact, the Court has general jurisdiction based on the defendants continuous and
systematic” contacts with the forum state. Every four years Defendants conduct primary and
general elections for President of the United States of America. Fundamental, natural Rights of
citizens in every judicial district in New York State, including New York Plaintiffs, are affected
by the votes “counted” in each of the other States. Helicopteros Nacionales de Columbia v. Hall,
466 U.S. 408, 415-16 (1984).

“[T]he right of suffrage can be denied by a debasement or dilution of the weight of a
citizen's vote just as effectively as by wholly prohibiting the free exercise of the franchise.”
Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 556.

In addition, all Defendants maintain continuous and systematic contact with the New
York based consortium, the National Election Pool (NEP), which includes the New York City
based Associated Press and the New York City based ABC, CBS, CNN, FOX and NBC
television networks. See accompanying Affidavits by Lynn Landes, James Condit, John Liggett
and Robert Schulz.

As the accompanying Affidavits show, continuous and systematic contact between all
State Defendants and agents, employees and contractors of New York based NEP includes:

1) personal and electronic connections between NEP and all counties in the
country (towns and cities in the North east) and complete reliance upon NEP
for the tabulation of all voter returns on election night and the announcement
of the winners and losers, and

2) completion by the States of extensive pre-election survey forms prepared by
NEP, and

3) exit polls in the States using forms prepared by NEP and conducted by NEP
contractor Edison/Mitofsky.

Thus, much more than “minimal contact” exists between each State Defendant and New York.

However, under the facts and circumstances of this controversy, the Court has

jurisdiction regardless of the level of “contacts.” “In judging the minimum contacts consistent
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with due process under the Fourteenth Amendment for establishing personal jurisdiction over a
defendant in a State, a court properly focuses on the relationship among the defendant, the
forum, and the litigation; the Plaintiffs’ Jack of “contacts” [with the out-of-state Defendants] will
not defeat otherwise proper jurisdiction.” Calder v Jones, 465 U.S. 783 (1983).

The Court has personal jurisdiction over out-of-state Defendants. There is no
constitutional tort without injury, and the state in which the victim of the constitutional tort
suffers the injury may entertain a suit against the accused tortfeasor to answer for its deeds, even
if the wrongdoer is out of state and the events were put in train outside its borders. Jurisdiction
over all State Defendants in a constitutional tort suit is proper in any State based on the “effects”™
of their conduct in that state, even though the conduct occurs in another state. The fact that the
actions causing the injurious effects in New York were performed outside the State does not
prevent this Court from asserting jurisdiction over a cause of action arising out of those effects.
Calder v Jones, 465 U.S. 783 (1983). See also Janmark v. Reidy and Dreamkeeper, 132 F.3d
1200, (7™ Cir., 1997). “[TThe state in which the victim of a tort suffered the injury may entertain
a suit against the tortfeasor [in another state].”

Defendants are the primary participants in a constitutional tort knowingly and
intentionally directed at the People at large, including New Yorkers. This is certainly true given
Defendants’ knowledge and awareness of the secret (by machine) vote counting, the added
uncertainty arising out of the well-documented lack of security and reliability associated with the
machines being used to count the votes, and the fact that they, the Defendants, immediately after
the polls close, turn over the raw, uncertified, uncertain “voter returns” to a private entity, the
National Election Pool, to tabulate and inform the nation of the winners and losers. See

accompanying Affidavits by Landes, Condit, Liggett and Schulz.
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An individual in New York need not go to another state to seek redress from persons
who, though remaining in that state commit a constitutional tort that causes injury in New York.

In light of the facts, especially following the events in Florida in 2000 and in Ohio in
2004, the release of the studies by Princeton, Cal Tech, MIT, UCLA and others discrediting the
reliability, integrity and security of voting machines in elections,! it is reasonable to conclude
that all Defendants anticipated being sued in one fashion or another, in New York State or
another state, in a class action or as a named Defendant. On this basis alone, the Court has
personal jurisdiction over all Defendants. See Calder v Jones, 465 U.S. 783 (1983).

In addition, under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 20, Plaintiffs domiciled
outside the boundaries of New York State may join in this action, and Defendants located outside
the boundaries of New York State may be joined in this action.

“All persons may join in one action as plaintiffs if they assert any Right to relief jointly,

severally, or in the alternative in respect of or arising out of the same transaction,

occurrence, or series of transactions or occurrences and if any question of law or fact
common to all these persons will arise in the action. All persons (and any vessel, cargo
or other property subject to admiralty process in rem) may be joined in one action as

Defendants if there is asserted against them jointly, severally, or in the alternative, any

right to relief in respect of or arising out of the same transaction, occurrence, or series

of transactions or occurrences and if any question of law or fact common to all

Defendants will arise in the action.” FRCP Rule 20.

Finally, with today’s inexpensive individual and group communication, conferencing and mass-
transportation systems, coupled with the distinct probability that this case will be determined on

submissions, the maintenance of this suit in New York State will not offend traditional notions of fair

play and substantial justice. See International Shoe v State of Washington, 326 U.S. 310 (1945).
C. The Eleventh Amendment Does Not Bar Jurisdiction

The Eleventh Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America reads:

"Including the recently released studies and determinations by Ohio and Colorado. See Declaration #1 by Schulz.
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“The judicial power of the United States shall not be construed to extend to any suit

in law or equity, commenced or prosecuted against one of the United States by
citizens of another State ....”

Plaintiffs are suing all chief election officials acting in their official capacities. A plaintiff

may seek prospective injunctive relief in federal court against a state official acting in his or her

official capacity. Ex Parte Young, 209 U.S. 123 (1908)

In the instant suit, each citizen is suing his or her State and not one of the other States, but
each and every one of the other States due to a series of similar acts and occurrences (ie.,
constitutional torts) taking place from “sea to shining sea,” with each occurrence causing
incremental injury to every Plaintiff, and the whole harm being greater than the sum of the parts.
There is a constitutionally sufficient relationship between the forum chosen in New York State
and the 49 other state defendants, whose constitutionally tortuous acts are calculated to cause
injury to the plaintiffs in all states, including New York State plaintiffs.

