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STATE’S FIRST CONSOLIDATED MOTIONS IN LIMINE 

 

COMES NOW, the State of Georgia, by and through Fulton County District Attorney Fani 

T. Willis, and files its first consolidated motions in limine for the jury trial of Defendant Chesebro 

and Defendant Powell currently scheduled to begin in this matter on October 23, 2023: 

1. A mistake of law defense and evidence or testimony that serves only to support such 

a defense should be excluded as such a defense is not available under Georgia law. 

 

It appears from the pleadings, documents produced in discovery, witness lists supplied by 

the Defendants, and statements made in open court that one or both Defendants intend to assert a 

mistake of law defense. It appears that Defendant Chesebro intends to present evidence and argue 
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to the jury that he believed his actions as alleged in the indictment were lawful pursuant to certain 

provisions of the Electoral Count Act and because the Wisconsin Department of Justice 

purportedly declined to prosecute him in that state.1 It appears that Defendant Powell intends to 

present evidence and argue to the jury that she believed she and her co-conspirators had lawful 

authority to access secure election equipment in Coffee County, Georgia, based on a purported 

“letter of invitation” written by co-defendant Misty Hampton AKA Emily Misty Hayes in response 

to an open records request submitted by a third party.2 Both of these constitute mistake of law 

defenses that are not available under Georgia law. 

 
1 On October 14, 2023, Defendant Chesebro submitted a proposed certificate of need for 

testimony to the Court pursuant to the Uniform Act to Secure the Attendance of Witnesses from 

Without the State. In the proposed certificate, Defendant Chesebro states that Mike Murphy, an 

Assistant Attorney General from Wisconsin, wrote a memorandum stating that, in his opinion, 

Defendant Chesebro did not violate Wisconsin law by participating in the fake elector meeting in 

that state. This is just one example demonstrating that the Defendants intend to back-door 

improper mistake of law evidence and improper legal conclusions as to an ultimate issue into the 

trial of this matter. There is no mistake of law defense in Georgia, and Defendant Chesebro 

cannot present evidence concerning legal conclusions as to an ultimate issue through Mr. 

Murphy, as discussed infra. Evidence that Defendant Chesebro, with a different prosecutor, 

under different laws, and under different circumstances, did not face prosecution in Wisconsin, is 

of no consequence to whether, under the facts introduced into evidence at this trial, either 

Defendant is guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. It should also be noted that Defendant Chesebro 

is one of several defendants named in a civil lawsuit filed in Wisconsin by a group of the 2020 

duly elected presidential electors from Wisconsin. The lawsuit alleges, among other things, that 

Defendant Chesebro and others, by acting as fake electors, engaged in a civil conspiracy and 

created a public nuisance in violation of Wisconsin civil laws. That case is pending in the Circuit 

Court of Dane County, Wisconsin, and is docketed as Case Number 22CV001178. 
2 On October 13, 2023, Defendant Powell filed a motion in limine requesting that the Court 

decide, as a matter of law, that she was authorized to access secure election equipment in Coffee 

County, Georgia. First, a motion in limine is not the proper procedure to request such a ruling 

from the Court. Second, Defendant Powell confuses mistake of fact with mistake of law. Her 

purported reliance on purported authorization given by a person who had no legal authority to 

give such authorization is a mistake of law, as discussed infra. Third, Defendant Powell cites 

multiple cases that have no legal bearing whatsoever on her motion. Fourth, it must be pointed 

out that Defendant Powell continues to intentionally misrepresent the law to this Court. She 

states in her motion that, under O.C.G.A. § 21-2-457, “voting machines ‘may be opened and all 

the data and figures therein’ may be examined.” Def. Powell’s Mot. in Lim. at 2. The full 

sentence in the statute states as follows: “The voting machines shall remain locked … except that 
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“It is axiomatic that everyone is presumed to know the law and ignorance thereof is not an 

excuse for its violation.” Paul v. State, 331 Ga. App. 560, 564 (2015) (quoting Stillwell v. State, 

329 Ga. App. 108, 110 (2014)). This axiom is codified at O.C.G.A. § 1-3-6: “After they take effect, 

the laws of this state are obligatory upon all the inhabitants thereof. Ignorance of the law excuses 

no one.”3 It is crucial to distinguish between a mistake of fact and a mistake of law. “A mistake of 

fact is defined as ‘a misapprehension of fact which, if true, would have justified the act or 

omission.’” Turner v. State, 210 Ga. App. 303, 304 (1993) (quoting O.C.G.A. § 16-3-5). By way 

of example, a defendant charged with Violation of the Georgia Controlled Substances Act who 

believed he possessed an over-the-counter sleep aid rather than a controlled substance would be 

entitled to offer a mistake of fact defense and to have the jury instructed accordingly. Duvall v. 

State, 289 Ga. 540, 541 (2011). Conversely, a defendant who knew he possessed a controlled 

substance but who incorrectly believed that it was lawful for him to do so would not be entitled to 

such a defense or a mistake of fact jury instruction since his mistake was one of law. Id. 

Here, Defendant Chesebro’s improper mistake of law defense speaks for itself. He has 

argued in many hearings before this Court that he did nothing unlawful and that, based on his 

interpretation of the Electoral Count Act and other law, he subjectively believed that his conduct 

was lawful. This defense is not available in Georgia: it is for the Court to instruct the jury on what 

 

they may be opened and all the data and figures therein examined under this chapter, by order of 

any superior court of competent jurisdiction, or by direction of any legislative committee to 

investigate and report upon contested primaries or elections affected by the use of such 

machines.” This intentional misrepresentation is egregious and indefensible. 
3 This has been the law in Georgia since this state’s first codification of the common law, which, 

although not quite as old as the Spanish Inquisition, took effect on January 1, 1862: “Laws, after 

promulgation, are obligatory upon all inhabitants of this State, and ignorance of the law excuses 

no one.” Orig. Code Ga. 1861, § 8. 
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constitutes lawful or unlawful conduct, and it is for the jury to determine whether a defendant’s 

conduct violated the laws of this state. 

Defendant Powell’s improper mistake of law defense is similar to the type of defense 

rejected by the Court of Appeals of Georgia in Turner. Turner was charged with and convicted of 

operating a motor vehicle after being declared a habitual violator. Turner, 210 Ga. App. at 303. At 

trial, he testified that he called the Georgia Department of Public Safety, spoke to an unidentified 

person who stated that his license would be reinstated if he paid a $25 fee, and based on the 

conversation, he believed he could drive without violating the habitual violator statute. Id. at 304. 

He requested a mistake of fact jury instruction, but the trial court properly refused the requested 

charge because his “alleged reliance on a telephone conversation with an unidentified person is a 

mistake of law and not fact.” Id. Like in Turner, Defendant Powell’s alleged reliance on a “letter 

of invitation”—even assuming the letter is genuine and Powell had knowledge of the letter at the 

time of the acts alleged in the indictment—is a mistake of law and not fact. The purported “letter 

of invitation” was written by a person who had no lawful authority to allow anyone to access secure 

election equipment and the data contained within it. Defendant Powell’s alleged reliance on such 

a letter based on a belief that it granted her and her co-conspirators unfettered access to election 

equipment in Coffee County, Georgia, is a mistake of law, “and ignorance thereof is not an excuse 

… .” Paul, 331 Ga. App. at 564. 

Further, “[e]vidence which is not relevant shall not be admissible.” O.C.G.A. § 24-4-402. 

“‘[R]elevant evidence’ means evidence having any tendency to make the existence of any fact that 

is of consequence to the determination of the action more probable or less probable than it would 

be without the evidence.” O.C.G.A. § 24-4-401. Because a mistake of law defense is unavailable 

under Georgia law, evidence that serves only to support such a defense is not relevant and is 
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therefore inadmissible. Accordingly, based on the above, the Court should preclude either 

Defendant from making arguments concerning mistake of law, reject any mistake of fact jury 

instruction based on the circumstances set forth above, and exclude any evidence that serves only 

to support a mistake of law defense because such evidence is irrelevant. 

2. Evidence or testimony concerning legal conclusions as to an ultimate issue should be 

excluded as such evidence improperly invades the province of the jury. 

 

It appears from the pleadings, documents produced in discovery, witness lists supplied by 

the Defendants, and statements made in open court that one or both Defendants intend to present 

evidence or testimony concerning legal conclusions as to an ultimate issue. As an example, 

Defendant Chesebro has placed Lawrence Lessig on his witness list and has indicated that Mr. 

Lessig will provide expert testimony. Mr. Lessig’s apparent area of expertise concerns the 

operation of the Electoral Count Act, and the State expects Defendant Chesebro will attempt to 

elicit legal conclusions on ultimate issues from Mr. Lessig to establish that Defendant Chesebro is 

not guilty of the offenses charged in the indictment. Such evidence improperly invades the 

province of the jury and is prohibited under Georgia law. 

The prohibition on introducing evidence concerning legal conclusions as to an ultimate 

issue is supported by Georgia cases from both before and after the 2013 changes to our evidence 

code, and federal cases interpreting Federal Rule of Evidence 704 provide ample persuasive 

authority in support of such a prohibition. While “testimony in the form of an opinion or inference 

otherwise admissible shall not be objectionable because it embraces an ultimate issue to be decided 

by the trier of fact,” O.C.G.A. § 24-7-704(a), testimony that constitutes a legal conclusion or a 

conclusion constituting a mixture of law and fact is inadmissible. Carr v. State, 350 Ga. App. 461, 

471 (2019); Diplomat Constr., Inc. v. State Bank of Tex., 314 Ga. App. 889, 895 (2012) 

(“Nevertheless, ‘it is well established that an expert witness may not state a legal conclusion as to 
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the ultimate issue.’”); Smith v. Hilltop Pools & Spas, Inc., 306 Ga. App. 881, 886 (2010) (“[I]t is 

well established that an expert witness may not state a legal conclusion as to the ultimate issue[.]”); 

Rayburn v. Ga. Power Co., 284 Ga. App. 131, 139 (2007) (“[I]t is well established that an expert 

witness may not state a legal conclusion as to the ultimate issue.”); Allen v. Columbus Bank & 

Trust Co., 244 Ga. App. 271, 277 (2000) (“It is well established that an expert witness may not 

state a legal conclusion as to the ultimate issue.”); McGraw v. Smith, 232 Ga. App. 513, 515 (1998) 

(“Even if this action had not been procedurally foreclosed, it is well established that an expert 

witness may not state a legal conclusion as to the ultimate issue.”). 

Eleventh Circuit precedent is consistent with this4: “[C]ourts must remain vigilant against 

the admission of legal conclusions, and an expert witness may not substitute for the court in 

charging the jury regarding the applicable law.” Cook v. Sheriff of Monroe County, 402 F.3d 1092, 

1112 (11th Cir. 2005) (quoting United States v. Milton, 555 F.2d 1198, 1203 (5th Cir. 1977). And 

other federal circuits agree: “[I]t is not for the witnesses to instruct the jury as to the applicable 

principles of law, but for the judge. … Expert testimony on the law is excluded because the trial 

judge does not need the judgment of witnesses. The judge (or the jury as instructed by the judge) 

can determine equally well the law.” United States v. Zipkin, 729 F.2d 384, 387 (6th Cir. 1984) 

(internal citations and quotations omitted). A judge’s knowledge of the law makes such expert 

testimony superfluous. Id. Further, “courts must guard against invading the province of the jury on 

a question which the jury was entirely capable of answering without the benefit of expert opinion.” 

Am. Auto. Ins. Co. v. Omega Flex, Inc., 783 F.3d 720, 725 (8th Cir. 2015) (quoting Robertson v. 

Norton Co., 148 F.3d 905, 908 (8th Cir. 1998). 

 
4 “[W]hen interpreting [Georgia Rules of Evidence borrowed from the Federal Rules of 

Evidence], we are guided by the decisions of federal appeals courts and particularly the Eleventh 

Circuit.” Collins v. State, 308 Ga. 608, 611 (2020).  
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Here, the Court must exclude any expert testimony offered by either Defendant to the 

extent that it reaches a legal conclusion on an ultimate issue. Further, the Court should preclude 

even the Defendants themselves, should they elect to testify in their own defense, from attempting 

to instruct the jury on the law. Such evidence improperly usurps the role of the Court, invades the 

province of the jury, and is superfluous. 

3. Evidence or testimony concerning the Electoral Count Act or other related law and 

any application to the facts of this case should be excluded because such evidence 

improperly usurps the role of the judge and jury and any probative value is 

substantially outweighed by the danger of confusion of the issues. 

 

It appears from the pleadings, documents produced in discovery, witness lists supplied by 

the Defendants, and statements made in open court that one or both Defendants intend to present 

extensive evidence or testimony concerning the history, operation, interpretation, and applicability 

of the Electoral Count Act. Put differently, it appears the Defendants will attempt to instruct the 

jury on law and provide historical context in support of their interpretation of the law. As set forth 

above, “it is not for the witnesses to instruct the jury as to the applicable principles of law, but for 

the judge,” Zipkin, 729 F.2d at 387, and any attempt to do so through evidence usurps the role of 

the Court, invades the province of the jury, and is superfluous. Such analysis of the Electoral Count 

Act, which is wholly irrelevant, should be excluded on that ground alone. 

Further, even if such evidence were relevant, O.C.G.A. § 24-4-403 provides that “[r]elevant 

evidence may be excluded if its probative value is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair 

prejudice, confusion of the issues, or misleading the jury or by considerations of undue delay, 

waste of time, or needless presentation of cumulative evidence.” Evidence is subject to exclusion 

under Rule 403 if, among other things, it “could ‘confuse the jury and divert its attention from the 

central question in the case … .’” United States v. Naidoo, 995 F.3d 367, 375 (5th Cir. 2023) 

(quoting United States v. Pires, 642 F.3d 1, 12 (1st Cir. 2011). Such a situation is aggravated if the 
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confusing evidence is presented through an expert witness since, “because of an expert’s stature 

qua expert, jurors may assign more weight to expert testimony than it deserves.” Id. The Fifth 

Circuit noted in Naidoo that the central question in that case was “whether the defendant 

knowingly possessed child pornography,” and evidence that may obscure that central question was 

impermissible. Id. 

Here, the risk of jury confusion is two-fold. First, extensive evidence or testimony 

concerning the history, operation, interpretation, or applicability of Electoral Count Act would 

certainly divert the jury’s attention from the central question in this case—whether the Defendants 

unlawfully conspired to violate the Georgia RICO Act, unlawfully conspired to commit crimes 

related to the December 14, 2020, meeting of fake electors, and unlawfully conspired to access 

secure election equipment in Coffee County, Georgia. Indeed, the primary purpose of introducing 

such evidence at trial by either Defendant would be primarily to distract the jury from the actual 

issues before it. Second, the introduction of any such evidence by either Defendant would oblige 

the State to present its own evidence rebutting it. The jury would then need to receive a jury 

instruction on the Electoral Count Act from the Court. This would leave the jury with three—each 

likely divergent from the others—versions of the operation, interpretation, and applicability of the 

Electoral Count Act: one from one or both Defendants, one from the State, and one from the Court. 

The jury would inevitably, and improperly, be confused as to which interpretation it should follow.  

The probative value of any such evidence is significantly diminished when considered 

alongside the unavailability of a mistake of law defense in Georgia5 and the impropriety of 

 
5 To be sure, it would be wholly improper for either Defendant—and they are both lawyers—to 

argue (1) that they interpreted the Electoral Count Act or any other law a certain way, (2) that 

they believed that they were acting in accordance with their interpretation of the law in 

furtherance of a criminal conspiracy, and (3) that, if their interpretation of the law was wrong, 

they should be excused from liability anyway because the law was simply confusing to them. 
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evidence that constitutes a legal conclusion as to an ultimate issue. Critically, the probative value 

of any such evidence is even further diminished by the miniscule, if any, relevance of the history, 

operation, interpretation, and applicability of the Electoral Count Act to whether or not the 

Defendants committed the acts alleged in the indictment in furtherance of an unlawful criminal 

objective. When weighed against each other, the probative value of such evidence is substantially 

outweighed by the danger of confusion of the issues, and it should be excluded pursuant to Georgia 

Rule of Evidence 403. 

4. Evidence or testimony concerning purported multiple slates of electoral votes from 

Hawaii in the 1960 presidential election should be excluded because such evidence is 

irrelevant and, even if it is relevant, any probative value is substantially outweighed 

by the danger of confusion of the issues. 

 

“‘[R]elevant evidence’ means evidence having any tendency to make the existence of any 

fact that is of consequence to the determination of the action more probable or less probable than 

it would be without the evidence.” O.C.G.A. § 24-4-401. “Evidence which is not relevant shall not 

be admissible.” O.C.G.A. § 24-4-402. It appears from the pleadings, documents produced in 

discovery, witness lists supplied by the Defendants, and statements made in open court that one or 

both Defendants intend to present evidence or testimony concerning the 1960 presidential election 

in Hawaii. More specifically, it appears that one or both Defendants may attempt to introduce 

evidence that after that election, presidential electors pledged to both Richard Nixon and John F. 

Kennedy submitted electoral college votes to Congress while a court-ordered recount was 

underway, that neither group of presidential electors was prosecuted, and that these facts somehow 

justify the conduct of the Defendants. This argument is flawed, as set forth below, and any evidence 

related to the 1960 presidential election in Hawaii is irrelevant and should be excluded. 

 

Indeed, “the laws of this state are obligatory upon all the inhabitants thereof. Ignorance of the 

law excuses no one.” O.C.G.A. § 1-3-6. 
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A. The facts and circumstances surrounding the 1960 presidential electors in 

Hawaii are materially different from the facts and circumstances surrounding 

the 2020 presidential electors in Georgia. 

 

After the 1960 presidential election in Hawaii, which was that state’s first presidential 

election after becoming a state, the first tabulation of election results showed Richard Nixon had 

won by 141 votes. See Exhibit A, Matthew A. Seligman, Analysis of the Lawfulness of Kenneth 

Chesebro’s Elector Plan Under Federal Election Law, Just Security, October 9, 2023, at 15. On 

November 28, Hawaii’s lieutenant governor issued a certificate of ascertainment designating that 

Nixon had won the election. Id. On December 13, a court-ordered recount began. Id. The recount 

was still in progress on December 19, the date designated for the casting of electoral college votes, 

but by then, John F. Kennedy had taken the lead by 56 votes. Id. On December 19, elector nominees 

for both Nixon and Kennedy met in the state capitol and each cast their votes. Id. Hawaii’s 

lieutenant governor was aware that the Kennedy elector nominees had cast their votes despite the 

ongoing recount, and a local newspaper reported at the time that the “Lieutenant Governor’s office 

said today that the democratic electors’ certificates showing Kennedy the winner will be sent to 

the same places at the Republican certificates, if the Democrats request it.” Id. On December 20, 

both the Nixon and Kennedy elector nominees mailed their certificates of vote to the General 

Services Administration. Id. 

On December 30, pursuant to the then-concluded recount, the Hawaii court issued a final 

order declaring that Kennedy had won the election by 115 votes. Id at 16. In its order, the Hawaii 

court significantly noted that “[t]he true result of [the 1960 Hawaii presidential] election could not 

be determined without such a recount.” Exhibit B, Lum et al. v. Bush et al., 14 Civil Case No. 

7029, Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (Haw. 1st. Cir. Ct. Nov. 30, 1960). On January 4, 

Hawaii’s governor issued a new certificate of ascertainment designating that Kennedy had won, 
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and the superseding certificate along with a letter from the governor explaining that the Kennedy 

elector nominees had been designated as Hawaii’s presidential electors arrived in Washington on 

January 6. See Exhibit C, January 4, 1960, Hawaii Certificate of Ascertainment and Supporting 

Documents. At the joint session of Congress on January 6, 1961, Nixon, who was then vice 

president and presiding over the proceeding, announced that he had received three sets of 

documents: (1) the votes of the Nixon elector nominees and the initial Hawaii certificate of 

ascertainment dated November 28, 1960; (2) the votes of the Kennedy elector nominees with no 

certificate of ascertainment; and (3) the superseding Hawaii certificate of ascertainment dated 

January 4, 1961. Seligman, supra, at 16. Nixon then announced that he would count the Kennedy 

votes from Hawaii, without objection, and after counting the remaining votes from the other states, 

Nixon announced that Kennedy had been elected president. Id at 17. 

In the instant case, the facts are materially different. After the 2020 presidential election in 

Georgia, the first tabulation of election results showed that Biden had won by 12,670 votes, as 

reflected in Governor Brian Kemp’s certificate of ascertainment issued on November 20, 2020. 

See Exhibit D, Certificate of Ascertainment. After both hand and machine recounts, Kemp issued 

a second certificate of ascertainment on December 7, 2020, certifying that Biden had won by 

11,779 votes. See Exhibit E, Certificate of Ascertainment (Amendment and Re-certification). On 

December 14, 2020, the Biden elector nominees, then twice certified as the duly elected and 

qualified presidential electors from Georgia, met publicly in the Senate Chamber at the Georgia 

State Capitol and cast electoral college votes on behalf of the citizens of Georgia. At the same time, 

the Trump elector nominees, then certified twice as the losers of the election, secretly met behind 

closed doors at the Capitol and cast fake electoral college votes. Both the genuine and fake 

certificates of vote were then transmitted to Congress—the genuine certificates to be counted in 
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accordance with the Electoral Count Act and the fake certificates to be used as part of the 

Defendants’ criminal plan to disrupt and delay the joint session of Congress on January 6, 2021. 

The factual distinctions between the 1960 Hawaii presidential election and the 2020 

Georgia presidential election are numerous and stark, and these distinctions illustrate why any 

evidence related to the 1960 Hawaii election is wholly irrelevant to the criminal case now pending 

before the Court. First, unlike in Hawaii, there was no pending recount or election contest that 

could result in the ordering of a recount when Georgia’s presidential electors met and cast their 

votes. As pointed out above, two recounts had been completed in Georgia by December 14, 2020; 

both recounts showed that Biden had won the election by a margin 100 times greater than the 

margin in Hawaii; and the Biden elector nominees had twice been certified by the governor as the 

duly elected and qualified presidential electors from Georgia. Second, unlike in Hawaii, Georgia’s 

top executive branch official had no knowledge that the non-certified Trump elector nominees 

would meet and cast electoral college votes and in no way ratified or otherwise authorized their 

conduct. Third, while the Kennedy elector nominees in Hawaii met and cast their votes in public 

at the state capitol, the Trump elector nominees met and cast their votes behind closed doors, and 

the participants were instructed to act with “complete secrecy and discretion.” See Exhibit F, 

December 13, 2020, Email from Robert Sinners. Fourth, unlike in Hawaii, the Trump elector 

nominees never received—nor did it ever legitimately appear that they would—a superseding 

certificate of ascertainment naming them as Georgia’s presidential electors, and no such certificate 

was ever transmitted to Congress. 

Based on the above, these factual distinctions alone make any reference to the 1960 

presidential election in Hawaii wholly irrelevant to this case, and the Court should exclude any 

reference to that unrelated election at the trial of this matter. 
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B. There is no binding authority that establishes that the actions of the Democratic 

presidential electors in the 1960 Hawaii presidential election were lawful under 

Hawaii or federal law. 

 

A fundamental but unsupported assumption crucial to any of the Defendants’ potential 

arguments related to the 1960 Hawaii presidential election is that the Kennedy elector nominees 

acted lawfully when they submitted a certificate of vote to the General Services Administration 

holding themselves out to be the “electors duly and legally appointed and qualified by and for the 

State of Hawaii … .” See Exhibit G, 1960 Hawaii Kennedy Elector Nominees Certificate of Vote. 

The State takes no position as to whether such actions were in fact lawful under the laws of Hawaii 

during that period. Still, the Defendants point to no binding authority that establishes that the 

actions of the 1960 Kennedy elector nominees in Hawaii were lawful, and there is certainly no 

support from what happened in Hawaii—63 years ago and under wholly distinguishable 

circumstances—that would suggest that what the Defendants did in this case was somehow lawful 

under Georgia law in December 2020. 

And in any case, even if there were such legal support, it would be inappropriate to present 

such support as evidence through witnesses to the jury. Doing so would impermissibly intrude into 

the Court’s role of instructing the jury on the law, as discussed in detail above. 

C. The Defendants are not entitled to argue to the jury that they should be relieved 

of criminal liability simply because the 1960 Kennedy elector nominees in 

Hawaii did not face prosecution. 

