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INTEREST1 
 

The NCGOP, founded in 1867, is the state political organization of the 

Republican Party in North Carolina.  The NCGOP represents the interests of over 

two million registered Republicans, Republican candidates (currently there are sixty 

Republican congressional candidates in NC), 100 county party organizations and 

fourteen congressional district Republican party organizations.   

Allowing the 1RUWK�&DUROLQD�6WDWH�%RDUG�RI�(OHFWLRQV��³NCSBE´��WR�PRYH�

forward with adjudication of the qualifications of congressional candidates, would 

significantly undermine the rights of Republicans to run for office and for voters to 

vote for a Republican candidate of their choice.    

SUMMARY 

Irrespective of the applicability of the Amnesty Act of 1872, the underlying 

question remains, who decides?  The Constitution specifically grants Congress, not 

the states, the power to determine who is qualified for congressional 

office.  Therefore, as a fundamental matter of constitutional law, the NCSBE does 

not have the power to judge whether a candidate is qualified for such office, and any 

attempt to exercise such power violates the Constitution. 

 

 
1 Amicus states that no counsel for a party authored this brief in whole or in part, and 
no person other than amicus or its counsel made a monetary contribution to the 
EULHI¶V�SUHSDUDWLRQ�RU�VXEPLVVLRQ� 
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ARGUMENT 
 

I. The State Board of Elections lacks power under the federal 
Constitution to decide whether a candidate is qualified for 
congressional office. 

  
         At issue here is whether the NCSBE¶V� FODLPHG� DXWKRULW\� WR� GHWHUPLQH� DQ�

individual's qualifications to run for congressional office under N.C.G.S. § 163-

127.2 LV�D�YDOLG�H[HUFLVH�RI�WKH�6WDWH¶V�SRZHU�XQGHU�$UWLFOH�,��6HFWLRQ���RI�WKH�8�6��

Constitution to prescribe the times, places, and manner of holding elections (the 

Elections Clause), or is a forbidden infringement upon the power of the House of 

Representatives under Article I, Section 5 (the Qualifications Clause). 

         The Challengers do not assert any argument as to the proper body to determine 

D� FRQJUHVVLRQDO� FDQGLGDWH¶s qualifications or potential disqualification.  The 

Supreme Court of the United States long ago described the scope of state powers 

under the Election Clause: 

It cannot be doubted that these comprehensive words embrace authority 
to provide a complete code for congressional elections, not only as to 
times and places, but in relation to notices, registration, supervision of 
voting, protection of voters, prevention of fraud and corrupt practices, 
counting of votes, duties of inspectors and canvassers, and making and 
publication of election returns; in short, to enact the numerous 
requirements as to procedure and safeguards which experience shows 
are necessary in order to enforce the fundamental right involved. 
  

Smiley v. Holm, 285 US 355, 366 (1932).  However, state powers under the Elections 

Clause do not include judging and enforcing qualifications for congressional office. 

U.S. Term Limits, Inc. v. Thornton, 514 U.S. 779, 832-33 (1995). 
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 In U.S. Term Limits, the Supreme Court recognized ³WKH�6WDWHV¶� LQWHrest in 

DYRLGLQJ� µYRWHU� FRQIXVLRQ�� EDOORW� RYHUFURZGLQJ�� RU� WKH� SUHVHQFH� RI� IULYRORXV�

FDQGLGDFLHV�¶� LQ� µVHHNLQJ� WR� DVVXUH� WKDW� HOHFWLRQV� DUH� RSHUDWHG� HTXLWDEO\� DQG�

HIILFLHQWO\�¶� DQG� LQ� µJXDUGLQJ� DJDLQVW� LUUHJXODULW\� DQG� HUURU� LQ� WKH� WDEXODWLRQ� RI�

YRWHV�¶´� Id. at 834.  However, to stop the analysis here would be to ignore the 

6XSUHPH�&RXUW¶V�KROGLQJ�WKDW�VXFK�LQterest only applies when the applicable state 

VWDWXWH�GRHV�³QRW�LQYROYH�PHDVXUHV�WKDW�H[FOXGH�FDQGLGDWHV�IURP�WKH�EDOORW�ZLWKRXW�

UHIHUHQFH�WR�WKH�FDQGLGDWHV¶�VXSSRUW�LQ�WKH�HOHFWRUDO�SURFHVV�´�Id. at 835.  