“Absent consent, this means there must be authorization for service of summons on the
defendant... Service of process in a federal action is covered generally by FRCP Rule 4.” Omni
Capital International v. Rudolf Wolff, 484 U.S. 97

Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(f) describes where process may be served. It authorizes service in the
state in which the action is brought, or anywhere else authorized by a federal statute or by the
rules.

Under Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(j)2, service on the chief executive officer of a state is authorized
where the state is a defendant. In this case, all States are Defendants and Plaintiffs have served
the chief executive officer (the Governor) of all States.

In addition, under FRCP Rule 4(e), a federal court normally looks to either a federal

statute or to the long-arm statute of the state in which it sits to determine whether a defendant is
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amenable to service, a prerequisite to its exercise of personal jurisdiction. Omni Capital
International v. Rudolf Wolff, 484 U.S. 97

Here, the Court need look no further than the federal law -- the Constitution of the United
States of America -- and the nature of the litigation (voting procedures in Presidential caucus,
primary and general elections) to determine the Defendants are amenable to suit and service.

Even if the federal law/Constitution itself did not provide amenability to suit under the
Eleventh Amendment (which is not the case), New York’s Long Arm Statute does. New York
State’s jurisdictional statute is as broad as the Federal Constitution permits. Under (NYCPLR
Section 302), a state court may exercise “long-arm” jurisdiction over a non-domicilary defendant
in certain specified circumstances. NYCPLR Section 302 provides (Plaintiffs’ emphasis added):

“Personal Jurisdiction by acts of non-domiciliaries.

() Acts which are the basis of jurisdiction. As to a cause of action arising from any of the
acts enumerated in this section, a court may exercise personal jurisdiction over any non-
domiciliary, or his executor or administrator, who in person or through an agent:
1. transacts any business within the State or contracts anywhere to supply goods or
services within the state; or
2. commits a tortuous act within the state, except as to a cause of action for defamation
of character arising from the act; or
3. commits a tortuous act without the state causing injury to person or property
within the state, except as to a cause of action for defamation of character arising
from the act, if he
(i) regularly does or solicits business, or engages in any other persistent course of
conduct, or derives substantial revenue from goods used or consumed or services
rendered, in the state, or
(i) Expects or should reasonably expect the act to have consequences in the state and
derives substantial revenue from interstate or international commerce; or
4. owns, uses or possesses any real property situated within the state.”

As argued herein, all non-domiciliary Defendants have made the decision to commit the
constitutionally tortuous act of counting IN SECRET the votes for President of the United
States of America in their upcoming caucuses and primaries and in the general election, and to

pass the secretly counted vote totals from each precinct or County to a private, corporately

10
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controlled cartel for statewide and national tabulation and reporting of winners and losers,
causing injury to the individual Liberty and Property Rights of New York Plaintiffs, and others.
Alternatively, and on the equity side of the Court, due to a “bizarre hiatus in the Rules”
jurisdiction over out-of-state defendants is justifiable, for the alternative is at a minimum, fifty
separate suits in fifty federal courts all arising from the same series of occurrences and resting on

the same facts and law.
D. VENUE IS PROPER

Venue is determined in accordance with 28 USC Section 1391(b) which provides:

(b) A civil action wherein jurisdiction is not founded solely on diversity of citizenship
may, except as otherwise provided by law, be brought only in (1) a judicial district where
any defendant resides, if all defendants reside in the same State, (2) a judicial district in
which a substantial part of the events or omissions giving rise to the claim occurred, or a
substantial part of the property that is the subject of the action is situated, or (3) a judicial

district in which any defendant may be found, if there is no district in which the action
may otherwise be brought.”

New York defendants are residents of this judicial district and there is no judicial district

in which this action may otherwise be brought.
E. PLAINTIFFS HAVE STANDING

Defendants have made the decisions: to count the votes for President of the United States
IN SECRET and to use unreliable and insecure machines to count the votes in secret, and/or not
to publicly announce the results of the vote at each precinct immediately following the end of the
voting period, and/or not to post voter returns publicly on their county and state websites on
election night, precinct-by-precinct, before passing the results to NEP for tabulation and
announcement of the winners and losers. This means Plaintiffs’ Right to have every vote
accurately counted will be violated by Defendants and every one of them, a concrete injury

directly traceable, and attributable, to Defendants’ flawed voting practices and procedures.

11
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Defendants’ actions will result in confusion, frustration, error and/or fraud. Plaintiffs are,
therefore, threatened with injury — i.e., the loss of Liberty and Property Rights.

The Right to cast an effective vote and to have every vote accurately counted is a
property Right and a measure of Plaintiffs’ Liberty (see argument below).

Injury caused by Defendants is actual and imminent, not conjectural or hypothetical.

Plaintiffs’ injury is redressable by the granting of the requested relief.

F. UNDER 42 U.S.C 1983, THE COURT HAS JURISDICTION
OVER NON-DOMICILIARY ELECTION OFFICIALS
IN THEIR INDIVIDUAL CAPACITIES

Section 1983 creates a cause of action against any person who, acting under color
of State law, abridges rights guaranteed by the Constitution and laws of the United States.

Specifically, the text of 42 USC 1983 reads:

“Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage of any
state or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to be subjected, any citizen of
the United States or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights,
privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the party
injured in an action of law, suit in equity or other proper proceeding for redress ....”

Defendants, who have general supervisory responsibility over Presidential elections, both
primary and general, have engaged in the injurious acts enumerated above -- including the
decision to count the votes for President of the United States IN SECRET -- a violation of
Plaintiffs’ civil Rights.

The Court has jurisdiction over Defendant state election officials who have been sued in
their individual as well as their official capacities.

II. PLAINTIFFS ARE ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Summary judgment should be granted if there is no genuine issue as to any material fact

and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Fed. R. Civ. P. 56 (c ). The party

12
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moving for summary judgment bears the burden of persuasion on the relevant issues.” The non-
moving party may survive a motion for summary judgment only by producing “evidence from
which a [fact finder] might return a verdict in his favor.” These rules apply with equal force to

suits for declaratory and injunctive relief under the Constitution of the United States of America.