 

If for any reason the Court declines to exclude evidence related to the 1960 Hawaii 

presidential election, the Defendants should be precluded from arguing to the jury that they should 

be relieved from liability since the Kennedy elector nominees did not face prosecution. Such an 

argument is irrelevant and improper. That another group of individuals, 63 years ago, with a 

different prosecutor, under different laws, and under different circumstances, did not face 
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prosecution is of no consequence to whether, under the facts introduced into evidence at this trial, 

either Defendant is guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. See Wyatt v. State, 267 Ga. 860, 864-865 

(1997). Closing arguments are limited to reasonable inferences based on the evidence introduced 

at trial, and such a comparison to the 1960 Hawaii presidential election is not that. Id. “At best, 

[such a] closing argument … [is] completely unsupported by any evidence; at worst, the argument 

[is] patently absurd.” See Osborne v. State, 177 Ga. App. 408, 409 (1985). If such a comparison is 

relevant at all, it is only appropriate in argument to the Court, for example, in a directed verdict 

motion; it is not an appropriate argument to the jury. 

For the reasons set forth above, the Defendants should be precluded from presenting any 

evidence or testimony concerning purported multiple slates of electoral votes from Hawaii in the 

1960 presidential election. Such evidence is irrelevant. Even if relevant, any probative value is 

substantially outweighed by the danger of confusion of the jury. As such, the Court should exclude 

any such evidence and should bar the Defendants from making improper arguments based on it. 

5. The Court should order prior to trial that all government documents published by 

the United States House Select Committee on the January 6 Attack, the Georgia 

General Assembly, or other government bodies, departments, or agencies are self-

authenticating, pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 24-9-902(5). 

 

The State intends to introduce multiple documents and other evidence published by the 

United States House Select Committee on the January 6 Attack, the Georgia General Assembly, 

and other government bodies. O.C.G.A. § 24-9-902(5) provides: “Extrinsic evidence of 

authenticity as a condition precedent to admissibility shall not be required with respect to … 

[b]ooks, pamphlets, or other publications purporting to be issued by a public office … .” Pursuant 

to this rule, the Court should order prior to trial that all such government publications are self-

authenticating and do not require extrinsic evidence of authenticity as a condition precedent to 

admissibility. 
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While there is scant Georgia caselaw or federal appellate caselaw interpreting Rule 902(5), 

several federal district courts provide persuasive guidance that government documents published 

on government websites, congressional reports, and similar documents are self-authenticating: 

Defendants also claim that many of their proffered exhibits are self-authenticating 

because they can be classified as “Official Publications” under this rule. The text 

of this section indicates that “[b]ooks, pamphlets, or other publications purporting 

to be issued by public authority” are self- authenticating. Fed. R. Evid. 902(5). Only 

two federal cases have addressed this sub-section of Rule 902 and both are 

unpublished. In one, the U.S. Court for the Central District of California held that 

“exhibits which consist of records from government websites, such as the FCC 

website, are self-authenticating.” Hispanic Broadcasting Corp. v. Educational 

Media Foundation 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 24804 at 20, 2003 WL 22867633, *5 

(C.D.Cal.,2003) (citations omitted). In the other case, the Eastern District of 

Louisiana admitted Department of Labor Statistics as self-authenticating. Joseph v. 

Lee 1995 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 6833 at 1, 1995 WL 301378, *1 (E.D.La.1995). There 

is no official definition or commentary as to what constitutes a “book, pamphlet, or 

other publication,” so the Court will apply the plain meaning of these terms to the 

case at hand. Wright and Gold on the Federal Rules of Evidence suggests that: 

 

[w]hile the provision does not define the term, ‘publication,’ there is no 

reason to assume that the drafters had anything other than the commonly 

employed meaning in mind: a writing produced in multiple copies for 

distribution to persons beyond those involved in the creation of a writing. 

 

31 Charles Alan Wright & Victor James Gold, Federal Practice and Procedure: 

Evidence § 7139 (2000). Some of the documents that Defendant claims are self-

authenticating do appear to fit under this definition. For this reason, the Court will 

consider documents that can be found on Government websites, such as GAO 

Reports and Health and Human Services’ Reports. 

 

United States ex rel. Parikh v. Premera Blue Cross, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 70933 (W.D.Wash. 

2006); See also Gubarev v. BuzzFeed, Inc., 340 F. Supp. 3d 1304, n. 5 (S.D.Fla. 2018) (“As to 

authentication, congressional reports are self-authenticating pursuant to Rule of Evidence 902(5));  

Butler v. Yankellow, 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 130336, n. 3 (M.D.Ga. 2023) (“The grievance 

procedure is also available on the [Georgia Department of Corrections] website, and therefore may 

be considered self-authenticating as a publication by a government agency under Federal Rule of 

Evidence 902(5).”); Hispanic Broad. Corp. v. Educ. Media Found., 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 24804, 
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n. 5 (C.D.Ca. 2003) (“Other exhibits which consist of records from government websites, such as 

the FCC website, are self-authenticating.”); Davis ex rel. Davis v. Houston County, 2008 U.S. Dist. 

LEXIS 10767 (M.D.Ala. 2008) (“[T]he Court finds that the record is self-authenticating under 

Fed. R. Evid. 902(5) because it is a publication purporting to be issued by public authority …”); 

Biggers ex rel. Key v. Southern Ry. Co., 820 F. Supp. 1409 (N.D.Ga. 2003) (“The map at issue is 

published by the Georgia Department of Transportation and is a ‘publication purporting to be 

issued by a public authority’ described in Federal Rule of Evidence 902(5).”); Joseph v. Lee, 1995 

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 6833 (E.D.La. 1995) (“As the Department of Labor Statistics are considered 

self-proving under Fed. R. Evid. 902(5), the Court finds no harm in allowing these materials to be 

admitted.”). 

 Pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 24-9-902(5), the State seeks a pre-trial ruling that all documents 

and other materials included in the the January 6th Committee Final Report and Supporting 

Materials Collection website are self-authenticating. The documents are published on the official 

website of the United States Government Publishing Office and are publicly available at 

https://www.govinfo.gov/collection/january-6th-committee-final-report. The State intends to 

introduce many of these documents at trial and is prepared to demonstrate to the Court at any time 

where each of the documents is published on the website. 

 Pursuant to the same, the State seeks a pre-trial ruling that certain video recordings 

published by the Georgia General Assembly are self-authenticating. Specifically, the State seeks 

to introduce the following videos, and the State includes where each has been published by the 

General Assembly: 

(1) Video recording of December 3, 2020, meeting of the Georgia Senate Judiciary 

Committee (https://vimeo.com/showcase/gasenjudy [“The official video archive for 
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the Georgia State Senate Committee on Judiciary. Find recordings of committee 

meetings here.”] with link to https://vimeo.com/showcase/8821960/video/704661448) 

(2) Video recording of December 10, 2020, meeting of the Georgia House of 

Representatives Governmental Affairs Committee 

(https://www.house.ga.gov/committees/en-US/CommitteeArchives92.aspx with 

reference to official Georgia House of Representatives YouTube page 

[https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9EfgETUKfsI]) 

(3) Video recording of December 30, 2020, meeting of the Georgia Senate Judiciary 

Committee (https://vimeo.com/showcase/gasenjudy [“The official video archive for 

the Georgia State Senate Committee on Judiciary. Find recordings of committee 

meetings here.”] with link to https://vimeo.com/showcase/8821960/video/ 

704661401) 

The State understands that certain of these documents are subject to other conditions 

precedent to admissibility, for example, a showing that they are not hearsay; here, the State seeks 

only a ruling on self-authentication. 

CONCLUSION 

 For the reasons set forth above, the State respectfully requests that the Court order the 

following in limine: 

1) Neither Defendant is entitled to a mistake of law defense, and any evidence or 

testimony that serves only to support such a defense is excluded; 

2) Evidence or testimony concerning legal conclusions as to an ultimate issue is excluded; 

3) Evidence or testimony concerning the history, operation, interpretation, and 

applicability of the Electoral Count Act is excluded; 
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4) Evidence or testimony concerning the 1960 Hawaii presidential election is excluded; 

5) Documents and other evidence published by the United States House Select Committee 

on the January 6 Attack, the Georgia General Assembly, and other government bodies 

are self-authenticating; 

Respectfully submitted this 16th day of October 2023, 

       FANI T. WILLIS 

       District Attorney 

       Atlanta Judicial Circuit 

        

F. McDonald Wakeford 

Georgia Bar No. 414898 

Chief Senior Assistant District Attorney 

Fulton County District Attorney’s Office 

136 Pryor Street SW, 3rd Floor 

Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

fmcdonald.wakeford@fultoncountyga.gov 

 

/s/ John W. “Will” Wooten 

John W. “Will” Wooten 

Georgia Bar No. 410684 

Deputy District Attorney 

Fulton County District Attorney’s Office 

136 Pryor Street SW, 3rd Floor 

Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

will.wooten@fultoncountyga.gov 
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Introduction 

 

This report analyzes the legal propriety of multiple slates of elector-nominees casting 

ballots purporting to be their state’s votes in the Electoral College. Kenneth Chesebro is one of 

19 co-defendants in Georgia’s state criminal indictment related to efforts to reverse the results of 

the 2020 presidential election in favor of Donald Trump. The indictment charges Mr. Chesebro 

with seven criminal offenses, all of which are related to his involvement in planning and 

organizing for Trump elector-nominees to cast ballots purporting to be electoral votes on 

December 14, 2020. In several motions, Mr. Chesebro has contended that his conduct was 

consistent with federal election law because the Electoral Count Act contemplates Congress 

receiving multiple slates of electors when it convenes on January 6. Mr. Chesebro further 

contends that because his conduct was purportedly consistent with federal election law, it cannot 

be criminal under Georgia state law. 

 

This report concludes that Mr. Chesebro’s alleged conduct was unlawful under federal 

election law, which therefore does not preclude prosecution of that conduct under state criminal 

statutes.1 The Twelfth Amendment, the Electoral Count Act of 1887, and related provisions of 

federal law contemplate the submission of certificates from multiple slates of elector-nominees 

from the same state only in exceptionally narrow circumstances. Multiple slates of elector-

nominees are consistent with federal law only when: 

 

• On the date the elector-nominees must cast their ballots in the Electoral College, a good 

faith dispute about which slate of elector-nominees the state has lawfully appointed 

remains pending; and 

 

• The elector-nominees cast ballots that purport to be the state’s votes in the Electoral 

College as part of a course of conduct (1) seeking to resolve the contest through the lawful 

procedures established for the resolution of disputes about the appointment of electors 

under state law, and (2) seeking for Congress to count those electoral votes pursuant to the 

lawful application of the provisions of the Electoral Count Act. 

 

This report proceeds as follows. First, the report provides a background on the legal 

framework governing the Electoral College. Second, it describes how that legal framework 

applies in a typical election, in which all disputes regarding electors are definitively resolved 

prior to the date on which the electors vote in the Electoral College. It then describes the two 

atypical cases that have arisen under the Electoral Count Act: Hawaii in 1960 and Florida in 

2000. Third, the report reviews the evidence regarding Mr. Chesebro’s involvement in the Trump 

elector-nominees casting ballots purporting to be their state’s electoral votes in states where the 

relevant state official had certified President Joe Biden’s electors. From this evidence, this report 

reconstructs Mr. Chesebro’s plan for those Trump elector-nominees’ purported votes to be 

counted on January 6, 2021 (or later) or otherwise prevent the counting of the Biden electoral 

votes in those states. Fourth, the report analyzes whether Mr. Chesebro’s plan was consistent 

with federal election law. 

 

                                                 
1 This report does not address whether or how the alleged legal propriety of Mr. Chesebro’s alleged conduct under 

federal election law could immunize that conduct from state criminal prosecution. 
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This report’s conclusions are as follows. The available evidence indicates that beginning 

no later than December 6, 2020, Mr. Chesebro organized and disseminated a plan for the Trump 

elector-nominees to cast ballots purporting to be electoral votes and for those purported electoral 

votes to be considered on January 6, 2021, through unlawful procedures.  

 

• Mr. Chesebro planned for the President of the Senate to exercise unilateral authority—

unsupported by and contrary to law—with respect to the electoral count by rejecting or 

failing to count the electoral votes cast by President Joe Biden’s electors from states 

where the relevant state official had certified Biden’s electors as lawfully appointed.  

 

• In addition, although Mr. Chesebro’s memos and emails at the time contain no evidence 

of an alternative plan and claimed that the Electoral Count Act was unconstitutional, he 

has since suggested in court filings that the Trump elector-nominees’ casting ballots 

purporting to be electoral votes was authorized by the Electoral Count Act. That 

alternative plan, if it existed, would have required Congress to violate the Electoral Count 

Act by refusing to count the Biden electors’ votes when the plain text of 3 U.S.C. § 15 

required it to do so. 

 

• Mr. Chesebro’s memos also made passing reference to the possibility that a state 

legislature might appoint the Trump electors after December 14, 2020. That alternative 

plan would have violated Article II, section 1, clause 4 of the Constitution and 3 U.S.C. 

§§ 1-2. 

 

Mr. Chesebro’s legal positions were so lacking in any legal or historical basis that no 

reasonable attorney would propose them as part of a lawful plan. Because these plans violated 

the Twelfth Amendment, the Electoral Count Act of 1887, and related provisions of federal law, 

Mr. Chesebro’s conduct was not lawful under federal election law. Accordingly, Mr. Chesebro’s 

argument that federal election law precludes his prosecution for state crimes fails. 

 

I. Legal Background 

 

The election of the President of the United States is governed both by the Constitution 

and by provisions of statutory law. The relevant constitutional provisions appear in Article II and 

the Twelfth Amendment. The relevant statutory provisions are the Electoral Count Act of 1887, 

as well as related provisions of law governing the timing of the appointment of electors and other 

procedural matters. Together, these provisions establish a three-part process. First, states appoint 

electors. Second, electors cast votes in the Electoral College for candidates for President and 

Vice President. Third, those electoral votes are received and counted in Washington, D.C. 
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I.A. Constitutional Provisions 

 

The Constitutional framework for presidential elections is governed by three provisions:  

 

• Article II, Section 1, clause 2; 

 

• The Twelfth Amendment (which superseded Article II, Section I, clause 3); and 

 

• Article II, Section 1, clause 4. 

 

These three provisions address four logically distinct aspects of the constitutional process 

of the Electoral College: (i) how electors are appointed, (ii) when electors may be appointed, (iii) 

when electors cast their votes in the Electoral College, and (iv) how the electors’ votes are 

counted. 

 

First, Article II, section 1, clause 2 (often called the Electors Clause) provides that states 

appoint electors, including determining the “manner” in which those electors are appointed: 

 

Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number 

of Electors, equal to the whole Number of Senators and Representatives to which the 

State may be entitled in the Congress: but no Senator or Representative, or Person 

holding an Office of Trust or Profit under the United States, shall be appointed an 

Elector.2 

 

Second, Article II, section 1, clause 4 provides that Congress determines the “time” when 

states may appoint electors and the “day” on which those electors cast their votes in the Electoral 

College: 

 

The Congress may determine the Time of chusing the Electors, and the Day on which 

they shall give their Votes; which Day shall be the same throughout the United States.3 

 

 Third, the Twelfth Amendment (ratified in 1804 to supersede Article II, section 1, clause 

3) governs how the electors’ votes in the Electoral College are “counted.” The principal purpose 

of the Twelfth Amendment was to replace the system in which the candidate with the second-

most electoral votes for President became Vice President. With the rise of political factions 

beginning in the 1790s, the two leading candidates typically represented opposing parties which 

could—and did, in 1796—result in the President and Vice President being those opposing 

parties’ presidential candidates. Accordingly, the Twelfth Amendment provided that the electors 

cast two separate votes for President and Vice President, with the candidate receiving the most 

votes winning those separate elections for each office.4  

                                                 
2 U.S. CONST. art. II, § 1, cl. 2. 
3 U.S. CONST. art. II, § 1, cl. 4. 
4 The Twelfth Amendment also adjusted the rules for conducting so-called “contingent” elections, in which the 

House or Senate chooses the President or Vice President respectively if no candidate receives a majority of electoral 

votes. Although others, notably Dr. John Eastman, suggested a strategy in 2020 that involved a “contingent” election 

in the House, it appears that Mr. Chesebro did not focus on this possibility. 
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The Twelfth Amendment retained the critical sentence from Article II, section 1, clause 3 

of the Constitution that governs the “counting” of electoral votes. That sentence, emphasized 

below, assigns roles to the President of the Senate—who is the Vice President when present, and 

a senator chosen by the Senate as President Pro Tempore otherwise5—and to the Senate and 

House of Representatives: 

 

The Electors shall meet in their respective states, and vote by ballot for President and 

Vice-President, one of whom, at least, shall not be an inhabitant of the same state with 

themselves; they shall name in their ballots the person voted for as President, and in 

distinct ballots the person voted for as Vice-President, and they shall make distinct lists 

of all persons voted for as President, and all persons voted for as Vice-President and of 

the number of votes for each, which lists they shall sign and certify, and transmit sealed 

to the seat of the government of the United States, directed to the President of the Senate; 

 

The President of the Senate shall, in the presence of the Senate and House of 

Representatives, open all the certificates, and the votes shall then be counted; 

 

The person having the greatest number of votes for President, shall be the President, if 

such number be a majority of the whole number of Electors appointed; and if no person 

have such majority, then from the persons having the highest numbers not exceeding 

three on the list of those voted for as President, the House of Representatives shall choose 

immediately, by ballot, the President. But in choosing the President, the votes shall be 

taken by states, the representation from each state having one vote; a quorum for this 

purpose shall consist of a member or members from two-thirds of the states, and a 

majority of all the states shall be necessary to a choice. And if the House of 

Representatives shall not choose a President whenever the right of choice shall devolve 

upon them, before the fourth day of March next following, then the Vice-President shall 

act as President, as in the case of the death or other constitutional disability of the 

President. 

 

The person having the greatest number of votes as Vice-President, shall be the Vice-

President, if such number be a majority of the whole number of Electors appointed, and if 

no person have a majority, then from the two highest numbers on the list, the Senate shall 

choose the Vice-President; a quorum for the purpose shall consist of two-thirds of the 

whole number of Senators, and a majority of the whole number shall be necessary to a 

choice. But no person constitutionally ineligible to the office of President shall be eligible 

to that of Vice-President of the United States.6 

 

In summary: States appoint electors in a manner determined by their legislatures, at a 

time chosen by Congress. Electors cast ballots in the Electoral College, on a date chosen by 

Congress. Those electors’ votes “are counted” as part of a proceeding that involves the President 

of the Senate, the Senate, and the House of Representatives and which now takes place on 

January 6. 

 

                                                 
5 U.S. CONST. art. I, § 3. 
6 U.S. CONST. amend. XII (emphasis added). 
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I.B. Statutory Provisions: Act of 1845, the Electoral Count Act of 1887, and Other 

Statutory Provisions of Title 3 

 

Beginning in 1792 and continuing over the course of the Nineteenth Century, Congress 

passed legislation that supplemented this constitutional framework. Several statutes are relevant 

to this report’s analysis: the Act of 1845; scattered sections governing the electors’ voting that 

are also codified in Title 3 of the United States Code; and the Electoral Count Act of 1887.7 

Those statutes address three of the four logically distinct aspects of the constitutional process of 

the Electoral College, along with several procedural formalities for implementing those aspects: 

 

(i) The Act of 1845 governs when electors may be appointed;  

 

(ii) Several sections of Title 3 govern when electors cast their ballots in the Electoral 

College and the procedures for electors transmitting those votes to Congress; and 

 

(iii) The Electoral Count Act of 1887 governs how states notify Congress who they 

have appointed as electors, and how Congress resolves disputes regarding 

electoral votes (including disputes about who a state has appointed as electors). 

 

I.B.1. The Act of 1845: When May States Appoint Electors 

 

Congress enacted the Act of 1845 to implement Article II, section 1, clause 4, by setting 

the time in which states may appoint electors. That law was codified at 3 U.S.C. §§ 1-2 and in 

slightly modified form was operative until it was repealed and replaced by the Electoral Count 

Reform Act of 2022 (ECRA). Section 1 provided that states must appoint electors on what we 

now refer to as Election Day: 

 

The electors of President and Vice President shall be appointed, in each State, on the 

Tuesday next after the first Monday in November, in every fourth year succeeding every 

election of a President and Vice President.8 

 

Section 2 created a limited exception to Section 1’s timing requirement: 

 

Whenever any State has held an election for the purpose of choosing electors, and has 

failed to make a choice on the day prescribed by law, the electors may be appointed on a 

subsequent day in such a manner as the legislature of such State may direct.9 

 

                                                 
7 Two points of terminology should be clarified. First, the provisions of the Electoral Count Act are typically 

referred to by their citation in the codification in the United States Code rather than in their original enactment in the 

Statutes at Large. For example, “Section 15” refers to 3 U.S.C. § 15, which was enacted in 1887 as the sixth section 

of the bill in the Statutes at Large. Second, the term “Electoral Count Act” is often used to refer to the entirety of the 

first chapter of Title 3 of the United States Code, 3 U.S.C. §§ 1-21, even though those codified provisions also 

include the Act of 1845 (3 U.S.C. §§1-2) and several other statutory provisions (3 U.S.C. §§ 3-4, 7-14, 19-21) that 

were not enacted in 1887. The full text of all 21 provisions of chapter 1 of Title 3 of the United States Code, as in 

force in 2020, are set forth in an appendix. 
8 3 U.S.C. § 1 (2020). 
9 3 U.S.C. § 2 (2020). 
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I.B.2. Scattered Sections of Title 3: When Do Electors Vote, and How Do Electors 

Transmit Their Electoral Votes to Congress? 

 

Several scattered sections of Title 3 of the United States Code, 3 U.S.C. §§ 7-14, govern 

when electors cast their ballots in the Electoral College and specify procedures for how the 

electors transmit those votes to Congress. These sections were also updated in the ECRA in 

2022. Four of those sections are relevant here:10 

 

Section 7 exercised Congress’s power under Article II, section 1, clause 4 to specify 

when electors must cast their ballots in the Electoral College: 

 

The electors of President and Vice President of each State shall meet and give their votes 

on the first Monday after the second Wednesday in December next following their 

appointment at such place in each State as the legislature of such State shall direct. 

 

Section 9 specified how electors must complete the certificates reporting their votes in 

conformity with the requirements of the Twelfth Amendment: 

 

The electors shall make and sign six certificates of all the votes given by them, each of 

which certificates shall contain two distinct lists, one of the votes for President and the 

other of the votes for Vice President, and shall annex to each of the certificates of votes 

one of the certificates of ascertainment of appointment of electors which shall have been 

furnished to them by direction of the executive of the State. 

 

Section 10 required that the electors sign the envelopes containing the certificates of their 

votes: 

 

The electors shall seal up the certificates of votes so made by them, together with the 

annexed certificates of ascertainment of appointment of electors, and certify upon each 

that the lists of all the votes of such State given for President, and of all the votes given 

for Vice President, are contained therein. 

 

Section 11 specified to whom the electors must transmit the six copies of the certificates 

of their votes: 

 

The electors shall dispose of the certificates so made by them and the lists attached 

thereto in the following manner: 

 

First. They shall forthwith forward by registered mail one of the same to the President of 

the Senate at the seat of government. 

 

Second. Two of the same shall be delivered to the secretary of state of the State, one of 

which shall be held subject to the order of the President of the Senate, the other to be 

                                                 
10 Section 8 stated that “[t]he electors shall vote for President and Vice President, respectively, in the manner 

directed by the Constitution.” 3 U.S.C. § 8 (2020). Sections 12, 13, and 14 established procedures to address if the 

electors’ certificates were not received promptly. See 3 U.S.C. § 12-14 (2020). 
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preserved by him for one year and shall be a part of the public records of his office and 

shall be open to public inspection. 

 

Third. On the day thereafter they shall forward by registered mail two of such certificates 

and lists to the Archivist of the United States at the seat of government, one of which 

shall be held subject to the order of the President of the Senate. The other shall be 

preserved by the Archivist of the United States for one year and shall be a part of the 

public records of his office and shall be open to public inspection. 

 

Fourth. They shall forthwith cause the other of the certificates and lists to be delivered to 

the judge of the district in which the electors shall have assembled. 

 

I.B.3. The Electoral Count Act of 1887: How Must States Tell Congress Who it 

Has Appointed as Electors, and How Does Congress Resolve Disputes About 

Electors and Electoral Votes? 

 

In 1887, in response to the crisis arising from the disputed presidential election of 1876, 

Congress enacted the Electoral Count Act (often referred to as the ECA). The Electoral Count 

Act was codified at 3 U.S.C. §§ 5, 6, 15, 16, 17, 18. Prior to 2020, Congress amended the 

Electoral Count Act in minor respects not relevant to this report’s analysis. The Electoral Count 

Act was also repealed and replaced by the Electoral Count Reform Act of 2022. All six 

provisions of the Electoral Count Act are relevant to this report’s analysis.  