A. The power to judge qualifications for congressional office is 
reserved to Congress, not to the State Board of Elections. 

  
    Offices created by the Constitution are to be regulated by their creating 

authority and any authority the State may have in regulating those offices must have 

been provided for in the Constitution. See Cook v. Gralike, 531 U.S. 510, 525, 149 

L.Ed. 2d 44 (2001); State ex rel. Chavez v. Evans, 446 P.2d 445 (N.M. 1968).  The 

Constitution reserves to Congress the power to judge the qualifications of its 

members and the Constitution sets forth those qualifications. See, e.g., U.S. Const. 

Art. 1, Section 2 (age, citizenship, inhabitancy); Powell v. McCormack, 395 U.S. 

486, 520 at n.41 (1969) (listing qualifications appearing in other parts of the 

Constitution, including Section 3 of the Fourteenth Amendment).   

While the State may have the power to regulate the mechanics of the 

procedural requirements for a congressional candidate to file, they hold no power to 



 4 

SROLFH�D�FDQGLGDWH¶V�qualifications to file.  The Qualifications Clause, specifies that 

³>H@DFK�+RXVH�VKDOO�EH�WKH�MXGJH�RI�WKH�HOHFWLRQV��UHWXUQV�and qualifications of its 

RZQ�PHPEHUV�´�8�6��&RQVW��$rt. I, § 5, cl. 1. (emphasis added).  In Roudebush v. 

Hartke, 405 U.S. 15, 25 (1972), the Supreme Court declared that each House of 

&RQJUHVV�PXVW�PDNH�LWV�RZQ�³LQGHSHQGHQW�ILQDO�MXGJPHQW´�DERXW�WKH�TXDOLILFDWLRQV�

of its members-elect. 

         The power to judge and enforce congressional is not given to the courts, 

Powell, 395 U.S. at 550, nor is it given to individual States, U.S. Term Limits, 514 

U.S. at 806 �³7KH�WH[W�RI�WKH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�WKXV�JLYHV� the representatives of all the 

people [i.e., Congress] the final say in judging the qualifications of the 

UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�RI�DQ\�RQH�6WDWH�´�� 

In U.S. Term Limits, the Court rejecteG� DQ� DUJXPHQW� VLPLODU� WR� WKH�6WDWH¶V�

³ZH¶UH�RQO\�SUHVFULELQJ�UXOHV�IRU�holding elections´�FRQWHQWLRQ�  There, the State of 

$UNDQVDV�KDG�SXW�LQ�SODFH�³DQ�DPHQGPHQW�WR�WKH�$UNDQVDV�6WDWH�&RQVWLWXWLRQ�WKDW�

prohibit[ed] the name of an otherwise-eligible candidate for Congress from 

appearing on the general election ballot if that candidate ha[d] already served three 

WHUPV�LQ�WKH�+RXVH�RI�5HSUHVHQWDWLYHV�RU�WZR�WHUPV�LQ�WKH�6HQDWH�´�U.S. Term Limits, 

514 U.S. at 783.  Defenders of the term-limits measure maintained that it was not a 

³TXDOLILFDWLRQ´� EXW� UDWKHU� D� SHUPLVVLEOH� H[HUFLVH� RI� WKH� VWDWH¶V� SRZHU� XQGHU� WKH�

Elections Clause.  7KH�&RXUW�QRWHG�WKDW�LWV�SULRU�(OHFWLRQV�&ODXVH�FDVHV�³ZHUH�thus 
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constitutional because they regulated election procedures and did not even arguably 

impose any substantive qualification rendering a class of potential candidates 

LQHOLJLEOH�IRU�EDOORW�SRVLWLRQ�´�Id. at 835 (original emphasis).  The Court explained 

WKDW�³>R@XU�FDVHV�XSKROGLQJ�VWDWH�UHJXODWLRQV�RI�HOHFWLRQ�SURFHGXUHV�WKXV�SURYLGH�OLWWOH�

support for the contention that a state-imposed ballot access restriction is 

constitutional when it is undertaken for the twin goals of disadvantaging a particular 