A. FACTS MATERIAL TO THE CASE ARE NOT IN DISPUTE

As the accompanying STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS demonstrates, Plaintiffs
contend there is no genuine issue as to any material fact.

Many votes in the upcoming caucuses, primaries and general election will not be marked
by hand on paper ballots. Nor will all ballots be hand counted.

The result of the count at each precinct will not be read aloud for public consumption
immediately following the count.

A copy of certified tally sheets will not be posted on a wall at each precinct for public
viewing immediately following the count.

Certified vote totals will not be immediately communicated from each precinct to a
government supervised central tabulation location at their County where the totals from each
precinct in the County are to be publicly tabulated and announced as they are received.

Certified vote totals will not be immediately communicated from each County to a
government supervised central tabulation location in their State where the totals from each
precinct and County are to be publicly tabulated and announced as they are received.

Instead, uncertified voter returns will be turned over by Defendants to representatives of
the private, New York based National Election Pool immediately following the end of the voting

period in each county, where the results will be tabulated in secret along with the results of other

2 Celotex Corp. v. Associated Wholesale Grocers, 130 U.S. 317, 323 (1986).
3 Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242,257 (1986)

13
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counties, to be immediately announced via the NEP cartel comprised of all five dominant
television news networks, ABC, CBS, CNN, FOX and NBC, and immediately wired to all
dominant daily newspapers and media entities throughout the United States of America.

The announcement of the results of the tabulation by representatives of the National
Election Pool will not include a precinct-by-precinct breakdown of the vote, whether counted by

hand or by machine at the precincts.

B. PRIVATE CORPORATIONS CONTROL NATIONAL VOTE
TOTALING AND REPORTING OF ELECTION RESULTS
TO THE PUBLIC

Without the urgent intervention of this Court, not only will corporate programmed voting
machines "count" the votes cast using proprietary "black box" software for the coming year's
primaries and general election, the non-certified, but de facto results of those state-managed
elections, remain under the control and dominion of corporate media entities. These corporate
entities not only communicate the election results to the public with the consent, participation
and sanction of the State Defendants, they disturbingly also perform critical, non-official, but
de facto, vote totaling and vote aggregation functions which become manifest, and publicly
acknowledged as the de facto results of the election.

Although the states may certify and release their "official" election resuits much later

(possibly many, many weeks later) it is the national corporate media entities that effectively total

the election results ad hoc and communicate the results of every election to the general public.
The de facto function played by these, private, corporate, non-official entities in totaling

the votes and publicly pronouncing to the public the de facto election results is not only a

dereliction of the legal duty of state Defendants, it needlessly exposes the entire election to error,

chicanery and sabotage. In other words, corporations are not merely reporting the official
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determinations and official vote counts and certifications of our local election officials, they have
in fact, effectively replaced the constitutional functions that election officials that have been
charged, by law, with controlling and protecting. In short, it is now trans-national corporations,
not sworn, accountable election officials, who count our votes and announce who our "elected"
representatives shall be.

In 2008, the outcomes of the presidential Caucuses, Primaries and General Elections will
be managed and released to the public by a little-known corporate media consortium known as
the "National Election Pool", or "NEP". See the accompanying affidavits by Landes, Condit,

Liggett and Schulz. The consortium's website (www.exit-poll.net) provides details:

“The National Election Pool is a consortium of ABC News, Associated Press, CBS News, CNN,
Fox News and NBC News. It was formed in 2003 in order to provide information on Election
Night about the vote count, election analysis and election projections. NEP contracted with
Edison Media Research and Mitofsky International (Edison/Mitofsky) to make projections and
provide Exit Poll analysis. In addition, the NEP retained the Associated Press to conduct a
tabulation of the vote throughout the country.

“The AP collects voter returns from all counties in the United States and from cities/towns in the
New England states. They provide tabulations for each state for Senate and Governor, and
congressional district tabulations for U.S. House of Representatives. They also provide
tabulations for selected state referenda and initiatives. Regular AP clients are offered a more
comprehensive vote count for many additional political contests.

“Edison/Mitofsky conducts statewide Exit Polls throughout the country as well as a National
survey. In addition, Edison/Mitofsky collects the vote count in a sample of precincts in each state.
Edison/Mitofsky provides Exit Poll analysis and projections for President, U.S. Senate, Governor
as well as selected U.S. House, and state referenda and initiatives.

From the accompanying affidavits we learn several important things. First, the five
dominant transnational corporate television news networks (CBS, NBC, ABC, FOX and CNN)
and the Associated Press are the primary vested participants of the NEP consortium. The
Associated Press is itself another corporate consortium ostensibly "owned" by 1500+ newspapers
(many of which are also owned by the same transnational media parent companies controlling

the broadcast networks). Next we learn that the Associated Press functions as the sole de facto
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vote "totaler"/aggregator in the nation by collecting the "voter returns". Next, we know that
(privately held) Mitofsky International controls the "exit polling" sampling process and creates
statistical analyses for NEP (using its own undisclosed, proprietary methodologies) utilizing exit
poll interviews and actual vote counts from selected precincts. In short, it is from this corporate
consortium, the "NEP" -- not election officials -- that America's voters learn the de facto results
of their federal elections.

Disturbingly, the State Defendants have instructed their election officials to cooperate in
this contrived, but inherently flawed system. Instead of hand-counting and certifying the votes
of each voting station and precinct, and having election officials publicly announce election
results incrementally as votes are officially totaled, public officials instead transmit local vote
totals via personal contact and computer connections to the Associated Press in New York, who
in turn, totals the votes and distributes the running totals throughout election night to the
consortium's cartel of television news networks. The statistical "projections”, vote "totals" and
final "results” are then announced on live national television by the corporate news
correspondents and subsequently parroted and analyzed without end by the nation's and world's
newspapers, magazines, television shows and websites.