 

Section 5 established what was often referred to as the “safe harbor,” which created a rule 

of decision requiring Congress to accept as “conclusive” a state’s resolution of a dispute about 

electors if certain procedural prerequisites were satisfied: 

 

If any State shall have provided, by laws enacted prior to the day fixed for the 

appointment of the electors, for its final determination of any controversy or contest 

concerning the appointment of all or any of the electors of such State, by judicial or other 

methods or procedures, and such determination shall have been made at least six days 

before the time fixed for the meeting of the electors, such determination made pursuant to 

such law so existing on said day, and made at least six days prior to said time of meeting 

of the electors, shall be conclusive, and shall govern in the counting of the electoral votes 

as provided in the Constitution, and as hereinafter regulated, so far as the ascertainment 

of the electors appointed by such State is concerned. 

 

Section 6 provided in pertinent part that the “executive of each State”—that is, the 

governor—must send a “certificate” of the “ascertainment”—that is, a determination of the 

appointment—of the state’s electors: 

 

It shall be the duty of the executive of each State, as soon as practicable after the 

conclusion of the appointment of the electors in such State by the final ascertainment, 

under and in pursuance of the laws of such State providing for such ascertainment, to 

communicate by registered mail under the seal of the State to the Archivist of the United 

States a certificate of such ascertainment of the electors appointed, setting forth the 
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names of such electors and the canvass or other ascertainment under the laws of such 

State of the number of votes given or cast for each person for whose appointment any and 

all votes have been given or cast; and it shall also thereupon be the duty of the executive 

of each State to deliver to the electors of such State, on or before the day on which they 

are required by section 7 of this title to meet, six duplicate-originals of the same 

certificate under the seal of the State; and if there shall have been any final determination 

in a State in the manner provided for by law of a controversy or contest concerning the 

appointment of all or any of the electors of such State, it shall be the duty of the executive 

of such State, as soon as practicable after such determination, to communicate under the 

seal of the State to the Archivist of the United States a certificate of such determination in 

form and manner as the same shall have been made; and the certificate or certificates so 

received by the Archivist of the United States shall be preserved by him for one year and 

shall be a part of the public records of his office and shall be open to public inspection; 

and the Archivist of the United States at the first meeting of Congress thereafter shall 

transmit to the two Houses of Congress copies in full of each and every such certificate 

so received at the National Archives and Records Administration.11 

 

Section 15 provided for the counting of electoral votes in Congress on January 6 after the 

election and establishes procedures for resolving disputes about that count: 

 

Congress shall be in session on the sixth day of January succeeding every meeting of the 

electors. The Senate and House of Representatives shall meet in the Hall of the House of 

Representatives at the hour of 1 o’clock in the afternoon on that day, and the President of 

the Senate shall be their presiding officer. Two tellers shall be previously appointed on 

the part of the Senate and two on the part of the House of Representatives, to whom shall 

be handed, as they are opened by the President of the Senate, all the certificates and 

papers purporting to be certificates of the electoral votes, which certificates and papers 

shall be opened, presented, and acted upon in the alphabetical order of the States, 

beginning with the letter A; and said tellers, having then read the same in the presence 

and hearing of the two Houses, shall make a list of the votes as they shall appear from the 

said certificates; and the votes having been ascertained and counted according to the rules 

in this subchapter provided, the result of the same shall be delivered to the President of 

the Senate, who shall thereupon announce the state of the vote, which announcement 

shall be deemed a sufficient declaration of the persons, if any, elected President and Vice 

President of the United States, and, together with a list of the votes, be entered on the 

Journals of the two Houses. Upon such reading of any such certificate or paper, the 

President of the Senate shall call for objections, if any. Every objection shall be made in 

writing, and shall state clearly and concisely, and without argument, the ground thereof, 

and shall be signed by at least one Senator and one Member of the House of 

Representatives before the same shall be received. When all objections so made to any 

vote or paper from a State shall have been received and read, the Senate shall thereupon 

withdraw, and such objections shall be submitted to the Senate for its decision; and the 

Speaker of the House of Representatives shall, in like manner, submit such objections to 

the House of Representatives for its decision; and no electoral vote or votes from any 

State which shall have been regularly given by electors whose appointment has been 

                                                 
11 3 U.S.C. § 6 (2020). 
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lawfully certified to according to section 6 of this title from which but one return has 

been received shall be rejected, but the two Houses concurrently may reject the vote or 

votes when they agree that such vote or votes have not been so regularly given by 

electors whose appointment has been so certified. If more than one return or paper 

purporting to be a return from a State shall have been received by the President of the 

Senate, those votes, and those only, shall be counted which shall have been regularly 

given by the electors who are shown by the determination mentioned in section 5 of this 

title to have been appointed, if the determination in said section provided for shall have 

been made, or by such successors or substitutes, in case of a vacancy in the board of 

electors so ascertained, as have been appointed to fill such vacancy in the mode provided 

by the laws of the State; but in case there shall arise the question which of two or more of 

such State authorities determining what electors have been appointed, as mentioned in 

section 5 of this title, is the lawful tribunal of such State, the votes regularly given of 

those electors, and those only, of such State shall be counted whose title as electors the 

two Houses, acting separately, shall concurrently decide is supported by the decision of 

such State so authorized by its law; and in such case of more than one return or paper 

purporting to be a return from a State, if there shall have been no such determination of 

the question in the State aforesaid, then those votes, and those only, shall be counted 

which the two Houses shall concurrently decide were cast by lawful electors appointed in 

accordance with the laws of the State, unless the two Houses, acting separately, shall 

concurrently decide such votes not to be the lawful votes of the legally appointed electors 

of such State. But if the two Houses shall disagree in respect of the counting of such 

votes, then, and in that case, the votes of the electors whose appointment shall have been 

certified by the executive of the State, under the seal thereof, shall be counted. When the 

two Houses have voted, they shall immediately again meet, and the presiding officer shall 

then announce the decision of the questions submitted. No votes or papers from any other 

State shall be acted upon until the objections previously made to the votes or papers from 

any State shall have been finally disposed of.12 

 

As relevant to this report, this procedure provided that the President of the Senate opened 

the certificates; four members of Congress serving as “tellers” counted the electoral votes; and 

the tellers delivered the vote tabulations to the President of the Senate, who announced the result. 

It also provided an opportunity for members of Congress to object to the counting of votes and, if 

a member of both the Senate and the House signed the objection, then required both chambers to 

debate and vote on the objection. Finally, it provided for rules for resolving those objections that 

depended on, among other things, whether one or “more than one return or paper purporting to 

be a return from a State shall have been received by the President of the Senate.” This report will 

analyze those rules for resolving disputes in detail in Part IV.B. 

 

Section 16 provided additional rules for the “joint meeting” of Congress on January 6. It 

placed strict limits on recesses and the dissolution of the joint meeting: 

 

Such joint meeting shall not be dissolved until the count of electoral votes shall be 

completed and the result declared; and no recess shall be taken unless a question shall 

have arisen in regard to counting any such votes, or otherwise under this subchapter, in 

                                                 
12 3 U.S.C. § 15 (2020). 
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which case it shall be competent for either House, acting separately, in the manner 

hereinbefore provided, to direct a recess of such House not beyond the next calendar day, 

Sunday excepted, at the hour of 10 o’clock in the forenoon. But if the counting of the 

electoral votes and the declaration of the result shall not have been completed before the 

fifth calendar day next after such first meeting of the two Houses, no further or other 

recess shall be taken by either House.13 

 

Section 17 placed limits on the length of debate when the two chambers separate from the 

joint meeting to debate an objection: 

 

When the two Houses separate to decide upon an objection that may have been made to 

the counting of any electoral vote or votes from any State, or other question arising in the 

matter, each Senator and Representative may speak to such objection or question five 

minutes, and not more than once; but after such debate shall have lasted two hours it shall 

be the duty of the presiding officer of each House to put the main question without 

further debate.14 

 

Finally, Section 18 provided that the President of the Senate “shall have the power to 

preserve order” during the joint meeting and that Congress may conduct no other business until 

the joint meeting is dissolved: 

 

While the two Houses shall be in meeting as provided in this chapter, the President of the 

Senate shall have power to preserve order; and no debate shall be allowed and no 

question shall be put by the presiding officer except to either House on a motion to 

withdraw.15 

 

I.C. 2021 Concurrent Resolution 

 

The 117th Congress that counted electoral votes on January 6, 2021, bound itself to 

follow the Electoral Count Act of 1887. On January 3, 2021, the chambers of Congress adopted 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 1. That concurrent resolution, corresponding versions of which 

Congress has adopted prior to the electoral count for each election since 1888, read: 

 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That the two Houses 

of Congress shall meet in the Hall of the House of Representatives on Wednesday, the 

6th day of January 2021, at 1 o'clock post meridian, pursuant to the requirements of the 

Constitution and laws relating to the election of President and Vice President of the 

United States, and the President of the Senate shall be their Presiding Officer; that two 

tellers shall be previously appointed by the President of the Senate on the part of the 

Senate and two by the Speaker on the part of the House of Representatives, to whom 

shall be handed, as they are opened by the President of the Senate, all the certificates and 

papers purporting to be certificates of the electoral votes, which certificates and papers 

shall be opened, presented, and acted upon in the alphabetical order of the States, 

                                                 
13 3 U.S.C § 16 (2020). 
14 3 U.S.C § 17 (2020). 
15 3 U.S.C § 18 (2020). 
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beginning with the letter “A”; and said tellers, having then read the same in the presence 

and hearing of the two Houses, shall make a list of the votes as they shall appear from 

said certificates; and the votes having been ascertained and counted in the manner and 

according to the rules by law provided, the result of the same shall be delivered to the 

President of the Senate, who shall thereupon announce the state of the vote, which 

announcement shall be deemed a sufficient declaration of the persons, if any, elected 

President and Vice President of the United States, and together with a list of the votes, be 

entered on the Journals of the two Houses.16 

 

The concurrent resolution provided that the “tellers . . . shall make a list of the votes . . . 

and the votes having been ascertained and counted in the manner and according to the rules by 

law provided.”17 The “rules by law provided” include the existing provisions of statutory law. 

Accordingly, the 117th Congress that counted electoral votes on January 6, 2021, bound itself to 

follow the Electoral Count Act of 1887.18 

 

II. The Electoral College Process in Practice 

 

 These constitutional and statutory provisions establish a legal process that has proven 

straightforward in practice for almost all elections. This Part discusses that process in practice in 

three circumstances: (i) the typical case, in which any disputes about electors are definitively 

resolved well in advance of the day that electors cast their ballots in mid-December; (ii) Hawaii 

in 1960, in which an ongoing court-ordered recount was in progress on the date that electors cast 

their ballots; and (iii) Florida in 2000, in which a court-ordered recount was halted immediately 

before the date on which electors cast their ballots. 

 

II.A. The Typical Case 

 

 Almost every state in almost every presidential election has followed a typical 

progression: First, it is determined who may cast ballots in the Electoral College; second, those 

identified electors then cast ballots; and third, those identified electors’ ballots are counted. 

Every state holds a popular election for the appointment of its electors.19 Every state has 

established procedures for determining the results of its popular election. Those procedures 

include tabulating the vote totals for the popular election, canvassing the results, and resolving 

disputes about the results of the popular election through adjudicatory mechanisms such as 

recounts, administrative contests, and litigation in court. These mechanisms for resolving 

disputes for the presidential election are the same procedures the state uses to resolve disputes 

                                                 
16 S.R. 1, 117th Cong. (Jan. 3, 2021), available at https://www.congress.gov/bill/117th-congress/senate-concurrent-

resolution/1/text (emphasis added). See also 167 CONG. REC. H11 (Jan. 3, 2021); 167 CONG. REC. S7 (Jan. 3, 2021). 
17 Id. (emphasis added).  
18 This concurrent resolution conclusively defeats the argument, not raised by Mr. Chesebro but sometimes 

advanced by others including his co-defendant Dr. John Eastman, that the Electoral Count Act unconstitutionally 

binds future Congresses. Through the concurrent resolution, 117th Congress bound itself to follow the Electoral 

Count Act. 
19 Forty-eight states and the District of Columbia appoint their electors at-large through a single state-wide popular 

election. Maine and Nebraska use a hybrid system under which the state appoints some of its electors based on a 

state-wide popular election and some of its electors based on the popular election results in each congressional 

district. 
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about the results in the election of other officials like the governor or members of Congress. In 

the typical case of a presidential election, these procedures are fully exhausted and the results of 

the popular election—and thus the identities of the electors appointed—are definitively 

determined prior to the date that the electors must cast their ballots in the Electoral College. 

Those electors—whose identities are by now certain—then cast their ballots in the Electoral 

College. Finally, those electors’ votes are counted by Congress on January 6. 

 

II.B. Atypical Cases: Hawaii, 1960 and Florida, 2000 

 

On rare occasions, states have been unable to complete the first step—appointing their 

electors, including resolving any disputes about which electors had been appointed—by the date 

on which electors must cast their ballots in the Electoral College. Although the question is not 

free from doubt, it appears that federal law does not require states to resolve disputes about the 

identity of its electors prior to that date—though, as discussed below, the Supreme Court has 

held that a state may so require by its own laws.20 

 

This counter-synchronous process—in which the identities of the states’ electors are not 

definitively determined until after the date on which federal law requires them to vote—creates a 

further difficulty. The Constitution requires that electors cast their ballots on a single day, and 

Congress has determined which day that is. Accordingly, in order for electoral votes to be 

counted consistent with the Constitution, the electors must cast their ballots on that day even if 

the identity of the state’s electors is not yet definitively determined at the time of voting.  

 

This difficulty gives rise to the possibility of what are sometimes termed “contingent” 

electors. A “contingent” elector is an elector-nominee—that is, a candidate for elector in the 

popular election who was pledged to vote for a party’s candidate in the Electoral College—who 

has not been definitively determined to be one of the state’s electors on the date electors must 

vote under federal law, but whose appointment is subject to a legal dispute that remains ongoing 

on that date. Some have argued that it is appropriate, at least in certain circumstances, for 

contingent electors to cast “contingent” votes on the necessary day in order to preserve the 

possibility that Congress may constitutionally count those votes if (and only if) the contingent 

electors are ultimately determined to be the state’s lawfully appointed electors. 

 

The prospect of contingent electors arose twice under the Electoral Count Act prior to 

2020: in Hawaii for the presidential election of 1960, and in Florida for the presidential election 

of 2000. In Hawaii in 1960, the contingent electors for then-Senator John F. Kennedy cast 

contingent votes that were ultimately counted by Congress on January 6, 1961. In Florida in 

2000, no purported contingent electors cast votes. Those two incidents provide historical 

precedent that frames the lawfulness of contingent electors casting purported electoral votes. 

                                                 
20 In his decisive opinion for the Electoral Commission of 1877, Justice Bradley held that the structural logic of the 

Electoral College required states to resolve any dispute about the identity of its electors prior to the date on which 

electors must cast their ballots. No court has resolved this question of federal law. Note that Mr. Chesebro’s plan 

would have been plainly unlawful under Justice Bradley’s view. On December 14, 2020, the state law processes for 

resolving disputes in each of the relevant states had determined that the Biden electors had been lawfully appointed. 

On Justice Bradley’s view, nothing that took place after that date could change the identity of the lawfully appointed 

electors. 
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II.B.1. Hawaii, 1960 

 

In the 1960 presidential election, the dispute regarding the result of Hawaii’s popular 

election was not fully adjudicated until just before Congress convened to count the electoral 

votes on January 6, 1961. The initial canvass favored Nixon by 141 votes. On November 28, 

Lieutenant Governor James Kealoha issued a certificate of ascertainment for Nixon’s electors 

pursuant to 3 U.S.C. § 6.21 A court ordered a recount, which began on December 13.22 The 

recount was not completed by the date the elector-nominees cast ballots in the Electoral College 

on December 19, although by then Kennedy had taken the lead by 56 votes.23  

 

On December 19, both the Kennedy elector-nominees and the Nixon elector-nominees 

met in the state capitol and cast their purported electoral votes.24 Because the Nixon elector-

nominees were named in the governor’s certificate of ascertainment issued on November 28, but 

the Kennedy elector-nominees were not yet named in any certificate of ascertainment, on the 

date they voted the Kennedy elector-nominees were “contingent.” Both slates of elector-

nominees then prepared and signed purported certificates of their electoral votes.25  

 

The same day, local newspapers reported that the Kennedy elector-nominees “planned to 

have a notary public there so if the official Hawaii result for Nixon, already certified the winner 

by Lieutenant Governor Kealoha were reversed, there would be a record of the Democratic 

choice.”26 A newspaper also reported that the “Lieutenant Governor’s office said today that the 

democratic elector’s certificates showing Kennedy the winner will be sent to the same places as 

the Republican certificates, if the Democrats request it.”27 Democratic attorney Robert Dodge, 

who coordinated the Kennedy elector-nominees’ voting, “explained the envelope contained one 

certificate proving the Democratic electors voted for Kennedy and Johnson, and congratulated 

[Lieutenant Governor] Kealoha on the co-operation the Democrats received from Kealoha’s 

office.”28 On December 20, both slates of elector-nominees mailed their certificates to the 

General Services Administration.29  

 

                                                 
21 See Certificates of Ascertainment, Hawaii (Nov. 28, 1960), available at 

https://www.politico.com/f/?id=0000017e-d460-d1c5-a7ff-d6eed74c0000. Kealoha was acting governor because the 

governor was out of state. 
22 See Lum v. Bush, Civ. No. 7029 (Haw. Cir. Ct. Dec. 30, 1960), noted in 107 CONG. REC. 290 (Jan. 6, 1961). 
23 Al Goodfader, Both Parties Electors To Vote, HONOLULU ADVERTISER, at A-9 (Dec. 19, 1960), available at 

https://www.newspapers.com/image/259032626; UPI, Kennedy Retakes Hawaii Lead, N.Y. TIMES, at 36 (Dec. 18, 

1960), available at https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1960/12/18/99903613.pdf. 
24 See 107 CONG. REC. 289 (Jan. 6, 1961).  
25 Lum v. Bush, Civ. No. 7029 (Haw. Cir. Ct. Dec. 30, 1960), noted in 107 CONG. REC. 290 (Jan. 6, 1961). The 

Kennedy electors’ certificate is available at https://www.politico.com/f/?id=0000017e-d45f-d1c5-a7ff-

d6ffa18c0000. 
26 Kennedy Ups Isle Recount Lead, HONOLULU ADVERTISER, at 1 (Dec. 18, 1960), available at 

https://www.newspapers.com/image/259028489. 
27 Forrest Black, Isles’ Electoral Votes Cast Twice, HONOLULU STAR-BULLETIN, at 2 (Dec. 19, 1960), available at 

https://www.newspapers.com/image/270257302. 
28 Forrest Black, Elder Statesmen Cast Two Sets Of Electoral Votes for Isles, HONOLULU STAR-BULLETIN, at 1 (Dec. 

20, 1960), available at https://www.newspapers.com/image/270258591. 
29 The then-current provision of federal law required electors to transmit their certificates on the day after they 

voted. See 65 Stat. 710, 712 (1951) (“On the day thereafter they shall forward by registered mail two of such 

certificates and lists to the Administrator of General Services at the seat of government.”). 
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The Hawaii court issued a final order on December 30, holding that the recount showed 

Kennedy had won by 115 votes and that the Kennedy electors had “received a majority of the 

votes in the general election . . . and in said general election were duly elected.”30 Governor 

Quinn issued a certificate of ascertainment naming the Kennedy electors on January 4, 1961.31 

That superseding certificate arrived in Washington on the morning of January 6, 1961.32 

 

Congress convened later that day. It had received three packages of documents:33 

 

1. The Nixon elector-nominees’ certificate of their votes, dated December 19, 1960 and 

mailed on December 20, 1960. Appended to that certificate of the elector-nominees’ 

votes was Lieutenant Governor Kealoha’s certificate of ascertainment naming the 

Nixon elector-nominees, dated November 28, 1960. 

 

2. The Kennedy elector-nominees’ certificate of their votes, dated December 19, 1960 

and mailed on December 20, 1960. This package contained no certificate of 

ascertainment. 

 

3. Governor Quinn’s superseding certificate of ascertainment naming the Kennedy 

elector-nominees, dated January 4, 1961. Appended to that certificate was a copy of 

the Hawaii court’s final order determining that the Kennedy elector-nominees had 

been appointed, as required by 3 U.S.C. § 6.34 

 

 Vice President Nixon, presiding over the electoral count as President of the Senate, 

announced that he had received the three “certificates.”35 Hawaii’s electoral votes would not 

change the result in the Electoral College, which Kennedy had won by over 80 votes without 

Hawaii.36 The tellers37 read the contents of the three packages, culminating in Governor Quinn’s 

superseding certificate of ascertainment and the Hawaii court’s judgment determining that the 

Kennedy elector-nominees had been lawfully appointed. Nixon then spoke: 

 

The VICE PRESIDENT (after consideration of the aforementioned documents by the 

tellers): 

 

                                                 
30 Lum v. Bush, Civ. No. 7029 (Haw. Cir. Ct. Dec. 30, 1960), noted in 107 CONG. REC. 290 (Jan. 6, 1961). 
31 See Certificates of Ascertainment, Hawaii (Jan. 4, 1961), available at https://www.politico.com/f/?id=0000017e-

d461-ddf9-a9fe-de739ece0001. 
32 Id. 
33 See 107 CONG. REC. 289 (Jan. 6, 1961). 
34 The then-current version of 3 U.S.C. § 6 provided that “if there shall have been any final determination in a State 

in the manner provided for by law of a controversy or contest concerning the appointment of all or any of the 

electors of such State, it shall be the duty of the executive of such State, as soon as practicable after such 

determination, to communicate under the seal of the State to the Administrator of General Services a certificate of 

such determination in form and manner as the same shall have been made[.]” Pub. L. 82-248, § 6, 65 Stat. 710, 711. 
35 Nixon’s reference to three “certificates” combines the two certificates of electoral votes, submitted by the Nixon 

and Kennedy elector-nominees, and Governor Quinn’s superseding certificate of ascertainment naming the Kennedy 

electors. See 107 CONG. REC. 290 (Jan. 6, 1961). 
36 See 1960 ELECTORAL COLLEGE RESULTS, available at https://www.archives.gov/electoral-college/1960. 
37 The tellers are members of Congress appointed by the two chambers to count the electoral votes on the chambers’ 

behalf. See 3 U.S.C. § 15 (2020). 
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The Chair has knowledge, and is convinced that he is supported by the facts, that 

the certificate from the Honorable William F. Quinn, Governor of the State of 

Hawaii, dated January 4, 1961 . . . properly and legally portrays the facts with 

respect to the electors chosen by the people of Hawaii for the election of President 

and Vice President held on November 8, 1960. . . . 

 

In order not to delay the further count of the electoral vote here, the Chair, 

without the intent of establishing a precedent, suggests that the electors named in 

the certificate of the Governor of Hawaii dated January 4, 1961, be considered as 

the lawful electors from the State of Hawaii. If there be no objection in this joint 

convention, the Chair will instruct the tellers--and he now does--to count the votes 

of those electors named in the certificate of the Governor of Hawaii dated January 

4, 1961–those votes having been cast for John F. Kennedy, of Massachusetts, for 

President and Lyndon B. Johnson, of Texas, for Vice President. 

 

Without objection the tellers will accordingly count the votes of those electors 

named in the certificate of the Governor of Hawaii dated January 4, 1961. 

 

There was no objection. 

 

The tellers then proceeded to read, count and announce the electoral votes of the 

remaining States in alphabetical order.38 

 

After the electoral count was completed and pursuant to 3 U.S.C. § 15, Nixon announced that 

Kennedy had been elected. 

 

II.B.2. Florida, 2000 

 

In 2000, the intensely litigated election ultimately resulted in a narrow Electoral College 

victory for Governor George W. Bush over Vice President Al Gore. Election Day was November 

7, 2000, and federal law required electors to cast their ballots in the Electoral College on 

December 18, 2000. The Supreme Court’s decision in Bush v. Gore on December 12 halted a 

recount in Florida, at which time Bush held a lead of 537 votes and with it Florida’s decisive 

electoral votes.39 The Court held that no constitutionally adequate recount could be completed 

before the “safe-harbor” deadline in 3 U.S.C. § 5, which was also December 12.40 Although 

federal law does not appear to require a state to resolve disputes about electors by the safe harbor 

deadline, and Hawaii had taken until December 30 to complete its recount and related litigation 

in 1960, the Supreme Court determined that Florida state law required any recounts to finish by 

December 12.41 Accordingly, the Supreme Court ordered the recount halted. 