FODVV�RI�FDQGLGDWHV�DQG�HYDGLQJ�WKH�GLFWDWHV�RI�WKH�4XDOLILFDWLRQV�&ODXVHV�´�Id.; See 

Derek T. Muller, Weaponizing the Ballot, 48 Fla. St. Univ. L. Rev. 61, 121-22 (2021) 

(statHV�FDQQRW�XVH�³PDQQHU´�FODXVHV�WR�DGG�TXDOLILFDWLRQV��   

The Supreme Court addressed a similar Qualifications Clause case in 

Roudebush, where the purported winner of an election for U.S. Senate in Indiana 

FKDOOHQJHG�WKH�6WDWH¶V�DWWHPSW�WR�FRQGXFW�D�UHFRXQW�DV�XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO��See 405 U.S. 

15.  The Court held ,QGLDQD¶V� UHFRXQW� SURFHGXUHV� GLG� QRW� ³XVXUS´� WKH� 6HQDWH¶V�

authority under the Qualifications Clause because the Senate ultimately would 

decide which individual would be seated. Id. at 25±26; See Derek T. Muller, 

Scrutinizing Federal Electoral Qualifications, 90 Indiana L.J. 559, 594±98 (2015).   

In Chavez, the Supreme Court of New Mexico reviewed a Qualifications 

Clause issue where the State excluded an allegedly unqualified individual from the 

ballot on the basis of inhabitancy. Chavez, 446 P.2d at 448.  The court ruled that 

GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�RI� ³LQKDELWDQFH´ was not for the State to decide, but rather, was a 
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matter for Congress. Id.  Accordingly, the court directed the State to certify and 

include the congressional candidate on the ballot for the election. 

         Here, it is contended that application of N.C.G.S. § 163-127.2 to 

congressional offices is simply part of the longstanding enforcement of age and 

residency requirements.  States have authority to exclude from the ballot candidates 

for state office who do not meet state constitutional qualifications, but even that 

power is limited. See State ex rel. Lee v. Dunn, 73 N.C. 595, 604-08 (1875) (holding 

that the General Assembly could not impose any additional qualification on 

eligibility for elective office, other than what is provided in the State Constitution).   

However, neither the State nor the Challengers cite any authority²nor does 

any exist²WR� VXSSRUW� WKH� 1&6%(¶V claimed SRZHU� WR� ³SROLFH´� congressional 

qualifications.  Not a single instance has been identified in which a challenge under 

N.C.G.S § 163.127.2 was applied to dispute a congressional FDQGLGDWH¶V�

qualifications for office. 

Furthermore, there is no appeal of the NCSBE¶V�GHFLVLRQ�WR�&RQJUHVV²only 

to state court. See N.C.G.S. § 163-127.6.  Were that to be the case, the State would 

have the final and conclusive word on a candidatH¶V� TXDOLILFDWLRQV� XQGHU� WKH 

Constitution and could disqualify a candidate ex ante, thereby usurping WKH�+RXVH¶V�

power to PDNH�DQ�³LQGHSHQGHQW�ILQDO�MXGJPHQW´ of such a FDQGLGDWH¶V�TXDOLILFDWLRQV�

for congressional office. See Roudebush, 405 U.S. at 25±26.  
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         Once a candidate satisfies the procedural requirements of state law, the people 

decide whether to vote for a candidate, and Congress judges whether that candidate 

is qualified. See U.S. Term Limits, 514 U.S. 779.   Permitting State officials to block 

D� FDQGLGDWH� IURP� WKH� EDOORW�� ³WKH�PRVW� FUXFLDO� VWDJH� LQ� WKH� HOHFWLRQ� SURFHVV²the 

LQVWDQW�EHIRUH�WKH�YRWH�LV�FDVW�´�Cook, 531 U.S. at 525, 149 L. Ed. 2d at 57, would 

XQGHUPLQH�WKH�SHRSOH¶V�SRZHU�WR�HOHFW�LWV�RZQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�  

         7R�FKDOOHQJH�D�FRQJUHVVLRQDO�FDQGLGDWH¶V�TXDOLILFDWLRQV�WKURXJK�WKH�NCSBE 

is a novel,2 but unconstitutional attempt to evade the ordinary process for judging 

and enforcing qualifications under the Qualifications Clause.  The Constitution does 

not empower State agencies or courts to make final determinations about 

qualifications for congressional office.   