Unfortunately, long after election night is over, and long after the losing candidates
publicly concede their defeat at the polls, and long after state officials eventually get around to
officially "certifying" the election results, the de facto winners have already assumed their
thrones of power and any practical basis for mounting a legal challenge for a recount has
vanished. With virtually every news media outlet relying directly on the vote totals aggregated

and reported by the NEP consortium on the evening of each national election, it is no wonder
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that there is scant attention paid to officially certified election results made by election officials
or to examining the ballots actually cast by the People.

In fact, the danger posed by relying upon the broadcast assertions of transnational
corporate entities having significant vested, and likely very selfish interests in the decisions and
policies of the national government is so grave, that the Court is obligated to stop this affront
upon the People. There is no reasonable argument that can possibly justify putting the
entire democratic process of this Republic at risk by allowing anything but hand-marked
and hand-counted paper ballots at the precinct level, and by entrusting corporate entities
with the totaling of the votes and the power of announcing the winners and losers on
election night.

The current machines, systems, practices now embraced by the NEP consortium and
State Defendants are so constitutionally deficient and open to attack that their use defies common
sense. Given the overall design of the Defendants' election "machinery”, it is not unreasonable

to conclude, disturbingly, that it has been designed specifically to facilitate election corruption.

C. PLAINTIFFS ARE ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT
AS A MATTER OF EQUITY AND LAW

On the Court’s equity side, this case arises from Defendants’ decision to count Plaintiffs’
votes and the votes of other citizens for President of the United States IN SECRET, using
insecure and unreliable machines, and to turn uncertified voter returns over to a private party for
early (as soon as the polls close in each state) tabulation and immediate announcement of
winners and losers, all in violation of the spirit and habit of fairness, justice and right dealing
which would regulate the intercourse of men with men.

On the Court’s law side, this case arises because said decisions and acts of Defendants violate

certain provisions of the Constitution of the United States of America.
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The Constitution must be construed in its entirety. “The provisions of the Federal Constitution

granting Congress of the states specific power to legislate in certain areas are subject to the limitation
that they may not be exercised in a way that violates other specific provisions of the Constitution.”
Williams v Rhodes, 393 U.S. 23 (1968)

The First Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America reads in part:

“Congress shall make no law...abridging ... the Right of the People peaceably to
Assemble and to Petition the Government for Redress of Grievances.”

This lawsuit is a Petition for Redress (remedy) of a Constitutional tort being committed in
individual Plaintiffs’ own States and in States geographically removed from individual Plaintiffs, but
with harm felt by all Plaintiffs in all States. No act of Congress can, in equity or in law, bar this Court
from determining the merits of Plaintiffs’ complaint and granting the requested relief.

The Fifth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America reads in part:

“No person shall be deprived of ...liberty, or property, without due process of law....”

An individual American’s Right to have all votes that are cast in all States for President of the
United States accurately counted is essential for the preservation of each Plaintiff’s individual Liberty,
and essential for the protection of the first of the Grand Rights -- Government based upon the consent of
the People.

The Right to have all votes cast in every State for President of the United States accurately
counted is as much an unalienable Property Right of each Plaintiff as is his Right to worship freely and
his Right to real and personal property.

Voting practices and procedures in any State that result in error and fraud, even confusion and
frustration, infringe upon every Plaintiff’s individual, unalienable Right to Liberty and Property.

Under the Supremacy Clause of the Constitution (Article VI, clause 2), each and every one of the

fifty States is prohibited from engaging in any act that would diminish the value of those Rights.
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The Liberty and Property of each individual Plaintiff depends upon his or her vigilance
and ability to defend against any act or threat by any Defendant to diminish the value of his or
her Right to have all votes that are cast for President of the United States accurately counted, no
matter the geographical distance between the State where the constitutional tort occurs and the
Plaintiff’s voting booth.

The Ninth Amendment reads: “The enumeration in the Constitution of certain Rights
shall not be construed to deny or disparage others retained by the People.”

Each individual Plaintiff claims and is exercising the natural Right to join with all other
Plaintiffs in a constitutional challenge to the collective decision by all States to count the votes
for President of the United States of America IN SECRET (causing confusion, frustration, error
and/or fraud), and to do so in any one of the federal District Courts.

The Tenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America reads:

“The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it
to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the People.”

The power to control the decision over whether the votes for President of the United
States are to be counted by hand in full public view (as is done in Richmond, Vermont), or in
secret (as is always the case with mechanical or electrical machines), is clearly reserved to the
People, who have not and would never transfer that power to the State(s). Each secret count of
votes by a State or one of its subdivisions is a usurpation of the power of the People.

The Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America reads:

“All persons born or naturalized in the United States and subject to the Jurisdiction

thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they reside. No State

shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens

of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property,

without due process of law; nor deny any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the laws.”
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Neither the State of New York nor any other State of the Union can count the votes for
President of the United States of America IN SECRET without affecting the Rights of the
Plaintiffs in the other States.

The other 49 states cannot count the votes for President of the United States of America IN
SECRET without affecting the Rights of the Plaintiffs in the 50" State (New York).

No State shall act to abridge the Right of any Plaintiff to cast an effective vote and to have all
votes for President accurately counted, by hand in full public view.

Each Plaintiff, as a citizen of the United States, is to enjoy the privilege and Right of knowing
that no State is counting votes for President of the United States IN SECRET or doing anything that
would result in a vote not being counted accurately.

“Where rights secured by the Constitution are involved, there can be no rule making or
legislation which would abrogate them”. Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966)

Failure to provide the People with a continuous public viewing — a People’s “Chain of
Custody”— of all ballots as contained in the ballot box or boxes during the voting period, and a
manual allocation and count of all ballots in full public view promptly after the voting period
ends, at each voting station, before those ballots are ever removed from public view, violates the
voting rights of Plaintiffs.