 

                                                 
38 107 CONG. REC. 290 (Jan. 6, 1961). 
39 531 U.S. 98 (2000). 
40 Id. at 110. 
41 Id. 
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After the Supreme Court’s decision, Vice President Gore publicly conceded the 

election.42 On December 18, 2000, the Bush electors met at the state capitol and cast their ballots 

in the Electoral College. Later that day, they prepared, signed, and transmitted certificates of 

their electoral votes as required by 3 U.S.C. § 9-11. As required by 3 U.S.C. § 9, they appended a 

certificate of ascertainment naming them as Florida’s electors that Governor Jeb Bush had issued 

on November 30, 2000.43 There is no record that the Gore elector-nominees met or purported to 

cast electoral votes. There is no record that the Gore elector-nominees attempted to transmit any 

documents to the President of the Senate, the Archivist, or any of the other recipients listed in 3 

U.S.C. § 11. There is no record that any documents purporting to be transmitted by the Gore 

elector-nominees were received by the President of the Senate, the Archivist, or any of the other 

recipients listed in 3 U.S.C. § 11. 

 

On January 6, Vice President Gore presided over the electoral count. Pursuant to the 

Twelfth Amendment and the Electoral Count Act, Gore opened the certificate of Florida’s 

electoral votes transmitted by Bush’s electors.44 Gore did not open, or make any reference to, any 

other purported certificates of electoral votes for Florida.45 Twenty members of the House of 

Representatives objected to counting Florida’s electoral votes, citing the halted recount and their 

disagreement with the Supreme Court’s decision in Bush v. Gore.46 No Senator joined the 

objection.47 As a result, Gore ruled those objections out of order pursuant to the procedures in 3 

U.S.C. § 15.48 No member of Congress, including the members of the House who objected to the 

counting of the Bush electors’ votes from Florida, suggested that the Gore elector-nominees had 

submitted a certificate of electoral votes or that they had cast votes that should be counted. After 

Gore ruled the objections out of order, the tellers counted Florida’s electoral votes for Bush.49 At 

the conclusion of the electoral count, and pursuant to 3 U.S.C. § 15, Vice President Gore 

announced that Bush had prevailed with 271 electoral votes.50 

 

II.C. Summary of Precedent 

 

 The two incidents discussed above provide the following precedent for contingent 

elector-nominees casting purported electoral votes. In Hawaii in 1960, contingent elector-

nominees for Kennedy cast purported ballots while a court-ordered recount was ongoing. After 

the recount concluded, a court issued a final order determining that the Kennedy elector-

nominees had received the most votes in the popular election and therefore were thus “duly 

elected.” The governor subsequently issued a certificate of ascertainment naming the Kennedy 

elector-nominees, which superseded the previously issued certificate of ascertainment naming 

                                                 
42 See Vice President Al Gore’s Concession Speech, N.Y. TIMES (Dec. 13, 2000), available at 

https://www.nytimes.com/2000/12/13/politics/text-of-goreacutes-concession- speech.html. 
43 See Certificate of Ascertainment, Florida (Nov. 30, 2000), available at https://www.archives.gov/files/electoral-

college/2020/ascertainment-florida.pdf. 
44 147 CONG. REC. 1330 (Jan. 6., 2001). 
45 Id. 
46 Id. 
47 Alison Mitchell, Over Some Objections, Congress Certifies Electoral Vote, N.Y. TIMES (Jan. 7, 2001), available 

at https://www.nytimes.com/2001/01/07/us/over-some- objections-congress-certifies-electoral-vote.html. 
48 147 CONG. REC. 1345 (Jan. 6, 2001). 
49 Id. 
50 147 CONG. REC. 1430 (Jan. 6, 2001). 
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Nixon’s elector-nominees. On January 6, 1961, Congress convened to count the electoral votes 

pursuant to the procedures of the Electoral Count Act. After opening the certificates, Nixon 

“suggest[ed]” that the Kennedy elector-nominees “be considered as the lawful electors from the 

State of Hawaii.” After Nixon called for objections and received none, thus receiving unanimous 

consent, the tellers counted the Kennedy elector-nominees’ votes for Hawaii. 

 

 In Florida in 2000, a court-ordered recount was subject to ongoing litigation that 

culminated in the Supreme Court’s decision in Bush v. Gore, which halted the recount days 

before the day on which electors must cast their ballots. On that day, the Bush electors cast 

ballots and the Gore elector-nominees did not. The Gore elector-nominees took no steps to 

prepare, sign, or transmit any paperwork. No paperwork purporting to be from the Gore elector-

nominees was received by the President of the Senate, the Archivist, or by anyone else. No 

purported certificate of any purported votes by the Gore elector-nominees was presented to 

Congress on January 6, and no member of Congress claimed that the Gore elector-nominees had 

cast ballots or transmitted a certificate of any purported votes. The objection to counting the 

Bush electors’ votes was overruled, and Congress counted those electoral votes. 

 

 These two incidents provide the outlines for demarcating when federal law contemplates 

contingent elector-nominees casting ballots and when it does not. In Hawaii in 1960, the 

contingent elector-nominees for Kennedy cast ballots during an ongoing legal dispute about the 

outcome of the popular election. The Kennedy elector-nominees—and those who assisted 

them—cast those ballots as part of an explicit plan to preserve the possibility that their votes 

would be counted by Congress if, and only if, the recount and litigation determined that they had 

been lawfully appointed. Upon the resolution of that dispute through lawful state procedures, 

Congress determined to count the Kennedy elector-nominees’ votes rather than the Nixon 

elector-nominees’ votes through the application of Section 15 of the Electoral Count Act when 

Nixon called for any objections and received none. Nixon stated that the basis for counting the 

Kennedy elector-nominees’ votes was that the governor’s certificate of ascertainment, backed by 

a court order, had determined that the Kennedy elector-nominees had been lawfully appointed. 

The Kennedy elector-nominees thus cast their contingent ballots as part of an explicit plan to 

preserve the possibility that Congress would count their votes pursuant to the lawful procedures 

of 3 U.S.C. § 15 if, and only if, the lawful state procedures for the resolution of a dispute about 

electors ultimately determined that the Kennedy elector-nominees had been lawfully appointed. 

 

By contrast, the process for Florida in 2000 followed the same course that the typical case 

would, despite the dispute about the results of the popular election. In early December 2020, that 

dispute involved a court-ordered recount and litigation in state and federal court. That litigation 

culminated in the Supreme Court’s decision in Bush v. Gore, which ended the recount and finally 

resolved all litigation prior to the date on which electors cast ballots on December 18, 2000. The 

Gore elector-nominees did not cast ballots purporting to be electoral votes or take any other steps 

to do so. Congress counted the Bush electors’ votes through the application of the lawful 

procedures of 3 U.S.C. § 15. No one in Congress—including Vice President Gore or any of the 

members who objected to counting the Bush electors’ votes—suggested that the Gore elector-

nominees had, or could have, cast ballots. Accordingly, because the dispute had been resolved 

through the lawful state procedures for adjudicating disputes about electors, the process 

involving the Gore elector-nominees was finally resolved by December 18, 2000. 
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III. Factual Analysis of Mr. Chesebro’s Plan 

 

III.A. Analysis of Mr. Chesebro’s Memoranda 

 

Kenneth Chesebro produced four successive memoranda proposing and planning for 

Trump elector-nominees to cast purported ballots in the Electoral College on December 14, 

2020, in states where those Trump elector-nominees had not been certified by state officials as 

the winners of the popular election.51 The purpose of that plan was purportedly to satisfy the 

requirement in Article II, section 1, clause 4 of the Constitution that all electors cast their ballots 

on the same day.52 Congress exercised that authority by designating “the first Monday after the 

second Wednesday in December.”53 As explained above, if an elector does not cast her ballot on 

that date, then her electoral vote would not be constitutionally valid. In 2020, that date was 

December 14. 

 

In a memo dated November 18, 2020, Mr. Chesebro considered the possibility that a 

dispute was not resolved until after December 14, 2020. That initial memo contemplated that 

courts would resolve such a dispute after December 14 but before January 6, 2021. Beginning no 

later than a memo dated December 6, 2020, Mr. Chesebro proposed that the Trump elector-

nominees cast ballots so that they could form the basis of unilateral action by the President of the 

Senate, without any litigation resolving the dispute in favor of the Trump elector-nominees and 

without any state official certifying that the Trump elector-nominees were lawfully appointed. 

 

III.A.1. Mr. Chesebro’s November 18, 2020 Memo 

 

On November 18, 2020, Mr. Chesebro sent an initial memo to Judge James Troupis, a 

retired judge and lawyer working with the Trump campaign in Wisconsin.54 The memo was 

titled “The Real Deadline for Settling a State’s Electoral Votes.” The November 18 memo 

claimed that the “real deadline” for resolving disputes about electors was January 6, 2021, the 

date of the joint session of Congress. The memo stated:  

 

There is a very strong argument, supported by historical precedent (in particular, the 1960 

Kennedy-Nixon contest), that the real deadline for a finding by the Wisconsin courts (or, 

possibly, by the Legislature) in favor of the President and Vice President is not 

December 8 (the “safe harbor” deadline under the Electoral Count Act), nor even 

December 14 (the date on which electors must vote in their respective States), but 

January 6 (the date the Senate and House meet for the counting of electoral votes).55   

 

                                                 
51 The factual summary and analysis in this Part draws upon Tom Joscelyn, “Kenneth Chesebro: Chief Architect of 

the False Elector Scheme” (forthcoming in Just Security).ˆ  
52 U.S. CONST., art. II, § 1, cl. 4. 
53 3 U.S.C. § 7 (2020). 
54 Memorandum from Kenneth Chesebro to Judge James R. Troupis, “RE The Real Deadline for Settling a State’s 

Electoral Votes,” (Nov. 18, 2020), available at https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/january-6-

clearinghouse-kenneth-chesebro-memorandum-to-james-r.-troupis-attorney-for-trump-campaign-wisconsin-

November-18-2020.pdf (“Chesebro Nov. 18 memo”). 
55 Chesebro Nov. 18 memo, at 1 (emphasis in original). 

https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/january-6-clearinghouse-kenneth-chesebro-memorandum-to-james-r.-troupis-attorney-for-trump-campaign-wisconsin-November-18-2020.pdf
https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/january-6-clearinghouse-kenneth-chesebro-memorandum-to-james-r.-troupis-attorney-for-trump-campaign-wisconsin-November-18-2020.pdf
https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/january-6-clearinghouse-kenneth-chesebro-memorandum-to-james-r.-troupis-attorney-for-trump-campaign-wisconsin-November-18-2020.pdf
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Mr. Chesebro cited the Hawaii incident from 1960 as justification for his claim that 

January 6 was the “real deadline.”56  

 

In the November 18 memo, Mr. Chesebro concluded: 

 

It may seem odd that the electors pledged to Trump and Pence might meet and cast their 

votes on December 14 even if, at that juncture, the Trump-Pence ticket is behind in the 

vote count, and no certificate of election has been issued in favor of Trump and Pence. 

However, a fair reading of the federal statutes suggests that is a reasonable course of 

action. 57 

 

Mr. Chesebro reiterated that Trump’s elector-nominees should convene and cast ballots 

on December 14, 2020, “so that any judicial proceedings which extend past that date, working 

toward resolution of who has won Wisconsin’s electoral votes, are entirely compatible with 

federal law provided that they are completed by January 6.” 58  

 

Mr. Chesebro’s November 18 memo thus contemplated the possibility that an election 

dispute was not resolved by the day electors were required by federal law to cast their ballots. 

Mr. Chesebro advised that, in such a situation, the Trump elector-nominees should cast ballots 

on the required day to ensure that those votes would be “considered timely” in the event that a 

“court decision (or perhaps, a state legislature determination)” was “rendered after December 14 

in favor of the Trump-Pence slate of electors.”59 The November 18 memo addressed only 

Wisconsin and did not purport to consider a plan for any other state. 

 

III.A.2. Mr. Chesebro’s December 6, 2020 Memo 

 

By early December, Mr. Chesebro’s plan had evolved substantially. On December 6, 

2020, Mr. Chesebro sent a second memo to Judge Troupis, titled “Important That All Trump-

Pence Electors Vote on December 14.”60 That memo recommended that the Trump’s elector-

nominees meet and cast their votes in “all six” of the supposedly “contested states”: Arizona, 

Georgia, Michigan, Nevada, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. Critically, Mr. Chesebro’s plan for 

what would be done with those purported electoral votes had changed dramatically. 

 

Legal Strategy: “The Trump electors in all six contested States must vote” 

 

In the November 18 memo, Mr. Chesebro argued that Trump’s elector-nominees should 

meet and cast ballots so that their votes would be valid, and therefore could constitutionally be 

counted on January 6, if a court decision or the state legislature determined after December 14 

that the Trump elector-nominees had prevailed in Wisconsin. In the December 6 memo, 

                                                 
56 See supra Part II.B.1. 
57 Chesebro Nov. 18 memo, at 2. 
58 Id. at 1. 
59 Chesebro Nov. 18 memo, at 1 (emphasis in original). 
60 Memorandum from Kenneth Chesebro to James R. Troupis, “RE: Important That All Trump-Pence Electors Vote 

on December 14,” (Dec. 6, 2020), available at https://int.nyt.com/data/documenttools/chesebro-dec-6-

memo/ce55d6abd79c2c71/full.pdf (“Chesebro Dec. 6 memo”)     

https://int.nyt.com/data/documenttools/chesebro-dec-6-memo/ce55d6abd79c2c71/full.pdf
https://int.nyt.com/data/documenttools/chesebro-dec-6-memo/ce55d6abd79c2c71/full.pdf
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however, Mr. Chesebro’s plan was for the Trump elector-nominees’ votes to be considered on 

January 6 even if no litigation yielded a court order in favor of the Trump elector-nominees and 

even if no state official had certified that the Trump elector-nominees were the state’s lawful 

electors. 

 

Mr. Chesebro presented his three-part plan for “the Trump campaign [to] prevent Biden 

from amassing 270 electoral votes on January 6”61 as follows: 

 

1. First, Mr. Chesebro stated that the Trump elector-nominees in six states must meet and 

vote on December 14.  

 

2. Second, Mr. Chesebro advised that, as of January 6, 2021, there should be at least one 

“pending” lawsuit in each of the six states “in either federal or state court, which might 

plausibly, if allowed to proceed to completion, lead to either Trump winning the State or 

at least Biden being denied the State.” Mr. Chesebro added in parentheses: “ideally by 

then Trump will have been awarded one or more of the States.”62 

 

3. Third, Mr. Chesebro proposed that “Vice President Pence, presiding over the joint 

session, takes the position that it is his constitutional power and duty, alone, as President 

of the Senate, to both open and count the votes, and that anything in the Electoral Count 

Act to the contrary is unconstitutional.”63  

 

Mr. Chesebro’s plan in the December 6 memo departed from his analysis in the 

November 18 memo in two critical respects. First, the November 18 memo contemplated that 

litigation might resolve in favor of the Trump elector-nominees after they voted on December 14 

but before “the real deadline for resolving the contest” of January 6.64 By contrast, the December 

6 memo is predicated on litigation “pending” on–and thus, not being resolved by–January 6. 

Second, the November 18 memo appeared to contemplate that Congress, pursuant to the 

procedures of the Electoral Count Act, would count the Trump elector-nominees’ purported 

votes after a court ordered a state official–and in particular, pursuant to the procedures of the 

Electoral Count Act, the state’s governor–to certify that the Trump elector-nominees had been 

lawfully appointed. By contrast, the December 6 memo suggested that Vice President Pence 

ignore the Electoral Count Act and instead exercise a purported unilateral constitutional authority 

to take action with respect to the electoral count. 

 

The December 6 memo then emphasized that the “alternate slates of electors” were 

necessary to “prevent” Biden “reaching 270 electoral votes” on January 6: 

 

My point here is that it is important that the alternate slates of electors meet and vote on 

December 14 if we are to create a scenario under which Biden can be prevented from 

reaching 270 electoral votes, even if Trump has not managed by then to obtain court 

                                                 
61 Chesebro Dec. 6 memo, at 1. 
62 Id. 
63 Id.  
64 Chesebro Nov. 18 memo, at 7. 
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decisions (or state legislative resolutions) invalidating enough results to push Biden 

below 270.65     

 

Mr. Chesebro explained that his strategy would not just “keep Biden below 270 electoral 

votes,” but also that it “seems feasible that the vote count can be conducted so that at no point 

will Trump be behind in the electoral vote count unless and until Biden can obtain a favorable 

decision from the Supreme Court upholding the Electoral Count Act as constitutional, or 

otherwise recognizing the power of Congress (and not the President of the Senate) to count the 

votes.” 66 In particular, Mr. Chesebro argued that, because the electoral count proceeded 

alphabetically by state, the count “could be managed” so that Vice President Biden would have 

“to seek Supreme Court review either when he is behind 12-0 in the electoral count or, at least, 

when he is behind 232-227,” but “only if all six States are still contested, and all six slates of 

Trump-Pence electors had voted on December 14.” 67   

 

Mr. Chesebro conceded that the Supreme Court would probably not rule in favor of the 

position he advocated. But he contended that his proposed course of action would be worth 

pursuing even if the Court ruled that it was unlawful: 

 

Even if, in the end, the Supreme Court would likely end up ruling that the power to count 

the votes (in the sense of resolving controversies concerning them) does not lie with the 

President of the Senate, but instead lies with Congress (either voting jointly, or in 

separate Houses), letting matters play out this way would guarantee that public attention 

would be riveted on the evidence of electoral abuses by the Democrats, and would also 

buy the Trump campaign more time to win litigation that would deprive Biden of 

electoral votes and/or add to Trump’s column. 68    

 

Mr. Chesebro concluded his legal analysis by “recogniz[ing] that what I suggest is a bold, 

controversial strategy, and that there are many reasons why it might not end up being executed 

on January 6.”69 The memo concluded that “as long as it is one possible option, to preserve it as 

a possibility it is important that the Trump-Pence electors cast their electoral votes on December 

14.” 70   

 

“Messaging about the December 14 vote as routine” 

 

After presenting Mr. Chesebro’s new legal strategy, the December 6 memo suggested 

that the Trump campaign publicly release “messaging about the December 14 vote as routine.”71 

Mr. Chesebro was concerned that “word of this will leak out prior to December 14” that Trump 

elector-nominees would be casting their votes “even in States in which Trump has not been 

declared the winner.” 72 He therefore proposed “messaging . . . this as a routine measure that is 

                                                 
65 Chesebro Dec. 6 memo, at 2. 
66 Id. at 2 (emphasis in original). 
67 Id. at 2. 
68 Id. 
69 Id. 
70 Id. 
71 Id. 
72 Id. 
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necessary to ensure that in the event the courts (or state legislatures) were to later conclude that 

Trump actually won the state, the correct electoral slate can be counted in Congress in 

January.”73 He further suggested that the Trump elector-nominees’ voting should be explained 

“just as the Democrats did in Hawaii in 1960, which ended up with Hawaii’s electoral votes 

being awarded to Kennedy, even though the litigation was not resolved until after the electors 

voted (see my Nov. 18 memorandum).”74 This “messaging” conflicted with his legal strategy, 

which no longer relied on election litigation resolving in favor of the Trump elector-nominees 

and instead suggested that the President of the Senate exercise unilateral authority to intervene in 

the electoral count on January 6. 

 

The December 6 memo then suggested that the “messaging” cite public statements made 

by “prominent liberal figures” Van Jones and Lawrence Lessig.75 Mr. Chesebro quoted a CNN 

piece authored by Jones and Lessig in November 2020 that stated that a governor “should await 

the final resolution of the popular vote count before he certifies which slate should represent the 

state. So long as that certification happens before January 6, there is nothing that should 

stop it from being counted by Congress.”76 Mr. Chesebro then stated that in light of “these 

prior statements by these and other prominent liberal figures,”  

 

[I]t would be the height of hypocrisy for Democrats to resist January 6 as the real 

deadline, or to suggest that Trump and Pence would be doing anything particularly 

controversial in asking the electors pledged to them to please assemble in their respective 

States and cast their votes, so that they might be counted in Congress if their slates are 

later declared the valid ones, by a court and/or state legislature.77  

 

The December 6 memo did not reconcile that the course of action suggested by Jones and 

Lessig was explicitly conditioned on the state’s governor issuing a “certification . . . before 

January 6” and the certified electoral votes “being counted by Congress.” By contrast, the plan 

Mr. Chesebro presented in the December 6 memo was expressly predicated on the Trump 

elector-nominees not being certified by any state official (because litigation would still be 

“pending”) and the President of the Senate taking unilateral action with respect to the allegedly 

“disputed” votes, rather than Congress counting electoral votes pursuant to the Electoral Count 

Act. 

 

“Logistics for casting/transmitting electoral votes on December 14” 

 

Finally, the December 6 memo presented several steps and requirements under federal 

and Wisconsin law for the Trump electors to cast their purported electoral votes and then 

transmit those votes to Washington, D.C. Mr. Chesebro claimed that “the electors in the 

contested States should be able to take the essential steps needed to validly cast and transmit 

their votes without any involvement by the governor or any other state official.” 78 Although the 

                                                 
73 Id. at 2-3. 
74 Id. at 3. 
75 Id. at 4. 
76 Id. at 4 (emphasis in Chesebro Dec. 6 memo). 
77 Id. 
78 Id. at 5 (emphasis in original). 
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December 6 memo made that broad claim about all “the contested States,” it did not discuss any 

state’s law aside from Wisconsin. 

 

The December 6 memo recognized that the Trump electors would not be able to comply 

with one requirement of federal law: 

 

The only thing ordinarily contemplated by Sect. 9 [of the Electoral Count Act] that the 

Trump-Pence electors would not be able to do (unless Trump wins by December 14) is 

staple to each of the certificates the certificate of ascertainment that the governor is 

directed to give the winning electors pursuant to 3 U.S.C. § 6. But, as the Hawaii 1960 

example shows, this is hardly fatal; proof that the Trump-Pence electors are the validly 

appointed ones can be furnished to Congress before it meets on January 6.79 

 

The December 6 memo did not reconcile the factual and procedural differences between 

the Hawaii incident in 1960 and the course of action he proposed in the memo. As explained 

above, in Hawaii in 1960, the governor issued a superseding certificate of ascertainment naming 

Kennedy’s elector-nominees pursuant to a court order after the recount determined that Kennedy 

had won the state’s popular election. Congress received that superseding certificate of 

ascertainment on January 6, 1961, and by unanimous consent it counted the Kennedy elector-

nominees’ votes pursuant to the procedures of 3 U.S.C. § 15. By contrast, the plan Mr. Chesebro 

had presented earlier in the December 6 memo was predicated on litigation being “pending” on, 

and thus not resolved by, January 6, 2021. Mr. Chesebro’s plan thus did not contemplate that the 

governor or any other state official would provide a certificate of ascertainment for the Trump 

elector-nominees prior to January 6.  

 

III.A.3. Mr. Chesebro’s December 9, 2020 Memo  

 

Mr. Chesebro’s third memo to Judge Troupis was dated December 9, 2020, titled 

“Statutory Requirements for December 14 Electoral Votes.”80 The December 9 memo provided a 

“summary of the requirements under federal law, and under the law of the six States in 

controversy, concerning what is required for presidential electors to validly cast and transmit 

their votes.”81 The December 9 memo supplemented the December 6 memo by providing an 

overview of state law requirements for electors voting, filling vacancies of electors, and 

transmitting purported electoral votes to various officials including the Archivist of the United 

States and the President of the Senate. 

 

At the outset, the December 9 memo recognized that “none of the Trump-Pence electors 

[were] currently certified as having been elected by the voters of their State.82 Nonetheless, Mr. 

Chesebro claimed that: 

                                                 
79 Id. at 6. 
80 Memorandum from Kenneth Chesebro to James R. Troupis, “Statutory Requirements for December 14 Electoral 

Votes,” (Dec. 9, 2020), available at https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/january-6-

clearinghouse-kenneth-chesebro-memorandum-to-james-r.-troupis-attorney-for-trump-campaign-wisconsin-

december-9-2020.pdf (“Chesebro Dec. 9 memo”). 
81 Chesebro Dec. 9 memo, at 1. 
82 Id. 

https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/january-6-clearinghouse-kenneth-chesebro-memorandum-to-james-r.-troupis-attorney-for-trump-campaign-wisconsin-december-9-2020.pdf
https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/january-6-clearinghouse-kenneth-chesebro-memorandum-to-james-r.-troupis-attorney-for-trump-campaign-wisconsin-december-9-2020.pdf
https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/january-6-clearinghouse-kenneth-chesebro-memorandum-to-james-r.-troupis-attorney-for-trump-campaign-wisconsin-december-9-2020.pdf
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[M]ost of the electors (with the possible exception of the Nevada electors) will be able to 

take the essential steps needed to validly cast and transmit their votes, so that the votes 

might be eligible to be counted if later recognized (by a court, the state legislature, or 

Congress) as the valid ones that actually count in the presidential election.83  

 

The December 9 memo thus listed three possible authorities that might “recognize” the 

Trump electors as “valid.” By including Congress in this list, the December 9 memo appeared to 

contemplate a course of action in which Congress counts electoral votes cast by the Trump 

elector-nominees even if no court and no state official had previously determined that those 

Trump elector-nominees were lawfully appointed by the state. Mr. Chesebro further claimed that 

“each electoral vote” could be “potentially important if the election ultimately extends to, and 

perhaps past, January 6 in Congress.” 84 The December 9 memo did not cite any legal authority 

or precedent to support its contention that “the election ultimately” could “extend . . . past[] 

January 6 in Congress.” 