B. 7KH� 6WDWH¶V� MXGJPHQW� RI� D� FDQGLGDWH
V� TXDOLILFDWLRQV�
unconstitutionally adds to congressional qualifications. 

  
         Enforcement of N.C.G.S. § 163-127.2 against congressional candidates, 

would add a qualification for congressional office.  This is prohibited by both the 

FRQVWLWXWLRQDO�WH[W�DQG�WKH�6XSUHPH�&RXUW¶V�GHFLVLRQ�LQ�U.S. Term Limits. 

 
2 The novelty of this challenge lies in its attempt to eliminate, at least in part, the 
grueling nature of the electoral process by seeking to exclude a candidate before any 
YRWHV�DUH�FDVW��³7KH�VXSUHPH�DUW�RI�ZDU�LV�WR�VXEGXH�WKH�HQHP\�ZLWKRXW�ILJKWLQJ�´�
Sun Tzu, The Art of War, 37 (2010). While that might be a valid, and even successful, 
strategy in game theory, it runs contrary to the Constitution and our democratic 
process. See U.S. Term Limits, 514 U.S. at 793, 131 L. Ed. 2d at 894 (The 
³IXQGDPHQWDO�SULQFLSOH�RI�RXU�UHSUHVHQWDWLYH�GHPRFUDF\´�LV�³WKDW�WKH�SHRSOH�Vhould 
FKRRVH�ZKRP�WKH\�SOHDVH�WR�JRYHUQ�WKHP�´���LQWHUQDO�FLWDWLRQV�RPLWWHG�� 
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Below, the State argued it was not judging the qualifications of elected 

congressional members, but was only policing candidate qualifications prior to the 

election.  But the constitutional qualifications for Congress are qualifications to hold 

office, not to run for office.  By imposing separate qualifications to run for office 

(whether identical to or different from the constitutional qualifications), the State 

would unconstitutionally add qualifications for service in Congress. See U.S. Term 

Limits, 514 U.S. at 827. 

         7KH� 6XSUHPH� &RXUW� KDV� UHFRJQL]HG� WKDW� &RQJUHVV¶V� SRZHU� WR� MXGJH�

qualifications under the Qualifications Clause operates at the time a Member-elect 

presents a state-issued certification of election and seeks to be seated in Congress. 

See Barry v. United States ex rel. Cunningham, 279 U.S. 597, 614±15 (1929). 

         The 6WDWH¶V� imposition of any qualification for office²even an existing 

constitutional qualification²prior to and separate from that time operates as an 

additional qualification, such as the term-limits deemed unconstitutional in U.S. 

Term Limits.  Professor Derek Muller explains: 

&RQVLGHU�WKH�DJH�H[DPSOH��DQG�OHW¶V�EHJLQ�ZLWK�3UHVLGHQW�-RH�%LGHQ��,Q�
1972, Biden first ran for Senate at the age of 29. He was not eligible to 
serve in the Senate. But, after Election Day²after he was elected²he 
turned 30. He presented his credentials to the Senate several weeks after 
Election Day and was seated. 
  
If Delaware had excluded Biden from the ballot on the basis that Biden 
ZDV� ³LQHOLJLEOH´� DV� RI� (OHFWLRQ�'D\²or, really, at the ballot access 
deadline weeks before Election Day²it would have impermissibly 
added a qualification to a candidate seeking federal office.  
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'HUHN�0XOOHU��³$GGLQJ�4XDOLILFDWLRQV�IRU�&RQJUHVVLRQDO�&DQGLGDWHV�DQG�D�6HFWLRQ�

�� 3X]]OH�´� Election Law Blog (Feb. 7, 2022), 

https://electionlawblog.org/?p=127486.   