The federal Constitution assigns to the states the initial responsibility for setting the rules
and governing elections. The power given to the states in the federal Constitution to regulate
clections is necessary as a way to insure orderly operation of the voting (democratic) process.
State regulations of elections have been derived (Burdick v Takushi, 112 S. Ct. at 2603) from
Article I, Section 4, cl. 1 of the federal Constitution which reads:

“The Times, Places and Manner of holding elections for Senators and
Representatives, shall be prescribed in each State by the Legislature thereof.”
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State regulation of elections has also been derived (Storer v Brown, 415 U.S. at 729-30,
1974), from Article I, Section 2, cl. 1 of the Federal Constitution, which reads:

“The House of Representatives shall be composed of members chosen every second year

by the People of the several states, and the Electors in each state shall have

qualifications requisite for Electors of the most numerous branch of the State

Legislature. ”

The State has a compelling interest in protecting the integrity of the political process.
Storer v. Brown, 415 U.S. 724, 732 (1974).

States have a compelling interest, not just a legitimate interest, in structuring elections in a
way that avoids confusion, deception and even frustration of the democratic process. Larouche v.
Kezer, 990 F.2d at 442 (2d Cir. 1993).

To prevail on the constitutional transgressions alleged in this complaint, Plaintiffs know
that they need show beyond a reasonable doubt that the administration, by the State and County
Boards of Elections will severely burden or prevent the exercise of a substantial constitutional
voting right.

“No right is more precious in a free country than that of having a voice in the election of
those who make the laws under which, as good citizens, we must live.” Burdick v. Takushi, 112
S. Ct. 2059, 2067 (1992).

The Supreme Court has derived a number of constitutional voting rights from the First and
Fourteenth Amendments, including: the right to associate for the advancement of political
purposes, NAACP v Alabama, 357 U.S. 449, 460 (1958): the right to cast an effective vote,

Williams v Rhodes, 393 U.S. 23, 30 (1968); and the right to create and develop new political

parties, Norman v. Reed, 112 S. Ct. 698, 705 (1992).
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The Supreme Court has clarified “the right to vote” to mean “the right to participate in an
electoral process that is necessarily structured [by state regulations] to maintain the integrity of
the democratic system.” Burdick v. Takusi, 112 S. Ct. at 2063.

Notwithstanding this recognition by the Supreme Court of the need for state regulations to
protect the democratic (voting) process, the Supreme Court has held that a state cannot violate a
right encompassed within the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Williams v.
Rhodes, 393 U.S. 23, 29 (1968).

"Undeniably the Constitution of the United States protects the right of all qualified citizens
to vote, in state as well as in federal elections. A consistent line of decisions by this Court in
cases involving attempts to deny or restrict the right of suffrage has made this indelibly clear. It
has been repeatedly recognized that all qualified voters have a constitutionally protected right to

vote, Ex parte Yarbrough, 110 U.S. 651 , and to have their votes counted, United States v.

Mosley, 238 U.S. 383 . In Mosley the Court stated that it is ‘as equally unquestionable that the
right to have one's vote counted is as open to protection . . . as the right to put a ballot in a
box.” 238 U.S.at 386. The right to vote can neither be denied outright, Guinn v. United States,
238 U.S. 347 , Lane v. Wilson, 307 U.S. 268 , nor destroyed by alteration of ballots, see United

States v. Classic, 313 U.S. 299, 315 , nor diluted by ballot-box stuffing, Ex parte Siebold, 100

U.S. 371 , United States v. Saylor, 322 U.S. 385 . As the Court stated in Classic, ‘Obviously
included within the right to choose, secured by the Constitution, is the right of qualified voters
within a state to cast their ballots and have them counted . . . .> (313 U.S. at 315).” Reynolds v.
Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 555 (1964).

“And history has seen a continuing expansion of the scope of the right of suffrage in this

country. The right to vote freely for the candidate of one's choice is of the essence of a
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democratic society, and any restrictions on that right strike at the heart of representative
government. And the right of suffrage can be denied by a debasement or dilution of the weight of
a citizen's vote just as effectively as by wholly prohibiting the free exercise of the franchise.” 377
U.S. 533, 556.

“Almost a century ago, in Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356 , the Court referred to “the

political franchise of voting’ as ‘a fundamental political right, because it is preservative of all

rights.” 118 U.S., at 370 .” 377 U.S. 533, 562.

In the KU KLUX CASES, 110 U.S. 651, 667 (1884), the Supreme Court said:

"t is as essential to the successful working of this government that the great organisms of its
executive and legislative branches should be the free choice of the people, as that the original
form of it should be so. In absolute governments, where the monarch is the source of all power, it
is still held to be important that the exercise of that power shall be free from the influence of
extraneous violence and internal corruption. In a republican government, like ours, where
political power is reposed in representatives of the entire body of the people, chosen at short
intervals by popular elections, the temptations to control these elections by violence and by
corruption is a constant source of danger. Such has been the history of all republics, and,
though ours has been comparatively free from both these evils in the past, no lover of his
country can shut his eyes to the fear of future danger from both sources." (Plaintiffs’
emphasis).

In U. S v. Classic, 313 U.S. 299 (1941), the Supreme Court said,

“Pursuant to the authority given by 2 of Article I of the Constitution, and subject to the legislative
power of Congress under 4 of Article I, and other pertinent provisions of the Constitution, the
states are given, and in fact exercise a wide discretion in the formulation of a system for the
choice by the people of representatives in Congress. In common with many other states Louisiana
has exercised that discretion by setting up machinery for the effective choice of party candidates
for representative in Congress by primary elections and by its laws it eliminates or seriously
restricts the candidacy at the general election of all those who are defeated at the primary. All
political parties, which are defined as those that have cast at least 5 per cent of the total vote at
specified preceding elections, are required to nominate their candidates for representative by
direct primary elections. Louisiana Act No. 46, Regular Session, 1940, 1 and 3.