 

In addition, the December 9 memo noted that the state law requirements in Georgia gave 

rise to “a wrinkle” in the event that any of the original Trump-Pence electors had to be replaced 

by substitutes. Mr. Chesebro explained:  

 

Unlike in other States, where that choice is automatically effective, in Georgia a choice 

must be ratified ‘immediately after such choice the name of the person so chosen shall be 

transmitted by the presiding officer of the college to the Governor, who shall immediately 

cause notice of his or her election in writing to be given to such person.’ 

 

Could the Governor, in the current situation, refuse to ratify the choice, on the ground 

that this slate of electors is not the one the voters elected on Nov. 3 (according to the 

official canvass)? Given the statutory provision, it seems imperative that every effort 

be made to secure the participation of all 16 electors, and to avoid making a 

substitution if at all possible. 85  

 

Mr. Chesebro concluded that “voting by an alternate slate of electors” is “somewhat 

dicey in Georgia and Pennsylvania in the event that one or more electors don’t attend (require 

gubernatorial ratification of alternates).” 86 This “wrinkle” ultimately became relevant because 

four of the original Trump elector-nominees declined to cast purported ballots on December 14, 

thereby creating vacancies that required filling. 

 

III.A.4. Mr. Chesebro’s December 13, 2020 Email Memo 

 

On December 13, 2020, the day before federal law required electors to vote, Mr. 

Chesebro wrote a fourth memo via email to former Mayor Rudolph Giuliani and another 
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85 Id. at 3. See Ga. Code § 21-2-12. 
86 Chesebro Dec. 9 memo, at 5. 
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redacted recipient.87 This fourth memo, titled “Brief notes on ‘President of the Senate’ strategy,” 

shifted focus from organizing the Trump elector-nominees casting purported votes to taking 

steps so that the Trump elector-nominees’ votes would be counted on January 6, 2021. The 

December 13 memo advocated that the President of the Senate could exercise “the sole power to 

count electoral votes, and anything to the contrary in the Electoral Count Act is 

unconstitutional.”88 

 

Mr. Chesebro stated the “bottom line” as follows: 

 

The bottom line is I think having the President of the Senate firmly take the position that 

he, and he alone, is charged with the constitutional responsibility not just to open the 

votes, but to count them – including making judgments about what to do if there are 

conflicting votes – represents the best way to ensure: 

 

(1) that the mass media and social media platforms, and therefore the public, will focus 

intensely on the evidence of abuses in the election and canvassing; and  

 

(2) that there will be additional scrutiny in the courts and/or state legislatures, with an eye 

toward determining which electoral votes are the valid ones. 89 

 

Mr. Chesebro further argued: 

 

I think having the President of the Senate use the defensible claim that he is in charge of 

counting the votes as leverage to obtain that needed scrutiny would be worthwhile even if 

it couldn't ultimately prevent the election of Biden and Harris. The Republicans used this 

argument in 1877 as leverage, and with it managed to get an election commission created 

which elected Hayes. Republicans should use it again.90 

 

The remainder of the December 13 memo consisted of two parts: (i) a “chronology of 

how things could play out, if there is a serious effort to employ the argument that the President of 

the Senate counts the votes,” and (ii) “[t]he originalist argument re the 12th Amendment” and the 

purported powers of the President of the Senate. 

 

“Chronology” 

 

The December 13 memo’s “chronology” proceeded as follows: 

 

● Prior to January 6: The December 13 memo proposed that on “Jan 3-5, and perhaps 

before then,” “Committees of the Senate hold hearings detailing widespread violations of 

                                                 
87 See Email from Kenneth Chesebro to Rudy Giuliani, Subject: PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL – Brief 

Notes on “President of the Senate” strategy, (Dec. 13, 2020 9:48 pm), available at 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-Chapman004708/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-Chapman004708.pdf 

(“Chesebro Dec. 13 memo”). The redacted recipient appears to be Boris Epshtyen. See id., p. 1 (“I did do a very 

rough e-mail on Dec. 13, which Boris requested on behalf of the Mayor.”). 
88 Chesebro Dec. 13 memo, at 5. 
89 Id. at 1. 
90 Id. 
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law, and fraud, in the election in the states at issue.”91 The “[i]dea” behind such hearings 

“would be to buttress the substantive basis for the President of the Senate later refusing to 

count votes from those States, absent more needed scrutiny.” 

 

In addition, the December 13 memo proposed a “hearing in the Senate Judiciary 

Committee exploring the constitutional question of how the votes must be counted, with 

at least two highly qualified legal scholars concluding that the President of the Senate is 

solely responsible for counting the votes, and that the Electoral Count Act is 

unconstitutional in dictating limits on debate and dictating who wins electoral votes when 

there are 2 competing slates and the House and Senate disagree.” The December 13 

memo did not identify any “highly qualified legal scholars” who would offer such 

testimony about the powers of the President of the Senate. 

 

● On January 6: The December 13 memo proposed a “theme” that on January 6, the 

“counting of the votes” proceed pursuant to what the memo refers to as “a strict textual, 

originalist basis” that “break[s] with the procedures set out in the Electoral Count Act.” 

 

These “break[s]” from the Electoral Count Act included: 

 

○ The Vice President would refuse to serve as presiding officer over the electoral 

count. The December 13 memo offers two grounds for that action.  

 

■ First, the December 13 memo claims that the Electoral Count Act cannot 

constitutionally “impose duties on either the President or Vice President 

beyond those set out in the Constitution.” According to the December 13 

memo, “the Vice President’s duties” relating to the electoral count “are 

precisely set out in [Twelfth Amendment to] the Constitution, and 

Congress may not add to them.” 

 

■ Second, the December 13 memo suggests that, even if the Electoral Count 

Act could constitutionally impose such duties upon the Vice President, 

“Pence [should] take[] the position that he should not, and cannot, in this 

instance, preside, because he has a conflict of interest, as one of the 

candidates for election.” 

 

○ The December 13 memo continued: “At this point, the Vice President will have 

emphasized the need for focus on plain language and adherence to the 

Constitution, by rejecting the role of presiding officer imposed by the Electoral 

Count Act,” which would “politically . . . insulate him and the President from 

what will happen next.” 

 

○ After Vice President Pence “recuse[d]” from the electoral count, the Dec. 13 

memo proposed that “president pro tempore act[ing] as the President of the 

Senate” would preside in Pence’s place. The President of the Senate, according to 

the December 13 memo, would then “announce[] that he cannot and will not, at 
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least as of that date, count any electoral votes from Arizona because there are two 

slates of votes, and it is clear that the Arizona courts did not give a full and fair 

opportunity for review of election irregularities, in violation of due process.” 

 

○ The December 13 memo continued: “Unless by then the Supreme Court has taken 

that case and rejected it on the merits, the President of the Senate can make his 

own judgment that the Arizona proceedings violated due process, so he won't 

count the votes in Biden's column.”  

 

○ Finally, according to the December 13 memo, the President of the Senate would 

“refuse[] to count Arizona in the Trump-Pence column,” and would “say[] that if 

Arizona wants to be represented in the electoral count, either it has to rerun the 

election, or engage in adequate judicial review, or have its legislature appoint 

electors.” The December 13 memo provided no basis for the legal authority for 

the President of the Senate to issue such an ultimatum to the State of Arizona. 

 

● After January 6: 

 

○ In the December 13 memo, Mr. Chesebro conceded that “I would not bet on a 

majority of the Court siding with the President of the Senate, even though a 

majority might well agree with that [sic] the Constitution is correctly construed, 

from an originalist perspective, in exactly that manner.” Instead, he thought that 

“to bring an end to a huge political crisis” that Mr. Chesebro’s own proposed plan 

would have precipitated, it was “more likely” that “the Court would find some 

way to rule in Biden's favor or, at minimum, find the controversy nonjusticiable 

(as with the Texas case) on some basis, such as the ‘political question’ doctrine, 

thus insulating its legitimacy from partisan conflict.” 

 

○ The December 13 memo then sketched several possible outcomes, depending on 

the Supreme Court’s decision. According to Mr. Chesebro, the “most likely” 

outcomes of his plan were either losing in the Supreme Court or reprising the 

Crisis of 1877, the most severe constitutional crisis in American history aside 

from the Civil War. 

 

■ First, the December 13 memo claimed that even “[i]f Biden were to win in 

the Court, much will still have been accomplished, in riveting public 

attention on election abuses, and building momentum to prevent similar 

abuses in the future.” 

  

■ Second, the December 13 memo argued that “[i]f the Court were to dodge, 

then we would have a situation similar to 1877.” In that case, the 

December 13 memo suggested, “the parties would realize that if they 

remained at loggerheads,” and “with [Inauguration Day on] January 20 

looming, political leaders would face a choice.” According to the 

December 13 memo, the Court’s inaction would result in an impasse “with 

the President of the Senate perhaps refusing to open the votes of the 
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contested states as long as his authority to count the votes was being 

challenged, and [Speaker of the House Nancy] Pelosi refusing to hold an 

election for president in the House.” The resulting “choice” would consist 

in “[e]ither Pelosi would become acting president on January 20 (after 

resigning as Speaker)” by the order of succession established pursuant to 

Section Three of the Twentieth Amendment, or “the Senate would reelect 

Pence as Vice President, who would then become acting president on Jan. 

20” also by the terms of the Twentieth Amendment. 

 

■ The December 13 memo conceded that “this situation . . . would seem 

messy and unpalatable to many.” But, it argued, the conflict would bring 

“renewed attention on the election abuses.” 

 

■ The December 13 memo then speculated about two possible resolutions to 

that “messy and unpalatable” situation: 

 

● First, “with several states controlled by Republican legislators 

faced with perhaps not being counted in the Electoral College, it 

doesn't seem fanciful to think that Trump and Pence would end up 

winning the vote after some legislatures appoint electors.” The 

December 13 memo did not offer any legal analysis for state 

legislatures’ alleged authority to appoint electors after January 6. 

 

● Second, “there might be a negotiated solution in which the Senate 

elects Pence Vice President, and Trump agrees to drop his bid to 

be elected in the House, so that Biden and Harris are defeated, 

even though Trump isn't reelected.” The December 13 memo did 

not offer any legal analysis of any constitutional basis for such a 

“negotiated solution.” 

 

○ The December 13 memo’s “chronology” concluded that “[a]ny of the outcomes 

sketched above seems preferable to allowing the Electoral Count Act to operate 

by its terms,” which the memo characterized as “Vice President Pence being 

forced to preside over a charade in which Biden and Harris are declared the 

winner of an election in which none of the serious abuses that occurred were ever 

examined with due deliberation.” 

 

“Originalist argument” 

 

The December 13 memo conceded that “[t]oday, it would be unimaginable that we would 

write a Constitution that would give either the Vice President, or the most senior member of the 

majority in the Senate, sole power to decide contested results for the presidential election.” 

Nonetheless, and although Mr. Chesebro also conceded that he had “not delved into the historical 

record,” the memo included a short sketch of “the constitutional argument that the President of 

the Senate would rely on” in asserting unilateral power over the electoral count.  
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Mr. Chesebro noted that, although he had not examined “the historical record,” “Vice 

President Pence's counsel” Greg Jacob had done so “and seem[ed] totally up on this.” He also 

noted that “John Yoo in particular” could “add a great deal.” Both Mr. Jacob and Mr. Yoo 

subsequently advised Vice President Pence that the President of the Senate did not have authority 

under the Constitution to take unilateral action regarding the electoral count on January 6, 2021. 

As the Capitol was under assault, Mr. Jacob told John Eastman that the constitutional theory 

regarding the powers of the President of the Senate advanced by Mr. Chesebro and later by 

Eastman was “essentially made up.”92 

 

Instead of relying on “the historical record” itself, Mr. Chesebro stated that he wrote the 

December 13 memo’s “originalist” analysis based on his “referenc[ing] 3 law review articles I 

happen to have taken with me”: “Kesavan. 80 N.C. L. Rev. 1653 (2002): Nagle. 104 N.C. L. 

Rev. 1732 (2004);93 and Foley, 51 Loyola U. Chi. L.J. 309 (2019).”94 None of the three articles 

Mr. Chesebro cited endorsed his conclusion regarding the powers of the President of the 

Senate.95 

 

The December 13 memo then offered three points in favor of its “originalist” conclusion 

regarding the powers of the President of the Senate: 

 

● “Historical era.” First, the December 13 memo suggested that when the original 

Constitution was “enacted in 1787, before political parties . . . the Framers didn’t imagine 

that disputes over the electoral count would arise, as Justice Story noted in the 1830s.” 

The December 13 memo claimed that “the Framers thought that the Electoral College 

would operate with the state legislatures selecting wise men in their state, who would 

know the most reputable figures nationally; that they'd deliberate and send in electoral 

votes to Congress.” The memo further suggested that “during this era there was an 

emphasis on honorable behavior and circumspection” and “[l]eaders were greatly 

concerned about their reputation, about whether they were perceived as honorable, both 

during their lives and afterwards.” As a result, the memo concluded, “there was much 

less concern that someone in a national legislature entrusted with power to count votes 

would abuse it.” 

 

Even if this argument regarding the “historical” context were correct, it provided no 

evidence at all that the Twelfth Amendment–ratified in 1804–actually gave the President 

of the Senate unilateral power to resolve disputes about electoral votes. 

 

                                                 
92 Email from Greg Jacob to John Eastman (Jan. 6, 2021), available at 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2022/03/03/heated-jan-6-email-exchange-between-trumps-pences-

lawyers-annotated/. 
93 The Dec. 13 memo incorrect cites the Nagle piece as having been published in the North Carolina Law Review. It 

had been published in the Columbia Law Review. See John C. Nagle, How Not to Count Votes, 104 COLUM. L. REV. 

1732 (2004).  
94 Chesebro Dec. 13 memo, at 1. 
95 See Expert Report of Matthew A. Seligman, In the Matter of John Charles Eastman, Case No. SBC-23-O-30029 

(May 15, 2023), available at https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4552179. 
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● “Text.” Second, the December 13 memo purported to examine the text of the Twelfth 

Amendment, which establishes the constitutional framework for the electoral count. The 

memo quoted that text: 

 

“The President of the Senate shall, in the presence of the Senate and House of 

Representatives, open all the certificates and the votes shall then be counted.” 

 

The December 13 memo then conceded that “the passive language is ambiguous; the text 

doesn’t specify who counts the votes.” 

 

The December 13 memo then offered several atextual, structural considerations. First, it 

suggested that “it seems that [Congress’s] job is to watch the votes being opened and 

counted -- this ensures transparency.” Second, it asked rhetorically “And how would they 

even have time to do anything?” In the December 13 memo’s view, “[t]here is nothing in 

the Twelfth Amendment that suggests the joint meeting is to be suspended if there is a 

dispute over a state's votes, with the House and Senate separately deliberating.” Third, it 

notes that if the “ultimate decision” were “lodged in two authorities -- such as the House 

and Congress -- then one could have a stalemate, with one authority disgreeing [sic] with 

the other.” 

 

From these atextual considerations, the December 13 memo concludes that “it seems 

entirely sensible to read this language as granting sole power to count the votes to the 

President of the Senate, with the Members of Congress having no power to influence the 

result.” 

 

● “Historical indications that this is what was intended.” Third, the December 13 memo 

briefly mentions a handful of historical incidents that it claims serve as precedent for 

“how a constitutional provision was understood and carried out during the Framers' 

generation”: 

 

○ The December 13 memo claimed that during the first electoral count in 1789, the 

President of the Senate counted the electoral votes for George Washington’s 

unanimous election as the first President. The memo fails to acknowledge that no 

dispute arose during the electoral count in 1789 and the count thus offered no 

precedent regarding who holds constitutional authority to resolve such disputes. 

 

○ The December 13 memo also claimed that “[t]he President of the Senate was 

permitted to count the votes even though in two early instances, that power was 

arguably abused.” According to the December 13 memo, these two incidents 

were: “In 1797, Vice President John Adams, overseeing his own election for 

President, purportedly counted improper votes from Vermont, and in 1801, Vice 

President Thomas Jefferson purportedly did the same for votes from Georgia.” 

The memo offered no historical evidence to substantiate these allegations. 
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III.B. Analysis of Mr. Chesebro’s Emails 

 

The above analysis of Mr. Chesebro’s four memos establishes that by no later than 

December 6, 2020, the plan he proposed involved circumventing the lawful procedures for 

resolving election disputes through litigation and the certification of electors by the appropriate 

state officials. Mr. Chesebro’s plan instead involved the President of the Senate exercising a 

purported unilateral power under the Constitution to intervene in the electoral count. In addition 

to those memos, Mr. Chesebro’s email correspondence between mid-November 2020 and 

January 2021 demonstrates his extensive involvement in executing that plan. Several of those 

emails also confirm that Mr. Chesebro and others understood the plan not to rely on litigation 

resolving in favor of the Trump elector-nominees. 

 

 Mr. Chesebro was centrally involved in organizing Trump elector-nominees casting 

ballots in seven states which had certified Biden electors. For each of those states, Mr. Chesebro 

prepared documents purporting to be certificates of the Trump elector-nominees’ electoral votes. 

The states for which Mr. Chesebro prepared and distributed these documents were Arizona,96 

Georgia,97 Michigan,98 New Mexico,99 Nevada,100, Pennsylvania,101 and Wisconsin.102 In 

addition to those purported certificates, Mr. Chesebro distributed instructions directing the 

Trump electors on procedures and formalities for the voting process, forms for filling vacancies 

if a Trump elector-nominee was not present, a cover memo explaining to whom the purported 

certificates should be sent, and draft press releases announcing that the Trump elector-nominees 

had purported to cast votes in the Electoral College. 

 

 Several emails in this correspondence confirmed that the plan was not focused on the 

resolution of litigation.  On December 8, 2020, Jack Wilenchik, an attorney working for the 

Trump campaign in Arizona, spoke to Mr. Chesebro on the telephone regarding Mr. Chesebro’s 

plan. After completing the call, Mr. Wilenchik described the Trump elector-nominees’ purported 

electoral votes as “fake” and not “legal under federal law”: 

 

                                                 
96 Email from Kenneth Chesebro to Greg Safsten (Dec. 11, 2020), available at 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000918596/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000918596.pdf  
97 Email from Kenneth Chesebro to Derek Shafer (Dec. 11, 2020), available at 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042622_00003/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-

CTRL0000042622_00003.pdf. 
98 See UNITED STATES HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE THE JANUARY 6TH ATTACK ON THE UNITED 

STATES CAPITOL, FINAL REPORT, at n.66 (Dec. 22, 2022), available at https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-

J6-REPORT/html-submitted/ch3.html.  
99 Email from Kenneth Chesebro to Mike Roman (Dec. 13, 2020), available at 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000082463_00020/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-

CTRL0000082463_00020.pdf.  
100 Email from Kenneth Chesebro to Joshua Findlay (Dec. 11, 2020), available at 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044083_00087/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-

CTRL0000044083_00087.pdf; https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-

CTRL0000044010_00034/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00034.pdf. 
101 Email from Kenneth Chesebro to Thomas W. King III (Dec. 10, 2020), available at 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000061077/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000061077.pdf  
102 https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042150_00009/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-

CTRL0000042150_00009.pdf 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000918596/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000918596.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042622_00003/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042622_00003.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042622_00003/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042622_00003.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-REPORT/html-submitted/ch3.html
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-REPORT/html-submitted/ch3.html
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000082463_00020/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000082463_00020.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000082463_00020/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000082463_00020.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044083_00087/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044083_00087.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044083_00087/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044083_00087.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00034/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00034.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00034/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00034.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000061077/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000061077.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042150_00009/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042150_00009.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042150_00009/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000042150_00009.pdf
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I just talked to the gentleman who did that memo, [Chesebro]. His idea is basically that 

all of us (GA, WI, AZ, PA, etc.) have our electors send in their votes (even though the 

votes aren't legal under federal law --because they're not signed by the Governor); so that 

members of Congress can fight about whether they should be counted on January 6th. 

(They could potentially argue that they're not bound by federal law because they're 

Congress and make the law, etc.) Kind of wild/creative --I'm happy to discuss. My 

comment to him was that I guess there's no harm in it, (legally at least) --i.e. we would 

just be sending in “fake” electoral votes to Pence so that “someone” in Congress can 

make an objection when they start counting votes, and start arguing that the “fake” votes 

should be counted.103 

 

Similarly, on December 11, 2020, Jim DeGraffenreid, the Trump elector-nominee for 

Nevada with whom Mr. Chesebro was coordinating, told Mr. Chesebro that the governor and 

secretary of state had provided a certificate of ascertainment that “of course, [] shows us with 

less votes than the Biden electors.”104 Mr. DeGraffenreid asked Mr. Chesebro whether the Trump 

elector-nominees “should [] use this COA for anything?”105 Mr. Chesebro responded:  

 

No, the COA need not be attached to the electoral votes – the purpose of having the 

electoral votes sent in to Congress is to provide the opportunity to debate the election 

irregularities in Congress, and to keep alive the possibility that the votes could be flipped 

to Trump and Biden.106  

 

Mr. Chesebro’s plan to use the Trump elector-nominees’ purported electoral votes as the basis 

for an “opportunity to debate the election irregularities in Congress” and then “start arguing that 

the ‘fake’ votes should be counted” on January 6 presupposes that litigation had not been 

resolved in the Trump elector-nominees’ favor prior to January 6. 

 

III.C. Analysis of Mr. Chesebro’s Interactions with Trump Campaign’s Lawyers 

 

Three senior lawyers for the Trump campaign confirmed in interviews with the January 

6th Select Committee that Mr. Chesebro’s plan shifted from the litigation “contingency” he had 

suggested in his November 18 memo to the more aggressive approach in his December 6 memo 

that circumvented litigation and certification by a state official. Those three senior lawyers are 

Matthew Morgan (General Counsel for the Trump Campaign), Joshua Findlay (Associate 

General Counsel for the Trump Campaign), and Justin Clark (Deputy Campaign Manager for the 

Trump Campaign).   

 

                                                 
103 See Indictment, United States v. Trump, No. 1:23-cr-00257-TSC, at 23-24 (D.D.C. Aug. 1, 2023), available at 

https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/just-security-united-states-v-donald-trump-2020-election-

interference-january-6th-with-names.pdf.  
104 Email from Jim DeGraffenreid to Kenneth Chesebro (Dec. 11, 2020), available at 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-

CTRL0000044010_00031.pdf 
105 Id. 
106 Email from Kenneth Chesebro to Jim DeGraffenreid (Dec. 11, 2020), available at 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-

CTRL0000044010_00031.pdf 

https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/just-security-united-states-v-donald-trump-2020-election-interference-january-6th-with-names.pdf
https://www.justsecurity.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/just-security-united-states-v-donald-trump-2020-election-interference-january-6th-with-names.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031/pdf/GPO-J6-DOC-CTRL0000044010_00031.pdf
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III.C.1. Trump campaign lawyers supported a “contingent” elector plan 

predicated on the outcome of litigation. 

  

Mr. Morgan and his team initially supported an effort to convene Trump elector-

nominees in the six allegedly disputed states on December 14, 2020. After performing his own 

research on election disputes, Mr. Morgan concluded “it would be a sticky situation if the 

campaign were to win one of its litigation matters in a State after December 14th.”107 He 

explained that “[i]f you have a case or controversy that potentially changes the certificate of 

ascertainment at a later date, you would want to have electors ready.”108 Justin Clark similarly 

stated that, “[i]n the event that the litigation was won or . . . you win the Wisconsin case, 

Wisconsin goes for Donald Trump, the executive in that state would then send a different 

certificate of ascertainment to the vice president saying count these votes, not those votes.”109 In 

order to avoid a situation in which the Trump campaign ultimately prevailed in litigation but the 

Trump electors’ votes were not validly cast on the legally required day, Mr. Morgan concluded 

the Trump elector-nominees should vote on a “contingent basis.”110  

 

To effectuate this contingency plan, beginning in early December of 2020 officials with 

the Trump campaign contacted “the various [Trump] electors” to “encourage them on a 

contingency basis to at least cast” their votes. 111 Mr. Morgan’s “initial understanding” that they 

would “not necessarily submit but cast those votes on the 14th as a contingency for, if litigation, 

we prevailed in any of the States and the certificate of ascertainment changed.” 112 For example, 

Mr. Morgan testified that “[i]f somehow the campaign was able to win [litigation] in Wisconsin, 

then the votes of the electors would be submitted.”113 

 

III.C.2. Trump campaign lawyers opposed an “alternate” elector plan that 

bypassed courts and instead relied on unilateral action on January 6. 