Other courts have addressed the issue of States attempting to add additional 

qualifications for congressional candidates and have uniformly held them to be 

unconstitutional. See Dillon v. Fiorina, 340 F.Supp. 729, 731 (D.N.M. 1972) (ruling 

state laws creating a two-year residency requirement to run for Senate were 

unconstitutional as an impermissible added qualification); Stack v. Adams, 315 

F.Supp. 1295, 1297 (N.D. Fla. 1970) (holding that a current county sheriff could not 

be disqualified as a candidate for House under a dual office holding state statute, 

because that would impermissibly and unconstitutionally add a qualification); 

Chavez, 446 P.2d at 448-49 (explained supra).  Ultimately, courts have held that 

³>W@KH�FRQVWLWXWLRQDO�TXDOLILFDWLRQV�IRU�PHPEHUVKLS�LQ�WKH�ORZHU�KRXVH�RI�&RQJUHVV�

exclude all other qualifications, and state law can neither add to nor subtract from 

WKHP�´�Id. at 448. 

For the State to deny ballot access to a candidate before he presents to 

Congress for judgment of his qualifications and seating, would unconstitutionally 

add a qualification to a candidate for federal office.    
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C. The State Board has no power to judge whether a candidate is 
qualified for Congress under Section 3 of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. 

 
Section 3 of the Fourteenth Amendment does not expressly provide a 

procedure for its implementation, but Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment 

SURYLGHV��³7KH�&RQJUHVV�VKDOO�KDYH�SRZHU�WR�HQIRUFH��E\�DSSURSULDWH�OHJLVODWLRQ��WKH�

SURYLVLRQV� RI� WKLV� DUWLFOH�´� 8�6�� &RQVW�� $PHQG�� ;,9�� 6HFWLRQ� ��� � That includes 

legislation providing for the enforcement of Section 3.  Following the repeal of the 

.OX�.OX[�.ODQ�$FW�LQ�������³&RQJUHVV�KDV�QRW�VLQFH�H[HUFLVHG�LWV�DXWKRULW\�XQGHU�

6HFWLRQ� �� RI� WKH� )RXUWHHQWK� $PHQGPHQW� WR� HQDFW� OHJLVODWLRQ´� SURYLGLQJ� IRU� WKH 

enforcement of Section 3.  Congressional Research Service, The Insurrection Bar to 

Office: Section 3 of the Fourteenth Amendment 4 (January 29, 2021), 

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/LSB/LSB10569. 

         Section 3 is not self-H[HFXWLQJ��LWV�DSSOLFDWLRQ�³FDQ�RQO\�EH�SUovided for by 

>&@RQJUHVV�´ In re Griffin, 11 F. Cas. 7, 26 (C.C.D. Va. 1869).  Absent implementing 

legislation, Congress, and Congress alone, has addressed Section 3 as a 

constitutional qualification for holding office.3  There is no other constitutional 

provision or federal statute authorizing a State to evaluate a congressional 

FDQGLGDWH¶V� TXDOLILFDWLRQV� XQGHU� 6HFWLRQ� ��  Accordingly, the NCSBE lacks the 

 
3 Congress last used Section 3 in 1919 to refuse to seat Victor Berger, a socialist 
accused of giving aid and comfort to Germany in World War I. Congressional 
Research Service, supra, at 2.  
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power to forbid an indvidual from running for congressional office based on its own 

interpretation and enforcement of Section 3 for the same reasons it cannot enforce 

nor add other constitutionally-enumerated congressional qualifications: it would 

violate the Qualifications Clause. 

         Even if a candidate could be potentially disqualified under Section 3, this is 

something that Congress itself can adjudicate and, at its discretion, change.  Section 

��SURYLGHV�WKDW�³&RQJUHVV�PD\�E\�D�YRWH�RI�WZR-thirds of each House, remove such 

D�GLVDELOLW\�´  Ballot access cannot be conditioned on whether a candidate would 

allegedly be disqualified by Section 3 because it cannot be known whether Congress 

would choose to seat such a candidate or would remove any potential 

disqualification under Section 3.  By doing so, the State would be adding a 

qualification.  

The dispute about whether a candidate is subject to Section 3 is not a question 

for State election officials or judges to decide ahead of an election.  ,W¶V�D�TXHVWLRQ�

for the voters on Election Day, and for Congress after the election. 

CONCLUSION 
 
 For the foregoing reasons, the NCGOP respectfully urges the Court to deny 

the ChallengHUV¶�HPHUJHQF\�PRWLRQ�IRU�VWD\� 

Respectfully submitted the 14th of March, 2022. 
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