“The primary is conducted by the state at public expense. Act No. 46, supra, 35. The primary, as
is the general election, is subject to numerous statutory regulations as to the time, place and
manner of conducting the election, including provisions to insure that the ballots cast at the
primary are correctly counted, and the results of the count correctly recorded and certified to
the Secretary of State, whose duty it is to place the names of the successful candidates of each
party on the official [313 U.S. 299, 312] ballot. The Secretary of State is prohibited from placing
on the official ballot the name of any person as a candidate for any political party not nominated
in accordance with the provisions of the Act. Act 46, 1...
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“The right to vote for a representative in Congress at the general election is, as a matter of law,
thus restricted to the successful party candidate at the primary, to those not candidates at the
primary who file nomination papers, and those whose names may be lawfully written into the
ballot by the electors. Even if, as appellees argue, contrary to the decision in Serpas v. T rebucq,
supra, voters may lawfully write into their ballots, cast at the general election, the name of a
candidate rejected at the primary and have their ballots counted, the practical operation of the
primary law in otherwise excluding from the ballot on the general election the names of
candidates rejected at the primary is such as to impose serious restrictions upon the choice of
candidates by the voters save by voting at the primary election. In fact, as alleged in the
indictment, the practical operation of the primary in Louisiana, is and has been since the primary
election was established in 1900 to secure the election of the Democratic primary [313 U.S. 299,
314] nominee for the Second Congressional District of Louisiana.

“Interference with the right to vote in the Congressional primary in the Second Congressional
District for the choice of Democratic candidate for Congress is thus as a matter of law and in fact
an interference with the effective choice of the voters at the only stage of the election procedure
when their choice is of significance, since it is at the only stage when such interference could
have any practical effect on the ultimate result, the choice of the Congressman to represent the
district. The primary in Louisiana is an integral part of the procedure for the popular choice of
Congressman. The right of qualified voters to vote at the Congressional primary in Louisiana and
to have their ballots counted is thus the right to participate in that choice. ...

“Obviously included within the right to choose, secured by the Constitution, is the right of
qualified voters within a state to cast their ballots and have them counted at Congressional
elections. This Court has consistently held that this is a right secured by the Constitution. Ex
parte Yarbrough, supra; Wiley v. Sinkler, supra; Swafford v. T empleton, supra; United States v.
Mosley, supra; see Ex parte Siebold, supra; In re Coy, 127 U.S. 731 , 8 S.Ct. 1263; Logan v.
United States, 144 U.S. 263 , 12 S.Ct. 617. And since the constitutional command is without
restriction or limitation, the right unlike those guaranteed by the Fourteenth and Fifteenth
Amendments, is secured against the action of individuals as well as of states. Ex parte
Yarbrough, supra; Logan v. United States, supra. ...

« _Moreover, we cannot close our eyes to the fact already mentioned that the practical
influence of the choice of candidates at the primary may be so great as to affect profoundly
the choice at the general election even though there is no effective legal prohibition upon the
rejection at the election of the choice made at the primary and may thus operate to deprive
the voter of his constitutional right of choice. This was noted and extensively commented upon
by the concurring Justices in Newberry v. United States, supra, 256 U.S. 263 -269, 285, 287, 41
S.Ct. 476-478, 484.

“Unless the constitutional protection of the integrity of 'elections' extends to primary
elections, Congress is left powerless to effect the constitutional purpose, and the popular
choice of representatives is stripped of its constitutional protection save only as Congress, by
taking over the control of state elections, may exclude from them the influence of the state
primaries. 3 Such an expedient would end that state autonomy with respect to elections which the
Constitution contemplated that Congress should be free to leave undisturbed, subject only to such
minimum regulation as it should find necessary to insure the freedom [313 U.S. 299, 320] and
integrity of the choice. Words, especially those of a constitution, are not to be read with such
stultifying narrowness. The words of 2 and 4 of Article I, read in the sense which is plainly
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permissible and in the light of the constitutional purpose, require us to hold that a primary
election which involves a necessary step in the choice of candidates for election as representatives
in Congress, and which in the circumstances of this case controls that choice, is an election within
the meaning of the constitutional provision and is subject to congressional regulation as to the
manner of holding it. ...

“Conspiracy to prevent the official count of a citizen's ballot, held in United States v. Mosley,
supra, to be a violation of 19 in the case of a congressional election, is equally a conspiracy to
injure and oppress the citizen when the ballots are cast in a primary election prerequisite to the
choice of party candidates for a congressional election. In both cases the right infringed is one
secured by the Constitution. The injury suffered by the citizen in the exercise of the right is an
injury which the statute describes and to which it applies in the one case as in the other..."The

right of the voters at the primary to have their votes counted is, as we have stated, a right or
privilege secured by the Constitution..." (Plaintiffs’ emphasis).

CONCLUSION

Defendants’ actions have caused, and are causing substantial harm to their citizens,
including Plaintiffs. The Court should permanently enjoin defendants to prevent further harm,
and deny Defendants’ motions to dismiss.

Respectfully submitted.

Dated: December 26, 2007
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2556 Johnson Jowa Road, NW
Homestead, 1A 52236 - Phone: 319-530-7171

/gm%%

JAMES GRAGG
1835 Holland Lane
Wichata, KS 67212 - Phone:

(316) 200-3071

DAVE WARD

3539 Washington ave.
Stratford, 1A 50249 - Phone: 515-835-2912

ROBIN A. BAILEY
1130 U.S. Hwy 24
Stockton, KS - 1-785-425-7057
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TODD METALLO
3511 Arrowwood Ct. La
Grange, KY 40031 - Phone: 502-777-7882

ROBERT ADAMS
200 Britanny Circle
Richmond, KY 40475 - Phone: 859-623-4188

ity Deds o

PATRICK CONWAY
520 Myers Lane
Elizabethtown, KY 42701 - Phone: 270-737-9229

Vo, 77 Sl

COREY MICHAEL élj!AHAM
12019 Indigo Dr.
St. Francisville, LA 70775 - Phone: 225-245-0106

KEITH CASTONGUAY
9 Mountain ave. apt3
Lewiston, ME 04240 - Phone: 1(207)7831832

"M Q. waomcﬂ,

ASHLEY WADE GARY
703 Paula Drive
Delcambre, LA 70528 - Phone: 337 523 4479

CLARENCE EDWARD WARD Il
3223 Canal St
New Orleans, LA 70119 - Phone: 832-428-3222