 

The Trump campaign’s lawyers realized in early December that Mr. Chesebro’s plan 

departed from the “contingency” plan they had previously endorsed. Mr. Morgan explained there 

“was a shift in the analysis in December” and that “an email or a memo or some written 

communication” that “implied or said that the campaign’s desire was to not just cast the ballots 

but to proceed with submitting them.”114 Mr. Clark similarly explained that Mr. Chesebro’s plan 

“morphed into something I didn't agree with” and “turned into something that wasn’t the original 

intention of that email or that memo.”115 

                                                 
107 Interview of Matthew Morgan, Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the U.S. Capitol, Apr. 

25, 2022, at 69-70, available at https://perma.cc/QZ2E-GJ7S. (“Morgan Interview”). 
108 Id. See also id. at 70 (“My view in late November, early December was that make sure you have the electors 

buttoned up and ready to go in case the certificate of ascertainments change after the Safe Harbor date or after the 

electoral college date.”). 
109 Interview of Justin Clark, Select Committee to Investigate the January 6th Attack on the U.S. Capitol, May 17, 

2022, at 115, available at https://perma.cc/T9X8-8UX5. (“Clark Interview”) 
110 Morgan Interview at 70. 
111 Id. at 71. 
112 Id. 
113 Id. 
114 Id. (stating that the original “contingency basis” plan was for electors to “cast and hold” their votes, but the plan 

later “shifted to cast and send”). 
115 Clark Interview at 114. 

https://perma.cc/QZ2E-GJ7S
https://perma.cc/T9X8-8UX5
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According to Mr. Morgan, Mr. Chesebro’s new plan proposed “this idea of alternate 

electors” that fundamentally differed from Morgan’s “initial conception of contingent electors.” 

Morgan’s “initial view” was “if litigation after that Safe Harbor date or after the electoral college 

date had changed the certificate of ascertainment, similar to the 1960 example of Hawaii, then 

my view was you would have wanted the electors to have cast so that those ballots would be 

eligible to be [paired] with the certificate of ascertainment.” 116 Mr. Morgan explained that 

“typically the highest elected official, the Governor, signs, the ascertain[ment],” certifying “the 

success of one presidential candidate or the other in the State.”117 Without this “certificate of 

ascertainment” the elector-nominees’ votes would be “no good” and “not valid.”118 Mr. Morgan 

concluded that a purported “vote of an elector without a certificate of ascertainment would not be 

validly submitted.”119 By contrast, Mr. Chesebro “suggested that we submit them anyways.”120 

Mr. Clark accordingly concluded that Mr. Chesebro’s plan was “stupid” because there was  “no 

contingency whereby their votes are going to be the counted.”121  

 

 Mr. Morgan testified that he objected to the “reference to the Vice President” in Mr. 

Chesebro’s plan.122 Mr. Morgan explained his “view [] that then was that will be challenging for 

the Vice President, regardless of my understanding of the law, just politically challenging for the 

Vice President.”123 Mr. Morgan had served as counsel to Mr. Pence and he was concerned “at the 

time” that Mr. Chesebro’s plan for Trump elector-nominees to submit purported certificates 

without the backing of a court order or certification by a state official would “make the Vice 

President’s life harder.”124 Mr. Morgan “didn’t want to be a part of that.”125 

 

III.C.3. Trump campaign lawyers refused to participate in Mr. Chesebro’s plan. 

 

 After the Supreme Court rejected Texas’s complaint in Texas v. Pennsylvania on 

December 11, 2020,126 the Trump campaign’s lawyers viewed their litigation options as 

exhausted. Mr. Morgan and Trump campaign Deputy General Counsel Joshua Findlay 

accordingly initiated plans to “wrap up th[e] operation” of organizing Trump electors to cast 

ballots as a litigation contingency.127  

 

                                                 
116 Morgan Interview at 75. 
117 Id. at 67. 
118 Id. at 69-70. 
119 Id. at 74. 
120 Id. at 75. 
121 Id. at 116.  
122 Morgan Interview at 72 (“And my sense of the matter was that this was not an exercise that, given my former 

relationship with the Office of the Vice President and the Vice President, that I necessarily wanted to continue 

with.”). See also id. at 75 (Clark “couldn’t imagine a situation where a contingent elector’s vote would be counted.”) 
123 Id. at  75. 
124 Id. at 74. 
125 Id. at 74. Morgan stated that “as former counsel to the Vice President, when random or unexpected things show 

up in the office . . . it’s a headache. It’s just something you have to deal with. And so having that previous 

experience, if unexpected things show up, it's just going to cause, like, a question of what do we do, what do we do 

with these, and all the rest.” Id. at 78. 
126 Id. 
127 Findlay Interview at 39-40.  
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By contrast, former Mayor Rudolph Giuliani and Mr. Chesebro advocated continuing to 

organize Trump elector-nominees casting ballots on December 14. At the time, Mr. Giuliani was 

“making a lot of decisions about litigation strategy.”128 Mr. Giuliani offered the “opposite 

recommendation” to the Trump campaign’s lawyers and “was on the opposite side of this.”129 

Mr. Giuliani had “really bought into” Mr. Chesebro’s new plan, and Mr. Chesebro continued to 

“aggressively promot[e]” it. 130 Mr. Morgan told Mr. Findlay that “Rudy want[ed] to keep 

fighting this thing” and “wants Ken [Chesebro] to be doing this.”131 Together, Mr. Giuliani and 

Mr. Chesebro were the “main ones driving” the post-litigation effort.132 

 

 Because the Trump campaign’s lawyers had concluded that Mr. Chesebro’s initial plan 

for the Trump elector-nominees to cast ballots was no longer viable because litigation was 

exhausted, they decided they “were not going to be working on this operation anymore” and 

would “pass it off to Ken Chesebro.”133 Mr. Morgan concluded that “the litigation was over so it 

doesn’t seem like a good idea for us to be involved in it.” Accordingly, he asked Mr. Findlay “to 

send an email to everyone” who had been working on the “contingency” electors plan to say 

“this has been officially passed off to Ken” and he “will answer any questions or have anything 

to do with it going forward.” 134 Mr. Findlay explained that “was the end of my involvement with 

the whole thing.” 135 Mr. Morgan directed Findlay to “email Mr. Chesebro politely to say this is 

your task. You are responsible for the electoral college issues moving forward.”136 Mr. Morgan 

determined that Mr. Chesebro “could take the lead on that,” “be responsible for that” and “direct 

that activity.” 137 Mr. Morgan emphasized that he took his “responsibility to zero.”138  

 

III.D. Summary of Mr. Chesebro’s Plan 

 

In summary, in his memos and emails beginning no later than December 6, 2020, Mr. 

Chesebro outlined a detailed plan to use the Trump elector-nominees’ purported electoral votes 

as the basis for the President of the Senate exercising an alleged unilateral power to resolve 

disputes regarding electoral votes. That plan did not rely on pending election litigation yielding a 

court order determining that the Trump elector-nominees were lawfully appointed in any of the 

relevant states.139 His plan did not rely on any state official issuing any sort of certification 

                                                 
128 Id. 
129 Id. at 41. 
130 Id. at 30. 
131 Id. at 40, 42-43.   
132 Id. at 30. 
133 Id. at 39-40, 42.  
134 Findlay Interview at 40.  
135 Id.  
136 Morgan Interview at71. 
137 Id. at 73.  
138 Id. at 74. See also id. at 75 (“I think the only other person I discussed it with was Justin Clark only to say that I 

wanted to get myself and Josh Findlay removed from the task or responsibility of any additional concerns of the 

electoral college votes.”). Morgan also said that by the time the Trump elector-nominees met and cast their ballots 

on December 14, he and Josh Findlay had “sufficiently handed off any task or responsibility to Ken Chesebro and 

had kind of put it in the back of our minds and we moved on.” Id. at 79. 
139 The only litigation Mr. Chesebro’s plan contemplated was a challenge to the purported power of the President of 

the Senate to resolve that alleged dispute unilaterally.  
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naming the Trump elector-nominees.140 Moreover, Mr. Chesebro anticipated that the position he 

advocated would either be rejected by the Supreme Court, or that the Supreme Court would 

refuse to rule on the issue. If the Court refused to intervene, it would create a “messy and 

unpalatable situation” in which the political parties would be at “loggerheads.” Mr. Chesebro 

speculated that, in the face of that impasse, the parties might then arrive at an extra-constitutional 

“negotiated solution” in order to escape the constitutional crisis that his plan had precipitated. 

Ultimately, Mr. Chesebro’s co-defendants followed his plan. In the days leading up to 

January 6, 2021, Mr. Trump and Dr. John Eastman pressured Vice President Pence to take 

unilateral action with respect to the electoral count even though no court or any other state 

official or entity had taken any action purporting to certify or otherwise authorize the Trump 

elector-nominees. 

IV. Analysis of Lawfulness of Mr. Chesebro’s Plan

This Part analyzes whether Mr. Chesebro’s plan was consistent with federal election law. 

Mr. Chesebro argues that his conduct was consistent with federal election law because the 

Electoral Count Act contemplates Congress receiving multiple slates of electors when it 

convenes on January 6. Mr. Chesebro further contends that, because his conduct was allegedly 

consistent with federal election law, it cannot be criminal under Georgia state law.141 As 

explained in the preceding Part, Mr. Chesebro’s plan did not involve the Trump elector-

nominees’ votes being counted by Congress (or the Biden elector-nominee’s votes being 

rejected) pursuant to 3 U.S.C. § 15 only if the lawful state procedures for the resolution of a 

dispute about electors ultimately determined that the Trump electors had been lawfully 

appointed. That plan instead involved the President of the Senate ignoring the Electoral Count 

Act by exercising an alleged unilateral authority to intervene in the electoral count without any 

state authority having determined that the Trump electors were lawfully appointed.  

Mr. Chesebro and those offering public defenses on his behalf have invoked the alleged 

lawfulness of multiple slates of elector-nominees purporting to cast ballots in the Electoral 

College by noting that the Electoral Count Act contemplates the possibility of multiple 

submissions, citing the Hawaii incident from 1960. This logic fails. The potential lawfulness of 

the preparation of paperwork in one set of circumstances for one particular purpose does not 

entail that the preparation of similar paperwork is lawful in different circumstances and for a 

different purpose. For example, it is perfectly lawful to mail an accurate car title registration to a 

government agency. As the Supreme Court held in Schmuck v. United States, that otherwise 

“routine and innocent” act of paperwork can constitute mail fraud when it is part of a scheme to 

sell cars whose odometers have been fraudulently manipulated.142 Similarly, even if federal 

election law permits contingent electoral slates in the narrow circumstances exemplified by the 

Hawaii incident in 1960—where those contingent electors voted only so their votes might be 

140 Mr. Chesebro parenthetically mentioned the possibility that a state legislature might intervene to appoint the 

Trump electors, but the detailed exposition of the plan did not rely on any such state legislative action. This report 

explains the unlawfulness of a state legislature purporting to appoint electors after Election Day in Part IV.C. 
141 As noted in the Introduction, this report does not address whether or how the alleged legal propriety of Mr. 

Chesebro’s conduct under federal election law could immunize that conduct from state criminal prosecution. 
142 489 U.S. 705, 711 (1989). 
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counted by Congress pursuant to Section 15 of the Electoral Count Act after the state’s lawful 

procedures for adjudicating disputes about electors resulted in a final determination in their 

favor—it does not follow that federal election law permits contingent electoral slates as part of a 

plan for their votes to be counted in a manner that circumvents the Electoral Count Act and the 

state’s lawful dispute resolution procedures. 

 

 This Part concludes that Mr. Chesebro’s plan was not consistent with federal election 

law, including the Twelfth Amendment, the Electoral Count Act, and related provisions of 

federal statutory law. It proceeds as follows. First, it establishes that the President of the Senate 

does not have unilateral authority to resolve disputes about electoral votes or to take other 

unilateral actions with respect to the electoral count. Mr. Chesebro’s contention to the contrary is 

so lacking in any legal or historical basis that no reasonable attorney would adopt his position. 

Second, it addresses two subsidiary legal positions that Mr. Chesebro may argue he advanced as 

part of his plan instead of relying on the unilateral powers of the President of the Senate: (i) that 

Congress could lawfully count the purported electoral votes cast by the Trump electors through 

the procedures of the Electoral Count Act; and (ii) that state legislatures could lawfully appoint 

Trump electors directly. Neither of these secondary legal positions, even if they were in fact part 

of Mr. Chesebro’s plan, had legal merit. Mr. Chesebro thus proposed a plan designed to secure 

Mr. Trump a victory in the Electoral College through unlawful pseudo-procedures that were not 

authorized by, or consistent with, federal election law.  

 

IV.A. The Powers of the President of the Senate 

 

 Mr. Chesebro’s plan relied on the President of the Senate purporting to exercise an 

alleged unilateral under the Constitution to intervene in the electoral count. Mr. Chesebro’s 

memos claim that this position is supported by an “originalist” understanding of Article II and 

the Twelfth Amendment.143 Mr. Chesebro provided little argument or evidence to support that 

claim. His December 13 memo briefly discusses the text of the Twelfth Amendment144 and 

alleged historical precedent for the President of the Senate exercising unilateral power with 

respect to the electoral count.145 

 

 There is no historical or legal evidence whatsoever to support the conclusion that the 

Constitution gives authority to the President of the Senate to exercise unilateral power with 

respect to the electoral count. As I testified in the attorney discipline proceeding against Dr. John 

Eastman brought by the State Bar of California, no reasonable lawyer exercising diligence 

                                                 
143 See Chesebro Dec. 13 memo, at 3-4; Dec. 6 memo, at 1 (“[C]onsistent with clear indications that this what the 

Framers of the Constitution intended and expected , and consistent with precedent from the first 70 years of our 

nation’s history, Vice President Pence, presiding over the joint session, takes the position that it is his constitutional 

power and duty, alone, as President of the Senate, to both open and count the votes, and that anything in the 

Electoral Count Act to the contrary is unconstitutional.”). 
144 See Chesebro Dec. 13 memo, at 4 (“[I]t seems entirely sensible to read this language as granting sole power to 

count the votes to the President of the Senate, with the Members of Congress having no power to influence the 

result.”). 
145 See Chesebro Dec. 13 memo, at 4 (“The President of the Senate was permitted to count the votes even though in 

two early instances, that power was arguably abused.”). 
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appropriate to the circumstances would adopt that conclusion regarding the President of the 

Senate. I explained that conclusion in detail in my expert report in the Eastman matter.146  

 

In the remainder of Part IV.A, I summarize the evidence and conclusions from that expert 

report. The historical evidence beginning with the Founding, continuing through the Early 

Republic and throughout the Nineteenth Century, conclusively refutes the view that the President 

of the Senate has unilateral authority under the Twelfth Amendment to resolve disputes about the 

electoral count. The text of the Constitution, the drafting history and ratification debates of 

Article II and the Twelfth Amendment, the records of the electoral counts, and Congressional 

efforts to legislate and regulate the electoral count in 1800 definitively demonstrate that 

Congress, not the President of the Senate, retains all substantive authority over the electoral 

count.  

 

IV.A.1. Ratification Debates 

 

There is no record of any member of Congress, or Vice President, or anyone else ever 

arguing in any context that the President of the Senate has the unilateral constitutional authority 

to resolve any dispute about electoral votes during the Founding era. The first time a member of 

Congress suggested this view was in 1857, and that view was definitively rejected at the time. 

 

In the ratification debates in Congress regarding the Twelfth Amendment, members 

repeatedly raised the concern that the Vice President, in his capacity as President of the Senate, 

might engage in “intrigue” to ascend to the presidency by manipulating a contingent election in 

the House of Representatives. The concern that the Vice President might seize the presidency 

through a convoluted mechanism requiring hundreds of co-conspirators in the House would be 

nonsensical if he might achieve the same end directly by unilaterally resolving a manufactured 

“dispute” about electoral votes himself. 

 

Moreover, in 1800, three years prior to Congress drafting and proposing the Twelfth 

Amendment, both chambers of Congress passed a bill that would have created a congressional 

committee to resolve all disputes regarding the counting of electoral votes. Although the House 

and Senate were unable to agree on a final version of the bill, both chambers passed versions of 

the bill that unequivocally asserted Congress’s sole power to resolve disputes regarding the 

counting of electoral votes. Because the Twelfth Amendment repeated the exact same critical 

text from the unamended Article II, Congress incorporated its settled understanding of that text’s 

meaning into the Twelfth Amendment. Accordingly, the Congress that proposed the Twelfth 

Amendment in 1803 understood it to grant to Congress, not to the President of the Senate, the 

authority to resolve disputes about electoral votes. 

 

IV.A.2. Records of Electoral Counts 

  

The records of every electoral count in American history demonstrate that Congress, not 

the President of the Senate, has sole authority to count electoral votes and resolve any disputes 

about the electoral count. 

                                                 
146 See Expert Report of Matthew A. Seligman, In the Matter of John Charles Eastman, Case No. SBC-23-O-30029 

(May 15, 2023), available at https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4552179. 



 

 41 

 In the three electoral counts for the presidential elections immediately preceding the 

ratification of the Twelfth Amendment in 1804, Congress appointed several of its own members 

as “tellers” to “make a list of the votes as they shall be declared.” The official records of 

Congress’s proceedings explicitly state that the tellers—not the President of the Senate—

“counted” and “examined” the votes, “ascertained the number of votes,” and “delivered the 

result” to the President of the Senate.” Neither Vice President John Adams in 1797 nor Vice 

President Jefferson in 1801 purported to exercise any unilateral authority to resolve any dispute. 

There is no evidence whatsoever that any dispute arose during either electoral count. The official 

records of Congress conclusively demonstrate that no question about the validity of any electoral 

votes was raised during either electoral count. There is no evidence whatsoever that anyone at 

the time, including Adams’s and Jefferson’s political opponents, ever suggested that either Vice 

President had exercised any unilateral power in the electoral count. 

 

In 1805, Congress conducted the first electoral count after the ratification of the Twelfth 

Amendment. That Congress was the same Congress that had passed the Twelfth Amendment just 

over a year previously, and it consisted of the exact same people. During that electoral count, 

Vice President Aaron Burr stated to the tellers: “You will now proceed gentleman, said he, to 

count the votes as the Constitution and laws direct.” Then, “[a]fter the returns had been all 

examined, without any objection having been made to receiving any of the votes, Mr. S. Smith, 

on behalf of the tellers, communicated to the President the foregoing result.” Accordingly, in the 

first count applying the Twelfth Amendment, Vice President Burr recognized that the tellers 

counted electoral votes. Moreover, prior to handing the results to Burr for him to ceremonially 

announce, the tellers gave members of Congress an opportunity to object. This proceeding thus 

demonstrates that Congress, not the President of the Senate, has authority under the Twelfth 

Amendment to count electoral votes and to resolve disputes about those votes. 

 

 Every time in American history that a question arose during the electoral count about 

whether to count a state’s electoral votes, Congress unequivocally asserted its sole authority to 

resolve the dispute. Prior to the enactment of the Electoral Count Act of 1887, such questions 

arose in the electoral counts of 1817, 1821, 1837, 1857, 1865, 1869, 1873, and 1877. No 

President of the Senate ever purported to exercise any unilateral authority to resolve the dispute 

in any of these electoral counts. 

 

• In 1817, the first time that the possibility of rejecting a state’s electoral votes arose during 

the electoral count, Congress unequivocally asserted its authority to resolve whether to 

count Indiana’s electoral votes. When a member of Congress objected to counting 

Indiana’s electoral votes, the chambers separated to debate the issue.  

 

• In 1821 and 1837, Congress adopted joint resolutions that governed the counting of the 

disputed electoral votes from Missouri and Michigan. Those joint resolutions adopted a 

hypothetical or alternative count, according to which the prevailing candidate won with 

the disputed electoral votes or won without the disputed electoral votes. Through those 

joint resolutions, Congress exercised sole authority to determine whether and how to 

count the disputed electoral votes. 
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• In 1857, Congress debated whether to count Wisconsin’s electoral votes, which had been 

cast on a day other than the day prescribed by law. The President of the Senate expressly 

disclaimed making any decision on the validity of Wisconsin’s electoral votes and 

expressly stated that the sole authority to make such a decision rests with Congress. The 

dispute about Wisconsin’s electoral votes was resolved by Congress. 

 

• Beginning in 1865 and for over 150 years, Congress has unequivocally asserted authority 

to resolve disputes about electoral votes and to regulate all other substantive aspects of 

the electoral count through a formal rule or statute. That assertion of authority began with 

Joint Rule 22 in 1865, continued with the Electoral Commission of 1877, extended with 

the Electoral Count Act of 1887, and was reaffirmed by the Electoral Count Reform Act 

of 2022.  Every Vice President (or President pro tempore of the Senate in his absence), 

without exception, has acquiesced to that assertion of authority. 

 

o The disputes in 1865, 1869, and 1873 were governed by Joint Rule 22. Congress 

adopted Joint Rule 22 in 1865, and under that rule Congress exercised exclusive 

authority to resolve disputes about electoral votes. The President of the Senate 

had no substantive authority to take any action under Joint Rule 22, which 

definitively rejects the position that the President of the Senate has any authority 

under the Constitution to take unilateral action with respect to the electoral count. 

 

o The dispute in 1877 was governed by the Electoral Commission Act. That statute, 

which applied only to the election of 1876, established a committee composed of 

members of Congress and justices of the Supreme Court to resolve disputes about 

electoral votes. The President of the Senate had no substantive authority to take 

any action under the Electoral Commission Act, which definitively rejects the 

position that the President of the Senate has any authority under the Constitution 

to take unilateral action with respect to the electoral count. 

 

o The Electoral Count Act of 1887 has governed the electoral count since its 

enactment. Congress has followed the Electoral Count, without exception, in 

every electoral count since 1888. In 2000, the Supreme Court twice applied the 

Electoral Count Act without questioning its constitutionality and thus without 

questioning Congress’s assertion of authority to resolve disputes about electoral 

votes. Every Justice authored or joined an opinion in Bush v. Palm Beach County 

Canvassing Board147 or Bush v. Gore148 that assumed the constitutionality of the 

                                                 
147 531 U.S. 70, 79 (2000) (“If the state legislature has provided for final determination of contests or controversies 

by a law made prior to election day, [under Section 5 of the Electoral Count Act] that determination shall be 

conclusive if made at least six days prior to said time of meeting of the electors. . . . Since § 5 [of the Electoral 

Count Act] contains a principle of federal law that would assure finality of the State’s determination if made 

pursuant to a state law in effect before the election, a legislative wish to take advantage of the ‘safe harbor’ would 

counsel against any construction of the Election Code that Congress might deem to be a change in the law.”). 
148 531 U.S. 98, 110 (2000) (“[The Electoral Count Act] requires that any controversy or contest that is designed to 

lead to a conclusive selection of electors be completed by December 12. That date is upon us, and there is no recount 

procedure in place under the State Supreme Court’s order that comports with minimal constitutional standards.”). 

See also id. at 113 (“If we are to respect the legislature's Article II powers, therefore, we must ensure that 

postelection state-court actions do not frustrate the legislative desire to attain the ‘safe harbor’ provided by § 5 [of 
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Act, which is founded on the constitutional proposition that Congress, not the 

President of the Senate, holds all substantive authority relating to the electoral 

count. 

 

Based on a comprehensive evaluation of the historical materials, centuries-long 

congressional practice, and the Supreme Court’s statements on the issue, there is no legal or 

historical basis whatsoever supporting Mr. Chesebro’s contention that the President of the Senate 

held constitutional authority to exercise unilateral power with respect to the electoral count. 

Accordingly, Mr. Chesebro’s plan for the President of the Senate to take such action was 

inconsistent with federal election law. 

 

IV.B. The Dispute Resolution Procedures of the Electoral Count Act Under 

Section 15 

 

 As explained in Part III of this report, Mr. Chesebro repeatedly stated that his plan 

involved the President of the Senate exercising alleged unilateral power to intervene in the 

electoral count. For example, in his December 6 memo he proposed that “Vice President Pence, 

presiding over the joint session, takes the position that it is his constitutional power and duty, 

alone, as President of the Senate, to both open and count the votes, and that anything in the 

Electoral Count Act to the contrary is unconstitutional.”149  

 

 In his Motion to Dismiss the Indictment Under the Supremacy Clause, however, Mr. 

Chesebro adopts a starkly different position that rejects any unilateral power by the President of 

the Senate: 

 

The U.S. Constitution vests Congress alone with the authority to receive, adjudicate, and 

count presidential electoral ballots or returns. See U.S. CONST. amend. XII. To address 

the inconsistent interpretations of the Twelfth Amendment and the resulting chaos that 

had ensued in previous presidential elections, Congress passed the Electoral Count Act 

(“ECA”) in 1887. The ECA was to govern how Congress would receive, adjudicate, and 

count the presidential elector ballots.150 

                                                 
the Electoral Count Act].”) (Rehnquist, J. concurring); id. at 124 (“[Section] 5 [of the Electoral Count Act] provides 

a safe harbor for States to select electors in contested elections ‘by judicial or other methods’ established by laws 

prior to the election day.”) (Stevens, J., dissenting); id. at 130 (“[Section 5 of the Electoral Count Act] sets certain 

conditions for treating a State’s certification of Presidential electors as conclusive in the event that a dispute over 

recognizing those electors must be resolved in the Congress under [Section 15 of the Electoral Count Act]. . . . [T]he 

sanction for failing to satisfy the conditions of § 5 is simply loss of what has been called its ‘safe harbor.’ And even 

that determination is to be made, if made anywhere, in the Congress.”) (Souter, J., dissenting); id. at 143-44 (“Were 

[the deadline in Section 5 of the Electoral Count Act] to pass, Florida would still be entitled to deliver electoral votes 

Congress must count unless both Houses find that the votes ‘ha[d] not been ... regularly given.’ The statute identifies 

other significant dates. But none of these dates has ultimate significance in light of Congress' detailed provisions for 

determining, on ‘the sixth day of January,’ the validity of electoral votes.” (Ginsburg, J., dissenting) (citations 

omitted); id. at 153 (“[T]he Twelfth Amendment commits to Congress the authority and responsibility to count 

electoral votes.”) (Breyer, J., dissenting). 
149 Chesebro Dec. 6 memo, at 1. 
150 Chesebro Supremacy MTD, at 2. Mr. Chesebro’s motions are riddled with numerous fundamental 

misunderstandings of federal election law. For example, the Supremacy Motion also states that “[u]nder the ECA, 

Congress delegated to the States limited authority to determine their presidential electors for their State.” Id. To the 
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Mr. Chesebro then argues in his Motion to Dismiss the Indictment Under O.C.G.A. § 16-

3-20(5) & (6) that “not only was all the advice that Mr. Chesebro provided based on his legal 

research and good faith conclusions therefrom, but the ECA actually expressly contemplates and 

permits the use of alternate electors.”151 Accordingly, although Mr. Chesebro’s memos and 

emails from December 2020 clearly do not advance a plan that involves Congress counting 

purported electoral votes cast by the Trump elector-nominees or Congress rejecting the Biden 

electors’ votes,152 this report nonetheless addresses this belated suggestion. 

 

 Under the plain text of 3 U.S.C. § 15 in force in 2020, Congress could not lawfully count 

the purported electoral votes cast by the Trump elector-nominees in the states that Mr. Chesebro 

characterized as disputed, nor could it lawfully reject the Biden electors’ votes. As legal scholars 

have noted, Section 15 is difficult to parse in some respects. Those potential ambiguities do not 

extend to the unlawfulness of Congress counting the Trump elector-nominees’ purported 

electoral votes or rejecting the Biden electors’ electoral votes. Section 15 is structured to provide 

substantive rules of decision for Congress counting electoral votes for each of four separate 

scenarios. In each of those scenarios, the substantive rule of decision unambiguously established 

in the text mandated that Congress count the electoral votes cast by the Biden electors. 

Accordingly, even if Mr. Chesebro’s plan had advocated relying on Congress counting the 

electoral votes pursuant to the procedures of the Electoral Count Act, that plan would necessarily 

require Congress to act unlawfully. 

 

IV.B.1. Case 1: Single Slate 

 

 The first scenario addresses the case in which Congress receives only a single submission 

from a slate of electors for the state: 

 

                                                 
contrary, Article II, section 1, clause 2 of the Constitution provides that “Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as 

the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number of Electors.” U.S. CONST. art. II, § 1, cl. 2. Congress thus never held 

the “authority to determine [a state’s] presidential electors,” and the Electoral Count Act does not “delegate[]” such 

power to the States. This report does not address all misunderstandings in Mr. Chesebro’s motions. 
151 Chesebro Justification MTD, at 3 (citing 3 U.S.C. § 15). See also Chesebro Supremacy MTD, at 3 (“[T]he ECA 

makes explicit that Congress is to receive both Presidential Elector ballots and contingent Presidential Elector 

ballots.”). 
152 Mr. Chesebro’s plan in December 2020 may have avoided relying on Congress because, as a matter of political 

reality, any such plan would inevitably failed to result in Mr. Trump prevailing in the electoral count. His plan 

presupposed that the governor would not issue a superseding certificate of ascertainment naming the Trump elector-

nominees, because a governor could lawfully do so only if litigation, a recount, or other state procedure determine 

that Mr. Trump had prevailed. (Mr. Chesebro also did not suggest that a governor unlawfully issue a certificate of 

ascertainment without such authorization, a strategy I have elsewhere referred to as a “rogue governor.” See 

Matthew A. Seligman, Disputed Presidential Elections and the Collapse of Constitutional Norms, available at 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3283457.) As a result, under the rules of the Electoral Count 

Act, Congress would count the Trump electors’ votes only if both the House and Senate voted to do so. On January 

6, 2021, the House was controlled by the Democratic Party—a fact that was definitively known by early November 

2020. As a result, as John Eastman subsequently explained in his own memos in late December 2020 and early 

January 2021, the application of the Electoral Count Act would invariably result in a Biden victory. Mr. Chesebro 

seems to recognize this fact in his December 13 memo, in which he stated: “Any of the outcomes sketched above 

seems preferable to allowing the Electoral Count Act to operate by its terms, with Vice President Pence being forced 

to preside over a charade in which Biden and Harris are declared the winner of an election in which none of the 

serious abuses that occurred were ever examined with due deliberation.” 
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[N]o electoral vote or votes from any State which shall have been regularly given by 

electors whose appointment has been lawfully certified to according to section 6 of this 

title from which but one return has been received shall be rejected, but the two Houses 

concurrently may reject the vote or votes when they agree that such vote or votes have 

not been so regularly given by electors whose appointment has been so certified.153 

 

Mr. Chesebro’s plan hypothesizes multiple slates of electors from each state, so that plan was 

predicated on the premise that this first scenario did not apply. Moreover, for each of the relevant 

states the Biden electors—not the Trump elector-nominees—“had been lawfully certified” 

“according to section 6.” Section 6 establishes the governor’s duty to provide a certificate of 

ascertainment for the lawfully appointed electors: 

 

It shall be the duty of the executive of each State, as soon as practicable after the 

conclusion of the appointment of the electors in such State by the final ascertainment, 

under and in pursuance of the laws of such State providing for such ascertainment.154 

 

In every state for which Mr. Chesebro’s plan was to be deployed, the governor had issued 

this certificate of ascertainment naming the Biden electors.155 Finally, this first scenario permits 

Congress to “reject the vote or votes” only when both the House and Senate “agree that such 

vote or votes have not been so regularly given by electors whose appointment has been so 

certified.” The phrase “regularly given” applies to the votes cast by the electors in the Electoral 

College, not the votes cast by regular voters in the state’s popular election. This first scenario’s 

rule of decision thus permits Congress to reject the “lawfully certified” electors’ votes only if 

those electors’ votes were not “regularly given.” An elector’s vote is not “regularly given” if, for 

example, it was cast on a day different from the day set by Congress in 3 U.S.C. § 7, pursuant to 

its authority under Article II, section 1, clause 4, or possibly if the electors’ vote was cast for a 

candidate who is not eligible to serve as president (by failing to be 35 years old, failing to be a 

citizen, or some other reason). Accordingly, under the plain text of Section 15, Congress could 

not lawfully count the Trump elector-nominees’ votes nor could it lawfully reject the Biden 

electors’ votes. 

 

IV.B.2. Case 2: Multiple Slates, One Backed By State’s “Final Determination” By 

Safe Harbor Deadline 

 

 The second, third, and fourth scenarios address the cases in which “more than one return 

or paper purporting to be a return from a State shall have been received by the President of the 

Senate.”156 The second scenario addresses the case in which multiple slates of elector-nominees 

purport to be from a state and one of those slates of elector-nominees qualifies for the so-called 

safe-harbor: 

 

                                                 
153 3 U.S.C. § 15 (2020). 
154 3 U.S.C. § 6 (2020), 
155 As noted above, Mr. Chesebro’s plan presupposed that the governor would not issue a superseding certificate of 

ascertainment naming the Trump electors, because a governor could lawfully do so only if litigation, a recount, or 

other state procedure determine that Mr. Trump had prevailed. 
156 3 U.S.C. § 15 (2020). 
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[T]hose votes, and those only, shall be counted which shall have been regularly given by 

the electors who are shown by the determination mentioned in section 5 of this title to 

have been appointed, if the determination in said section provided for shall have been 

made.157 

 

This second scenario requires Congress to count the votes cast by the elector-nominees “who are 

shown . . . to have been appointed” “by the determination mentioned in section 5.” Section 5, in 

turn, establishes the safe harbor: 

 

If any State shall have provided, by laws enacted prior to the day fixed for the 

appointment of the electors, for its final determination of any controversy or contest 

concerning the appointment of all or any of the electors of such State, by judicial or other 

methods or procedures, and such determination shall have been made at least six days 

before the time fixed for the meeting of the electors, such determination made pursuant to 

such law so existing on said day, and made at least six days prior to said time of meeting 

of the electors, shall be conclusive, and shall govern in the counting of the electoral votes 

as provided in the Constitution, and as hereinafter regulated, so far as the ascertainment 

of the electors appointed by such State is concerned.158 

 

Section 5 thus requires that a “final determination of any controversy or contest concerning the 

appointment of all or any of the electors of [a] State, by judicial other means . . . shall be 

conclusive, and shall govern in the counting of the electoral votes” as long as two requirements 

are satisfied. First, the “State shall have provided” for that final determination “by laws enacted 

prior to the day fixed for the appointment of the electors.” Second, “such determination [must 

be] made at least six days prior to [the] time of meeting of the electors,” which is often referred 

to as the safe-harbor deadline.  

 

In other words, if a state establishes a set of procedures for resolving disputes about 

which elector-nominees the state has appointed and that set of procedures reaches a final 

resolution of that dispute by the safe-harbor deadline, then Congress must defer to the state’s 

resolution of the dispute in the electoral count. 

 

Under this second scenario, it would have been unlawful for Congress to count the 

Trump elector-nominees’ votes or to reject the Biden electors’ votes for any of the allegedly 

disputed states. Neither Mr. Chesebro nor anyone else has ever contended that the Trump 

elector-nominees qualified for the safe-harbor, because all recounts, litigation, and other state 

procedures that had concluded in these states had “determined” that the Biden electors were 

lawfully appointed. 

 

IV.B.3. Case 3: Multiple Slates, Multiple Purported “Lawful Tribunals” 

 

 The third scenario addresses the case in which multiple slates of elector-nominees purport 

to be from a state, each of which is backed by a “decision” of an entity that claims to be the 

state’s “lawful tribunal” for resolving disputes about electors: 

                                                 
157 Id. 
158 3 U.S.C. § 5 (2020). 
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[B]ut in case there shall arise the question which of two or more of such State authorities 

determining what electors have been appointed, as mentioned in section 5 of this title, is 

the lawful tribunal of such State, the votes regularly given of those electors, and those 

only, of such State shall be counted whose title as electors the two Houses, acting 

separately, shall concurrently decide is supported by the decision of such State so 

authorized by its law . . . .159 

 

This scenario thus involves a dispute about which entity was the “lawful tribunal” for the state 

“so authorized by its law.” For example, this scenario might arise if, for example, different 

submissions are backed by the State’s secretary of state and its board of canvassing, both of 

which claim to have authority under state law to resolve election disputes. There was no such 

dispute in any state in 2020, and neither Mr. Chesebro nor anyone else has ever contended that 

there was such a dispute. In any event, Mr. Chesebro’s plan presupposed that no litigation in 

state or federal court—the state’s “lawful tribunal” that was indisputable “authorized by its 

law”—had resulted in a court decision in favor of the Trump elector-nominees. Accordingly, 

even if the second scenario applied, it would have plainly been unlawful for Congress to reject 

the Biden electors’ votes or to count the Trump elector-nominees’ purported votes. 

 

IV.B.4. Case 4: Multiple Slates, No Final Determination By Lawful Tribunal 

 

 Finally, the fourth scenario addresses the case in which multiple slates of elector-

nominees purport to be from a state, none of which is backed by a “determination of the question 

in the State” under Section 5: 

 

[I]n such case of more than one return or paper purporting to be a return from a State, if 

there shall have been no such determination of the question in the State aforesaid, then 

those votes, and those only, shall be counted which the two Houses shall concurrently 

decide were cast by lawful electors appointed in accordance with the laws of the State, 

unless the two Houses, acting separately, shall concurrently decide such votes not to be 

the lawful votes of the legally appointed electors of such State.160 

 

This fourth scenario applies only when there was no “determination” by the state’s “lawful 

tribunal” that “determine[d] what electors have been appointed.”161 As explained above and as 

Mr. Chesebro conceded, the “lawful tribunal” of each of the relevant states—recounts, court 

decisions, and other state procedures—had “determine[d]” that the Biden electors “ha[d] been 

appointed.” This fourth scenario therefore plainly did not apply.  

Even if the fourth scenario did apply, its rule of decision requires Congress to count the 

votes which “were cast by lawful electors appointed in accordance with the laws of the State.” 

Mr. Chesebro’s plan was predicated on the assumption that no state official issuing any sort of 

certification purporting to authorize the Trump elector-nominees. His plan presupposed litigation 

was “pending” on January 6, and thus that no court had issued an order (final or otherwise) that 

                                                 
159 3 U.S.C. § 15 (2020). 
160 3 U.S.C. § 15 (2020). 
161 3 U.S.C. § 15 (2020). The latter two quotations appear earlier, in the third scenario, and are cross-referenced in 

the fourth scenario as “determination of the question in the State aforesaid.” Id. (emphasis added). 
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the Trump elector-nominees had been validly appointed. His plan does not mention the 

possibility that a governor issue a certificate of ascertainment naming the Trump elector-

nominees, and it would have been unlawful for a governor to do so absent a court or other lawful 

tribunal ordering him to do so. Mr. Chesebro’s plan involved the Trump elector-nominees 

transmitting their purported electoral votes for consideration on January 6 without the backing of 

any lawful state entity whatsoever. Under those circumstances, Congress could not lawfully 

determine that the Trump elector-nominees were the “lawful electors appointing in accordance 

with the laws of the State.” 

 

Moreover, as every court case, recount, and other procedure in each of the relevant states 

determined at the time, the Biden electors were the “lawful electors appointed in accordance with 

the laws of the state.” Since then, no court case, audit, or any other proceeding of any kind has 

ever established otherwise—or even cast any plausible doubt on the states’ conclusion that the 

Biden electors were lawfully appointed in those states. Accordingly, under the fourth scenario 

Congress could not lawfully count the Trump elector-nominees’ votes nor reject the Biden 

electors’ votes. 

 

IV.B.5. Summary of Lawfulness of Rejecting Biden Electors Under Section 15 

 

 Under Section 15 of the Electoral Count Act, Congress could not have lawfully counted 

the Trump electors’ votes nor rejected the Biden electors’ votes in any of the relevant states. As a 

result, any plan for the Trump elector-nominees to cast ballots purporting to be electoral votes 

that is predicated on Congress taking either of those actions would require Congress to violate 

the Electoral Count Act. Accordingly, even if Mr. Chesebro had advocated that plan in 

December 2020, that plan would not have been lawful under federal election law. 

 

IV.C. State Legislatures’ Power to Appoint Electors Directly After December 14, 

2020 

 

 Mr. Chesebro’s memos make several passing references to the possibility that a state 

legislature might take some action subsequent to December 14, 2020 to appoint, certify, or 

otherwise authorize the Trump electors.162 That suggestion would have violated 3 U.S.C. §§ 1-2, 

which Congress enacted pursuant to its clear authority under Article II, section 1, clause 4 of the 

Constitution to set the “time” at which states must appoint their electors. 

 

As an initial matter, Mr. Chesebro’s passing suggestion addresses a conceptually 

different question than whether the President of Senate has unilateral power with respect to the 

electoral count or whether Congress could lawfully refuse to count the Biden electors’ votes. 

Those two questions pertain to the counting of electoral votes on January 6, whereas the 

                                                 
162 See Chesebro Dec. 6 memo, at 4 (“asking the electors pledged to them to please assemble in their respective 

States and cast their votes , and transmit them to Washington , on December 14, so that they might be counted in 

Congress if their slates are later declared the valid ones, by a court and/or state legislature.”); Chesebro Dec. 9 

memo, at 3 (“so that the votes might be eligible to be counted if later recognized (by a court, the state legislature, or 

Congress) as the valid ones that actually count in the presidential election.”); Chesebro Dec. 13 memo, at 3 (“if 

Arizona wants to be represented in the electoral count, either it has to rerun the election, or engage in adequate 

judicial review, or have its legislature appoint electors.”). 



 

 49 

possibility of a state legislature taking action pertains to whether and what kind of authority any 

state entity had purported to give the Trump elector-nominees. Mr. Chesebro’s passing 

suggestion invokes the proposal that a state legislature back the Trump elector-nominees to 

compete with the Biden electors, who were named the governor’s certificate of ascertainment 

under 3 U.S.C. § 6 which in turn was backed the state’s final resolution of the dispute through 

recounts, court decisions, and other procedures. If a state legislature took such an action—which 

none did in 2020, and none ever has since states began holding popular presidential elections in 

the 19th century—then the dispute between counting the Trump electors’ purported votes and the 

Biden electors’ votes would still need to be resolved on January 6. As explained in Parts IV.A 

and IV.B above, the President of the Senate has no legal authority to take any unilateral action 

with respect to the electoral count and Congress could not have lawfully rejected counting the 

Biden electors’ votes under Section 15 of the Electoral Count Act. 

 

In addition, Mr. Chesebro’s suggestion was itself unlawful. The Constitution vests 

Congress with the exclusive power to set the time when states may appoint electors. Congress 

has exercised that power in 3 U.S.C. §§ 1-2, which authorize states to appoint electors on 

Election Day subject only to a narrow exception if a state “has failed to make a choice” on 

Election Day. That narrow exception applied only in circumstances plainly not present in any 

state during the election of 2020. Accordingly, no reasonable attorney exercising diligence 

appropriate to the circumstances would conclude that a state legislature could lawfully appoint 

electors for the 2020 presidential election after December 14, 2020. 

 

IV.C.1. Congress’s Power to Set the Time for Appointing Electors 

 

Article II, section 1, clause 2 of the Constitution vests state legislatures with the power to 

determine the manner in which states appoint electors: 

 

Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number 

of Electors ....163 

 

Article II, section 1, clause 4 of the Constitution vests Congress with the power to 

determine the time when states appoint electors: 

 

The Congress may determine the Time of chusing the Electors, and the Day on which 

they shall give their Votes; which Day shall be the same throughout the United States.164 

 

Congress exercised this power in two statutory provisions that were subsequently 

superseded by the Electoral Count Reform Act in 2022: 

 

The electors of President and Vice President shall be appointed, in each State, on the 

Tuesday next after the first Monday in November, in every fourth year succeeding every 

election of a President and Vice President.165 

 

                                                 
163 U.S. CONST. art. ii, § 1, cl. 2.  
164 U.S. CONST. art. ii, § 1, cl. 4. 
165 3 U.S.C. § 1. 
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Whenever any State has held an election for the purpose of choosing electors, and has 

failed to make a choice on the day prescribed by law, the electors may be appointed on a 

subsequent day in such a manner as the legislature of such State may direct.166 

 

Accordingly, in 2020 a state could lawfully appoint electors after Election Day only if the 

state “failed to make a choice” on Election Day. 

 

Mr. Chesebro’s memos did not offer any argument whatsoever that a state legislature 

could lawfully appoint electors after the electors cast their ballots on December 14, 2020. To my 

knowledge, he has not offered any such argument at any other time in any other context. 

However, another lawyer with whom Mr. Chesebro collaborated in December and January of 

2020 has attempted to offer such an argument. Dr. John Eastman has contended that state 

legislatures retain the authority to appoint electors “at any time” pursuant to the Electors Clause. 

Recall that the Electors Clause provides: 

 

Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number 

of Electors. ...167 

 

Dr. Eastman’s interpretation of the Electors Clause, which appears to be based on the so-called 

“independent state legislature theory,” is frivolous. The Electors Clause grants state legislatures 

the authority to determine the “manner” in which the state appoints electors. The Supreme Court 

decided the scope of the independent state legislature theory this past Term in Moore v. Harper 

to decide whether and to what extent state legislatures’ authority may be constrained by state 

constitutions. The Court rejected a more expansive interpretation of the Electors Clause that 

suggested that state legislatures’ authority was unconstrained by state constitutions.168 In any 

event, the resolution of that issue was irrelevant to the issue here. No matter the scope of state 

legislatures’ constitutional authority to determine the “manner” of appointing electors, the power 

to determine the “time” when states must appoint electors unambiguously rests exclusively with 

Congress. No court and no scholar has ever supported Dr. Eastman’s frivolous interpretation. 

 

In support of his frivolous interpretation of the Electors Clause, Dr. Eastman has cited an 

1892 Supreme Court case, McPherson v. Blacker.169 Dr. Eastman has quoted the following 

sentence out of context: 

 

Whatever provisions may be made by statute, or by the state constitution, to choose 

electors by the people, there is no doubt of the right of the legislature to resume the 

power at any time, for it can neither be taken away nor abdicated.170 

 

Dr. Eastman claims this sentence means that state legislatures may appoint electors directly “at 

any time,” including after Election Day or even after Congress convenes to count the electoral 

votes. That interpretation of the Supreme Court’s decision in McPherson, like Dr. Eastman’s 

                                                 
166 3 U.S.C. § 2. 
167 U.S. CONST. art. ii, § 1, cl. 2. 
168 See generally Moore v. Harper, No. 21-1271 (U.S.). 
169 146 U.S. 1 (1892). 
170 Id. at 35 (quoting Senate Rep. 1st Sess. 43rd Cong. No. 395) (emphasis added). 
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interpretation of the Electors Clause, is frivolous. The issue in McPherson was Michigan’s 

decision more than a year before Election Day to change the manner of appointing electors from 

an at-large election to appointment by elections in each congressional district. In the course of its 

analysis, the Court quoted from a Senate Report from 1874 as Congress considered a statute that 

would have mandated states to appoint electors by district. That quotation from the Senate 

Report is the quotation Dr. Eastman relies on. The Senate Report expressed the position that 

Congress could not constitutionally mandate states to appoint electors by district because states 

held the constitutional authority to appoint electors directly in future elections. Neither the 

Senate Report nor the Court in McPherson ever suggested that a state may violate Article II, 

section 1, clause 4 by appointing electors outside the time set by Congress. No reasonable 

attorney exercising diligence appropriate to the circumstances would adopt Dr. Eastman’s 

interpretations of the Electors Clause and McPherson. 

 

 Accordingly, the Constitution vests Congress with exclusive authority to determine when 

states may appoint electors, and states’ authority to determine the “manner” in which they 

appoint electors does authorize them to appoint electors outside the “time” set by Congress. 

 

IV.C.2. The Scope of 3 U.S.C. § 2 

 

Mr. Chesebro’s suggestion that state legislatures could lawfully appoint electors after 

electors cast their ballots on December 14, 2020, therefore turns on the scope of 3 U.S.C. § 2. No 

reasonable attorney exercising diligence appropriate to the circumstances would conclude that 

any state “failed to make a choice” on Election Day within the meaning of 3 U.S.C. § 2. 

 

Section 2 originated in 1845 and has changed little since.171 On its face, the meaning of 

“failed to make a choice” is not clear. The legislative history indicates a much narrower scope 

than Mr. Chesebro’s position requires. In 1845, three states—Georgia, Massachusetts, and New 

Hampshire—required that electors be appointed by winning a majority in a popular election.172 If 

more than two candidates ran, the leading candidate might win only a plurality of the popular 

vote. When the window for appointing electors was 34 days, as it was prior to 1845, these states 

would have enough time to hold a runoff election. Congress’s decision to narrow the window to 

a single Election Day precluded a traditional runoff (and no state had yet devised an instant 

runoff system). The legislative debates make clear that Congress intended Section 2 to address 

this concern, permitting a state to appoint electors after Election Day when it “fails to make a 

choice” in the specific and narrow sense that the popular election did not yield a majority winner 

as required by the state’s law. 