. /o

3y - NIV —t
/) s i .\ Pl

MARIE CASTONGUAY

9 Mountain ave. apt3
I ewicton MFE (14240 - Phane 1(707VIRI1R3D

/%/ gy —

BEVERLY DURAND
27 Schwanger Dr.
Bowdoin, ME 04287 - Phone: 207-514-7585

HAROLD POOLE
2308 Pebble Beach Dr.
Elkton, MD 21921 - Phone: 410-398-3414

Cyrrnie % fmw/

WALTER AUGUSTINE

4317 Flower Valley Drive
Rockville, MD 20853 - Phone: 2023337403 X111

bl i ot

CYNTHIA L. JONES
46241 Usher Lane
Valley Lee, MD 20692 - Phone: 301-994-0074

?@& Q. Pronne_

DONALD WILLIAMSON

245 E Main St
Marlborough, MA 01752 - Phone: 774-249-1630

el Sty

PAUL DIONNE

43 Bucknam Street Apt 1
Everett, MA 02149 - Phone: 617-645-5824

DANIEL SKAPINSKY

201 Plymouth St
Holbrook, MA 02343 - Phone: 781-767-5487

TONY DEMOTT

301 E. Cross St. Apt 2
Ypsilanti, MI 48198 - Phone: 7347178599



Case 1:07-cv-00943-LEK-DRH

Document 223

Filed 12/28/2007 Page 34 of 39

it (o Ot =
KENNETH COOPER PAT FOSTER
3876 140th Ave 6079 Mallard Dr

Holland, MI 49424 - Phone: (616) 786-0829

%/Z/w Lo/

Fennville, M1 49408 - Phone: 269-561-5268

/%M/V J/au/%%/umﬂ }Mk/j

JOHN MARSHALL

7131 Cameron Ave
Monticello, MN 55362 - Phone: 763.295.2910

SHAWN WAYNE JUNIOR DAVIS
1130 N. Robin Ave.
Duluth, MN 55811 - Phone: 218-726-1172

P b

JOHN HANSVICK
700 Ridge Road
Henderson, MN 56044 - Phone: 507-248-3238

CHRISTOPHER J.M. CUMMINS
81 CR 849
Blue Mountain, MS 38610 - Phone: 662-796-1298

HALPIN
6921 Aerovista Ct.
Saint Louis, MO 63123 - Phone: 573-587-9728

P

MARK G. BUSHMAN
4911 Old Conton Road #134
Jackson, MS 39211 - Phone: 601-362-2923

MD, Meidoa —

JONATHAN D. MEADOWS
254 Cotten Gin Rd.
Ripley, MS 38663 - Phone: 662-512-8654

WGQW

JOSEPH GOODMAN
10924 Hasrrison Street
Kansas City, MO 64131 - Phone: 816-941-7077

Slecky D o

BRIAN THOM/I;K{NLTFQ' W

6921 Aerovista Ct.
Saint Louis, MO 63123 - Phone: 573-768-0109

e O oo

STANLEY JONES
P.O. Box 6202
Bozeman, MT 59771 - Phone: 406-570-5080

Q/ﬂfﬁ Hastnl

13 John Long Rd
Philipsburg, MT 59858 - Phone: 406 859 5016

JOSEPH KASUN

4390 J Street
Omaha, NE 68107 - Phone: 402-612-4172

oz

ERIC MILLER
7121 S. 176th Ave.
Omaha, NE 68025 - Phone: 402-740-2518

JAY PETERSON
1024 E.1st Street
Fremont, NE 68025 - Phone: 402-459-1223
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CHRISTOPHER H. HANSEN
2657 Windmill Pky. #107
Henderson, NV 89074 - Phone: 702-336-2212

E‘X‘.ﬁ-«/@m

JUANITA CO

1088 McCarran Ranch Road
McCarran, NV 89434 - Phone: 775-848-1190

A e P —

GUY PAGE FELTON 1l
1220 Salem Place #5
Reno, NV 89509 - Phone: 775-828-6282

pn Sl

DOUGLAS A. BERSAW
139 Tully Brook Road
Richmond, NH 03470 - Phone: 603-239-8827

DIANNE GILBERT

28 Harvey Lane
Epping, NH 03042 - Phone‘ 603-679-2444

/ /0 %//‘:
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ROBERT SURPRENANT

429 Mine Ledge Road
Surrey, NH 03431 - Phone: 603-357-5656

Sy U

EDWARD HELMSTETTER
70 burnside ave
Cranford, NJ 07016 - Phone: 908 276 5177

GARY BERNER
442 Wilson Avenue
Lyndhurst, NJ 07071 - Phone: 201-893-8385

Choodss B Ramedl,

PANKAJ ANAND
506 Washington Road
Parllin, NJ 8859 - Phone: 732-841-3806

_____ e

CHARLES RANALLI
14225 copper ave ne #508
Albuquerque, NM 87123 - Phone: 5052931140

JAMES GENZLING

P.O. Box 192
Lakewood, NM 88254 - Phone: 575-457-2508

WILLIAM RITCH
HC 30 Box 8
Cuchillo, NM 87901 - Phone: (505) 743-3201

s

ARTHUR BERG
1441 US Route 11
Tully, NY 13159 - Phone: 315-696-5425

J%KW

JOHN LIGGETT
1040 1st Ave #351
New York, NY 10022 - Phone: 6463356088

STEVE HARRIS
7421 Innisfree Place
Charotte, NC 28226 - Phone: 704-309-6572

BETTE GERMAN SMITH

2506 Hwy 54 W #07
Chapel Hill, NC 27516 - Phone: 919-967-4102
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CARL JAY ZIETLOW
508 Hannah Branch Road
Burnsville, NC 28714 - Phone: 828-2844882

CHARLES CARTIER
13532 62nd Street NW
Williston, ND 58801 - Phone: 701-826-4121

CATHY CARTIER
13532 62nd Street NW
Williston, ND 58801 - Phone: 701-826-4121

g

PR

Jomes & Cortt

JAM% J. CONDKI/T JR.
4575 Farview Lane
Cincinnati, OH 45247 - Phone: 513-602-0627

MICHAEL DISALVO
6854 Founders Row #114
West Chester, OH 45069 - Phone: 5139399033

Mm. B-Q.Z,&dr-v

STEVEN M. BEESON

317 S. 6th St.
Broken Arrow, OK 74012 - Phone: 918-527-5584

(AR Wrma

GREGORY TEKAUTZ
244 Baker Drive
Rittman, OH 44270 - Phone: 330-927-0904

44
CRAIG F Hoééjm (
1533 N. Bradley Ave. \
Oklahoma City, OK 73127 - Phone: 405/495-4093

Wﬁéﬁ%@/

& (4

JENNIFER L. WATERS

6415 NW 19th St.

Bethany, OK 73008 - Phone: 405-603-4286

MARY D. FARRELL
1117 NE Hancock St.
Portland, OR 97212 - Phone: (503)288-5846

St O Dot

b fat

3120 NW John Olsen Ave #4-105
Hillsboro, OR 97124 - Phone: 480-215-7595

e T

EDGAR STEPHAN

266 Limeplant Rd
Ford City, PA 16226 - Phone: 724-289-8209

QWCWS»UM-—»

RUBIE O'DELL
P.O. Box 733
Cave Junction, OR 97523 - Phone: 541-592-2856

Sax//’/ﬂ % //w%

SAMUEL ANTHONY ETTARO

513 Thompson Street
Curwensville, PA 16833 - Phone: 814-553-9372

=

. // 5
- o

g 7. /ﬁ P —

1%
JOSEPH THOMPSON

1805-B Schoenersville Road
Bethlehem, PA 18018 - Phone: 610 997 3899

CHRISTOPHER J. MAYNARD

18 Eagle Nest Drive
Lincoln, RI 02865 - Phone: 401-301-7433
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THOMAS BERETTA
1015 Warwick Ave.
Warwick, RI 02888 - Phone: 401-230-3682

S e

SUSAN R. BERGE
50 Benedict Road
Harrisville, RI 02830 - Phone: 401-439-7604

e’
JOSHUA DAVID. BRANNON
709 Silkwood Ct
Boiling Springs, SC 29316 - Phone: 864-909-3729

ILONA URBAN BLAKELEY
General Delivery
Pauline, SC 29374 - Phone: 864-253-0330

fp. O Srogmmaon

AMANDA MOORE
2117 Savanah Hwy
Charleston, SC 29414 - Phone: 843-345-5632

A M e

WILLIAM STEGMEIER V
27116 Grummand Avenue
Tea, SD 57064 - Phone: 605-231-1220

5/%«0 Q@«l“w

ELVIS HANES
P.O.Box 412
Tea, SD 57064 - Phone: 605-201-3960

Jls ALl

/
EUGENE PAULSON
10454 1st St
Rosholt, SD 57260 - Phone 701 866 0322

&/L,L% ER

WILLIAM. HARDIN
112 Bradford Circle
Hendersonville, TN 37075 - Phone: 615-426-2314

S ) A
e T o pH 2 s :W‘ <~

JOHN FARRAR
365 Whitson RD
Bethpage, TN 37022 - Phone: 615-415-2223

WILLIAM KELLER
108 Old Winchester Road
Decherd, TN 37324 - Phone: 931-808-6748

EDDIE CRAIG

4502 North St.
Nacogdoches, TX 75965 - Phone: 936-558-8949

/@z@/x/@ /é/ﬁ_/

GARY W. GIUFFRE
130 Briarwood Lane

Bellville, TX 77418 - Phone: 979-865-3215
GREGOR}/GO&Y

%/
3828 Arrow Drive

Austin, TX 78749 - Phone: 512-626-5133

RONALD J. KELL

5127 Hwy 36 South
Rosenbeg, TX 77471 - Phone: 281-633-9751

ROBERT K. DALTON

312N 100 E
Cedar City, UT 84720 - Phone: 435-327-3000
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TED ARSENAULT
2305N 2300W
Cedar City, UT 84720 - Phone: 4355902135

DAV
643 Cedar Rock Road

Arlington, VT 05250 - Phone: 802-373-5923

Filed 12/28/2007 Page 38 of 39

Mo o g

SHAUN A. KNAPP
345 S. 1450 E.
Provo, UT 84606 - Phone: 801 374-1255

GARY L. GALE
126 Mountain Home Park
Brattleboro, VT 05301 - Phone: 802-254-9059

it (Y PRI

OWEN MULLIGAN
305 S. Union St. Apt. #3
Burlington, VT 05401 - Phone: 802-355-5247

CAROLYN WILLIAMS
2410 Edenbrook Drive
Richmond, VA 23228 - Phone: 804-690-9297

RON MOSS

5115 208th St. E.
Spanaway, WA 98387 - Phone: 253-304-4634

Doec) 4. Krighd

DAVID KNIGHT
4002 NE 272nd Ave
Camas, WA 98607 - Phone: 360-834-0448

DORRIS PONSTINGL

3950 Mt. Union Rd.
Huntington, WV 25701 - Phone: 304 522 1106

\72/4} LO( 12 (,%?/Cé&‘]/ C/,éf.

FRANCINE ARNOLD
16523 West Porter Road
Evansville, WI 53536 - Phone: 608-882-9980

WILLIAM CLARK DELASHMUTT
4237 Hardtimes Road, Box 406
Prospect, VA 23960 - Phone: 434-603-2881

JUDITH SHARPE
600 W. Riverview Dr.
Suffolk, VA 23434 - Phone: 7576360529

Ly ¥ B

LARRY K. BURNS
2716 G St.
Washougal, WA 98671 - Phone: 360-335-0728

WIL
122 Ranger Bottom Road
Ranger, WV 25557 - Phone: 304-634-1870

ZABRINA SISEMORE
122 Ranger Bottom Road
Ranger, WV 25557 - Phone: 304-778-7878

~

ANITA ZIBTON

€9566 smart hollow
La Farge, W1 54639 - Phone: 608-634-3863
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LANCE CRAIN MAURICE W. JONES
2033 Grass Creek Road P.O.Box 117
Casper, WY 82604 - Phone: 307-262-3799 Grover, WY 83122 - Phone: 307-886-3356

y>

JOE R. SLACK JR.

P.O. Box 273
Lander, WY 82520 - Phone: 307 349 8584
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