 

When Congress debated restricting the appointment of electors to a single day, 

Representative John Hale of New Hampshire explained that “it appeared to him that the bill” 

                                                 
171 See Act of Jan. 23, 1845, ch. 1, 5 Stat 721. 
172 See An Act to prescribe the mode of choosing the Electors of President and Vice President of the United States to 

which this state is entitled by the constitution of the United States, Acts of the General Assembly of the State of 

Georgia, Passed at Milledgeville at an Annual Session in November and December 1824 58–60; An Act directing 

the mode of choosing Electors of President and Vice President of the United States, The Laws of the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Passed by the General Court, At Their Session which Commenced on Wednesday 

the Fourth of January, and Ended on Saturday, the Twenty- Fourth of March, Eight Hundred and Thirty Two, § 2; 

28 N.H. REV. STAT. §§ 4, 5 (1843). 
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without the Section 2 exception “was deficient, as it made no provision for an election, if the 

people should fail to elect on the day designated [and] [i]n the State which he had the honor to 

represent, a majority of all the votes cast was required to elect the electors of President and Vice-

President of the United States and it might so happen that no choice might be made.173 In 

addition, over half of states have enacted laws that purport to use the Section 2 exception in the 

event that the popular election ends in a tie. Although the legislative history does not refer to this 

possibility, it is a natural application of the deeper legal principle. Those states that do not 

require a majority winner still require a plurality winner, and a tie deprives the election of the 

plurality winner that the state’s law required. These two historical applications of Section 2’s 

exception share a common structure: the state’s laws set a mathematical requirement for victory 

in the popular election, and the popular election did not yield a result that satisfied that 

mathematical requirement.174 

 

One scholar has argued for a slightly broader interpretation of Section 2 to include 

elections disrupted by natural disasters.175 Michael Morley notes that after Representative Hale’s 

objections, Representative Samuel Chilton stated that “some provision” should “be made to meet 

the condition of things existing in Virginia. They voted in that State viva voce, and it frequently 

happened that all the votes were not polled in one day.”176 According to Chilton, this might arise 

due to natural disasters or storms: 

 

[I]n a State circumstanced as Virginia was—mountainous and intersected by large 

streams of water—at times of high water, and of inclement weather, voters were 

frequently prevented from attending the polls in one day, not only in the presidential 

elections, which had induced the legislature to authorize the continuance of the elections 

when . . . any considerable number of voters had been prevented from coming to the 

polls. The case had happened, and would happen again, when all the votes could not be 

polled. It could not surely be the design of any gentleman, by this bill, that those who 

were entitled to vote . . . should be deprived of this privilege.177 

 

Morley argues that Section 2 was enacted to accommodate both Hale’s concern about 

runoff elections and Chilton’s concern about natural disasters. Scholar Michael L. Rosin 

contends that Section 2 extends only to Hale’s concern about runoff elections.178 No one in 

                                                 
173 CONG. GLOBE, 28th Cong., 2nd Sess., 14 (statement of Rep. Hale). 
174 This mathematical understanding of the former 3 U.S.C. § 2 is bolstered by the fact that three of the relevant 

states in 2020 had statutory provisions for appointed electors after election day in the event of a tie in the popular 

election. See Az. Code § 16-649(A) (selection by lot by the state Secretary of State); Mich. Code §§ 168.852, 841 

(selection by lot by a board); Pa. Code § 25-3168 (selection by lot by the state Secretary of State). 
175 Michael T. Morley, Postponing Federal Elections Due to Election Emergencies, 77 WASH. & LEE L. REV. 

ONLINE 179, 188 (2020). 
176 CONG. GLOBE, 28th Cong., 2nd Sess., 14 (statement of Rep. Chilton). 
177 Id. 
178 Michael L. Rosin, What Did the Twenty-Eight Congress Mean by a “Failed Election?”, available at 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4339759. Rosin notes that when Congress debated a proposed 

amendment that would expand Section 2 further, Hale argued against the expansion by “observ[ing] that, exceptions 

having been made in favor of those States that require a majority vote to elect their electors, he for one, as a 

representative of one of the States thus situated, was contented to go further, and make an exception in favor of the 

State that chooses her electors by her legislature.” CONG. GLOBE, 28th Cong., 2nd Sess., 30. Rosin further notes that 

Virginia soon repealed the state law that permitted late voting in the event of inclement weather. See “An Act 
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Congress suggested that Section 2 applied to any circumstance aside from these two narrow 

exceptions, and no scholar has ever argued for a broader interpretation. Neither the legislative 

history nor historical practice supports a far broader interpretation that would permit a state 

legislature to appoint electors after Election Day on the basis of allegations of voter fraud or 

other improprieties in the election. Accordingly, Mr. Chesebro’s passing suggestion that a state 

legislature might appoint electors after electors cast their ballots on December 14, 2020, lacked 

any basis in law or history. 

Conclusion 

 

 This report concludes that Kenneth Chesebro’s plan, as articulated memos and emails 

drafted in December 2020, was unlawful under federal election law. That plan involved the 

Trump elector-nominees for six allegedly disputed states to cast ballots purporting to be their 

states’ electoral votes, and then for the President of the Senate to use those purported electoral 

certificates as a pretext to exercise an alleged unilateral power under the Constitution to 

intervene in the electoral count to secure a victory for Donald Trump in the Electoral College. 

There is no legal or historical basis whatsoever to support the lawfulness of that plan. In addition, 

there is no legal or historical basis whatsoever to support the lawfulness of Mr. Chesebro’s 

belated contention that his actions were consistent with the Electoral Count Act, nor the 

argument that a state legislature could lawfully appoint electors after Election Day in any state. 

Mr. Chesebro’s legal positions were so lacking in any legal or historical basis that no reasonable 

attorney would propose them as part of a lawful plan. Accordingly, any argument that a criminal 

prosecution of Mr. Chesebro is legally unsound because his actions were authorized by federal 

election law must fail. 

 

  

                                                 
concerning general elections,” in ACTS PASSED AT A GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA: PASSED IN 1852-53, IN THE 

SEVENTY-SEVENTH YEAR OF THE COMMONWEALTH 4 (William Ritchie 1853). 
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Appendix: The Electoral Count Act of 1887 and Related Provisions of Federal Statutory 

Law in Force in 2020 

 

Section 1 

 

The electors of President and Vice President shall be appointed, in each State, on the 

Tuesday next after the first Monday in November, in every fourth year succeeding every 

election of a President and Vice President. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 1 (2020). 

 

Section 2 

 

Whenever any State has held an election for the purpose of choosing electors, and has 

failed to make a choice on the day prescribed by law, the electors may be appointed on a 

subsequent day in such a manner as the legislature of such State may direct. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 2 (2020). 

 

Section 3 

 

The number of electors shall be equal to the number of Senators and Representatives to 

which the several States are by law entitled at the time when the President and Vice 

President to be chosen come into office; except, that where no apportionment of 

Representatives has been made after any enumeration, at the time of choosing electors, 

the number of electors shall be according to the then existing apportionment of Senators 

and Representatives. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 3 (2020). 

 

Section 4 

 

Each State may, by law, provide for the filling of any vacancies which may occur in its 

college of electors when such college meets to give its electoral vote. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 4 (2020). 

 

Section 5 

 

If any State shall have provided, by laws enacted prior to the day fixed for the 

appointment of the electors, for its final determination of any controversy or contest 

concerning the appointment of all or any of the electors of such State, by judicial or other 

methods or procedures, and such determination shall have been made at least six days 

before the time fixed for the meeting of the electors, such determination made pursuant to 

such law so existing on said day, and made at least six days prior to said time of meeting 

of the electors, shall be conclusive, and shall govern in the counting of the electoral votes 
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as provided in the Constitution, and as hereinafter regulated, so far as the ascertainment 

of the electors appointed by such State is concerned. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 5 (2020). 

 

Section 6 

 

It shall be the duty of the executive of each State, as soon as practicable after the 

conclusion of the appointment of the electors in such State by the final ascertainment, 

under and in pursuance of the laws of such State providing for such ascertainment, to 

communicate by registered mail under the seal of the State to the Archivist of the United 

States a certificate of such ascertainment of the electors appointed, setting forth the 

names of such electors and the canvass or other ascertainment under the laws of such 

State of the number of votes given or cast for each person for whose appointment any and 

all votes have been given or cast; and it shall also thereupon be the duty of the executive 

of each State to deliver to the electors of such State, on or before the day on which they 

are required by section 7 of this title to meet, six duplicate-originals of the same 

certificate under the seal of the State; and if there shall have been any final determination 

in a State in the manner provided for by law of a controversy or contest concerning the 

appointment of all or any of the electors of such State, it shall be the duty of the executive 

of such State, as soon as practicable after such determination, to communicate under the 

seal of the State to the Archivist of the United States a certificate of such determination in 

form and manner as the same shall have been made; and the certificate or certificates so 

received by the Archivist of the United States shall be preserved by him for one year and 

shall be a part of the public records of his office and shall be open to public inspection; 

and the Archivist of the United States at the first meeting of Congress thereafter shall 

transmit to the two Houses of Congress copies in full of each and every such certificate 

so received at the National Archives and Records Administration. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 6 (2020). 

 

Section 7 

 

The electors of President and Vice President of each State shall meet and give their votes 

on the first Monday after the second Wednesday in December next following their 

appointment at such place in each State as the legislature of such State shall direct. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 7 (2020). 

 

Section 8 

 

The electors shall vote for President and Vice President, respectively, in the manner 

directed by the Constitution. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 8 (2020). 
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Section 9 

 

The electors shall make and sign six certificates of all the votes given by them, each of 

which certificates shall contain two distinct lists, one of the votes for President and the 

other of the votes for Vice President, and shall annex to each of the certificates one of the 

lists of the electors which shall have been furnished to them by direction of the executive 

of the State. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 9 (2020). 

 

Section 10 

 

The electors shall seal up the certificates so made by them, and certify upon each that the 

lists of all the votes of such State given for President, and of all the votes given for Vice 

President, are contained therein. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 10 (2020). 

 

Section 11 

 

The electors shall dispose of the certificates so made by them and the lists attached 

thereto in the following manner: 

 

First. They shall forthwith forward by registered mail one of the same to the President of 

the Senate at the seat of government. 

 

Second. Two of the same shall be delivered to the secretary of state of the State, one of 

which shall be held subject to the order of the President of the Senate, the other to be 

preserved by him for one year and shall be a part of the public records of his office and 

shall be open to public inspection. 

 

Third. On the day thereafter they shall forward by registered mail two of such certificates 

and lists to the Archivist of the United States at the seat of government, one of which 

shall be held subject to the order of the President of the Senate. The other shall be 

preserved by the Archivist of the United States for one year and shall be a part of the 

public records of his office and shall be open to public inspection. 

 

Fourth. They shall forthwith cause the other of the certificates and lists to be delivered to 

the judge of the district in which the electors shall have assembled. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 11 (2020). 

 

Section 12 

 

When no certificate of vote and list mentioned in sections 9 and 11 of this title from any 

State shall have been received by the President of the Senate or by the Archivist of the 
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United States by the fourth Wednesday in December, after the meeting of the electors 

shall have been held, the President of the Senate or, if he be absent from the seat of 

government, the Archivist of the United States shall request, by the most expeditious 

method available, the secretary of state of the State to send up the certificate and list 

lodged with him by the electors of such State; and it shall be his duty upon receipt of such 

request immediately to transmit same by registered mail to the President of the Senate at 

the seat of government. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 12 (2020). 

 

Section 13 

 

When no certificates of votes from any State shall have been received at the seat of 

government on the fourth Wednesday in December, after the meeting of the electors shall 

have been held, the President of the Senate or, if he be absent from the seat of 

government, the Archivist of the United States shall send a special messenger to the 

district judge in whose custody one certificate of votes from that State has been lodged, 

and such judge shall forthwith transmit that list by the hand of such messenger to the seat 

of government. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 13 (2020). 

 

Section 14 

 

Every person who, having been appointed, pursuant to section 13 of this title, to deliver 

the certificates of the votes of the electors to the President of the Senate, and having 

accepted such appointment, shall neglect to perform the services required from him, shall 

forfeit the sum of $1,000. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 14 (2020). 

 

Section 15 

 

Congress shall be in session on the sixth day of January succeeding every meeting of the 

electors. The Senate and House of Representatives shall meet in the Hall of the House of 

Representatives at the hour of 1 o’clock in the afternoon on that day, and the President of 

the Senate shall be their presiding officer. Two tellers shall be previously appointed on 

the part of the Senate and two on the part of the House of Representatives, to whom shall 

be handed, as they are opened by the President of the Senate, all the certificates and 

papers purporting to be certificates of the electoral votes, which certificates and papers 

shall be opened, presented, and acted upon in the alphabetical order of the States, 

beginning with the letter A; and said tellers, having then read the same in the presence 

and hearing of the two Houses, shall make a list of the votes as they shall appear from the 

said certificates; and the votes having been ascertained and counted according to the rules 

in this subchapter provided, the result of the same shall be delivered to the President of 

the Senate, who shall thereupon announce the state of the vote, which announcement 
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shall be deemed a sufficient declaration of the persons, if any, elected President and Vice 

President of the United States, and, together with a list of the votes, be entered on the 

Journals of the two Houses. Upon such reading of any such certificate or paper, the 

President of the Senate shall call for objections, if any. Every objection shall be made in 

writing, and shall state clearly and concisely, and without argument, the ground thereof, 

and shall be signed by at least one Senator and one Member of the House of 

Representatives before the same shall be received. When all objections so made to any 

vote or paper from a State shall have been received and read, the Senate shall thereupon 

withdraw, and such objections shall be submitted to the Senate for its decision; and the 

Speaker of the House of Representatives shall, in like manner, submit such objections to 

the House of Representatives for its decision; and no electoral vote or votes from any 

State which shall have been regularly given by electors whose appointment has been 

lawfully certified to according to section 6 of this title from which but one return has 

been received shall be rejected, but the two Houses concurrently may reject the vote or 

votes when they agree that such vote or votes have not been so regularly given by 

electors whose appointment has been so certified. If more than one return or paper 

purporting to be a return from a State shall have been received by the President of the 

Senate, those votes, and those only, shall be counted which shall have been regularly 

given by the electors who are shown by the determination mentioned in section 5 of this 

title to have been appointed, if the determination in said section provided for shall have 

been made, or by such successors or substitutes, in case of a vacancy in the board of 

electors so ascertained, as have been appointed to fill such vacancy in the mode provided 

by the laws of the State; but in case there shall arise the question which of two or more of 

such State authorities determining what electors have been appointed, as mentioned in 

section 5 of this title, is the lawful tribunal of such State, the votes regularly given of 

those electors, and those only, of such State shall be counted whose title as electors the 

two Houses, acting separately, shall concurrently decide is supported by the decision of 

such State so authorized by its law; and in such case of more than one return or paper 

purporting to be a return from a State, if there shall have been no such determination of 

the question in the State aforesaid, then those votes, and those only, shall be counted 

which the two Houses shall concurrently decide were cast by lawful electors appointed in 

accordance with the laws of the State, unless the two Houses, acting separately, shall 

concurrently decide such votes not to be the lawful votes of the legally appointed electors 

of such State. But if the two Houses shall disagree in respect of the counting of such 

votes, then, and in that case, the votes of the electors whose appointment shall have been 

certified by the executive of the State, under the seal thereof, shall be counted. When the 

two Houses have voted, they shall immediately again meet, and the presiding officer shall 

then announce the decision of the questions submitted. No votes or papers from any other 

State shall be acted upon until the objections previously made to the votes or papers from 

any State shall have been finally disposed of. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 15 (2020). 
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Section 16 

 

At such joint meeting of the two Houses seats shall be provided as follows: For the 

President of the Senate, the Speaker’s chair; for the Speaker, immediately upon his left; 

the Senators, in the body of the Hall upon the right of the presiding officer; for the 

Representatives, in the body of the Hall not provided for the Senators; for the tellers, 

Secretary of the Senate, and Clerk of the House of Representatives, at the Clerk’s desk; 

for the other officers of the two Houses, in front of the Clerk’s desk and upon each side 

of the Speaker’s platform. Such joint meeting shall not be dissolved until the count of 

electoral votes shall be completed and the result declared; and no recess shall be taken 

unless a question shall have arisen in regard to counting any such votes, or otherwise 

under this subchapter, in which case it shall be competent for either House, acting 

separately, in the manner hereinbefore provided, to direct a recess of such House not 

beyond the next calendar day, Sunday excepted, at the hour of 10 o’clock in the forenoon. 

But if the counting of the electoral votes and the declaration of the result shall not have 

been completed before the fifth calendar day next after such first meeting of the two 

Houses, no further or other recess shall be taken by either House. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 16 (2020). 

 

Section 17 

 

When the two Houses separate to decide upon an objection that may have been made to 

the counting of any electoral vote or votes from any State, or other question arising in the 

matter, each Senator and Representative may speak to such objection or question five 

minutes, and not more than once; but after such debate shall have lasted two hours it shall 

be the duty of the presiding officer of each House to put the main question without 

further debate. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 17 (2020). 

 

Section 18 

 

While the two Houses shall be in meeting as provided in this chapter, the President of the 

Senate shall have power to preserve order; and no debate shall be allowed and no 

question shall be put by the presiding officer except to either House on a motion to 

withdraw. 

 

3 U.S.C. §18 (2020). 

 

Section 19 

 

(a) 

(1) If, by reason of death, resignation, removal from office, inability, or failure to 

qualify, there is neither a President nor Vice President to discharge the powers 

and duties of the office of President, then the Speaker of the House of 
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Representatives shall, upon his resignation as Speaker and as Representative in 

Congress, act as President. 

(2) The same rule shall apply in the case of the death, resignation, removal from 

office, or inability of an individual acting as President under this subsection. 

 

(b) If, at the time when under subsection (a) of this section a Speaker is to begin the 

discharge of the powers and duties of the office of President, there is no Speaker, or the 

Speaker fails to qualify as Acting President, then the President pro tempore of the Senate 

shall, upon his resignation as President pro tempore and as Senator, act as President. 

 

(c) An individual acting as President under subsection (a) or subsection (b) of this section 

shall continue to act until the expiration of the then current Presidential term, except 

that— 

(1) if his discharge of the powers and duties of the office is founded in whole or in 

part on the failure of both the President-elect and the Vice-President-elect to 

qualify, then he shall act only until a President or Vice President qualifies; and 

(2) if his discharge of the powers and duties of the office is founded in whole or in 

part on the inability of the President or Vice President, then he shall act only until 

the removal of the disability of one of such individuals. 

 

(d) 

(1) If, by reason of death, resignation, removal from office, inability, or failure to 

qualify, there is no President pro tempore to act as President under subsection (b) 

of this section, then the officer of the United States who is highest on the 

following list, and who is not under disability to discharge the powers and duties 

of the office of President shall act as President: Secretary of State, Secretary of 

the Treasury, Secretary of Defense, Attorney General, Secretary of the Interior, 

Secretary of Agriculture, Secretary of Commerce, Secretary of Labor, Secretary 

of Health and Human Services, Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, 

Secretary of Transportation, Secretary of Energy, Secretary of Education, 

Secretary of Veterans Affairs, Secretary of Homeland Security. 

(2) An individual acting as President under this subsection shall continue so to do 

until the expiration of the then current Presidential term, but not after a qualified 

and prior-entitled individual is able to act, except that the removal of the disability 

of an individual higher on the list contained in paragraph (1) of this subsection or 

the ability to qualify on the part of an individual higher on such list shall not 

terminate his service. 

(3) The taking of the oath of office by an individual specified in the list in 

paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be held to constitute his resignation from the 

office by virtue of the holding of which he qualifies to act as President. 

 

(e) Subsections (a), (b), and (d) of this section shall apply only to such officers as are 

eligible to the office of President under the Constitution. Subsection (d) of this section 

shall apply only to officers appointed, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 

prior to the time of the death, resignation, removal from office, inability, or failure to 

qualify, of the President pro tempore, and only to officers not under impeachment by the 



 

 61 

House of Representatives at the time the powers and duties of the office of President 

devolve upon them. 

 

(f) During the period that any individual acts as President under this section, his 

compensation shall be at the rate then provided by law in the case of the President. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 19 (2020). 

 

Section 20 

 

The only evidence of a refusal to accept, or of a resignation of the office of President or 

Vice President, shall be an instrument in writing, declaring the same, and subscribed by 

the person refusing to accept or resigning, as the case may be, and delivered into the 

office of the Secretary of State. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 20 (2020). 

 

Section 21 

 

As used in this chapter the term— 

(a) “State” includes the District of Columbia. 

(b) “executives of each State” includes the Board of Commissioners of the District of 

Columbia. 

 

3 U.S.C. § 21 (2020). 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIRST JUPICIAL CIRCUIT

STATE OF HAWAIT

CIVIL NO. 7029

BERMAN T. F. LUM, ERWEST Ie MURAI,

KONG LEONG CHING, ECITH DeMaTTA,
JAMES H, KAMO, He TUCKER GRATZ,

REVOCATO MEDINA, WALTER M.
RUPERT Re WEDB, LOUIE LE BAROK,
MILDRED CURLEY, KAI?0 KAUHANE, DENISE
cu, JOSHUA CHT, SHIZUB KASHTMA,
JOE MOTTL, BERTRAM KANBARA, HAPRY G.
ALURIGHT, SAM TANNA, KATO and
THOMAS P. OT Take

DOLORES MARTIN. WILLIAM R. NORWOOD

BEPPU, ROBERT &, MIT
JEAB BHARPLEES, T. 5 GO TADAO

ry,
KIDO, RICHARD KAGEYAMA, DUKE KAWASAKI,

Compl sinants
V8.
0. P. SQARFA andGAVIEN A. BUSH,

HOWARD cy

BEATTY. CART

ALTERUATE PRESIDENTIAL ELBCTORS, and
JAMES K. KEALOHA AS
OF THE STATE OF HAWAIT

IMTS FACT

Fron the evidense and proceedings herein the Court

wakes the following findings of facts
1. Each of the Complainants above named is a

eitizen of the United States anf of the State of Hawaii, a

resident of the City and Ceunty of Honolulu, and a duly

ole



qualified voter in the election district styled the "Honelulu

District,"
2. Gavien A. Bush, 5. P. Sosres ani J. Howard

Vorrall are nov, and at all times mentioned herein vere,
the nominags of the Republican Party for Presidential Electers
of the State of Hawaii. Mrs. James Beatty, Chris Holt, David
Kahookele, Artimr Kau, Tetsuichi Kurata and Henry Yamashita

are now, and at all tines mentioned herein vere, the nominees

ef the Republiean Party for alternate Presidential Bleetors
of the State of Havaii. James K. Kealeha is now, and at all
times mentioned herein was, the duly eleeted, qualified and

acting Lieutenant Governor of the State of Hawaii.
3. A general election was duly held in the State of

Hawaii en November &, 1960, as previded by law, At such

election the duly nominated candidates of the reapective
politieal parties for the offices of President and Vice

President, respeetively, of the United States were Jehn F,
Kenedy and Lyndon B, Johnson, meniness of the Democratic

Party, ané Richard M. Nixerm and Renry Cabot Lodge, nominees

of the Republican Party, At such elestian, the names ef
such duly nominated e=pa{d=te= for the offices of President
and Viee President vere used on the ballots in lieu of the

nanes of the nominees of the Democratic Party and the Re-

publican Party for Presidential Electors and alternate
Presidential Electors and the votes east for such duly

nated candidates for the offices of President ané Vice
President were thereafter counted for the neyginage of each

political party for Presidential Electors and alternate
Presidential Electers.

nog



4- After such election, the returns thereof vere
veceived from the Boards of Election Inspectors at the

polling precinets within the s«14 Gtate of Havaii by said

James K. Kealoha, who caused a thereof to be nade

purszent to the provisions of law, whieh tabulation disclosed

that, as shown by said returns, a total of 92,505 ballets had

been decided by the Boards of Election Inspeeters to be counted

as valid ballots cast for the nominees of the Republican Party
for Presidential Electors and alternate Presidential Electors,
and a total of 92,364 lata had been desided by the Boards

of Bleetion Inspectors to be eounted as valid ballots cast
for the nominees of the Democratie Party for Presidential
Blectors and alternate Presidential Electors, said returns

therefor shoving thet said Boards of Election Inspeetors had

decided that 141 more valid ballots should be eounted as cast
for such po=tpees of the Repudliean Party than should be

counted as cast for sueh mominees of the Democratic Party,
Thereupon, and pursuant to lav, said James K. Keeleha, on

November 16, 1960, caused his certificate to be made de-

claring that sich neminees of the Republican Party vere the

duly elected Presidential Riectors and alternate Presidential
Blectors ef the State of Hawaii,

5. At such general eleetion the said Boards ef
Eleetion Inspeetors at each of the several polling precinets
within the said State of Hawaii deeided questions as to the

validity ef hal 1 ats east for said offices of Prasident and

Vise President, which decisions decisions en

questions of the mimber of valid Pallets to be counted as

east for each of the two sets of nantnese for Presidential

-3-



Electors and alternate Presidential Electers, of the mmber

of ballets east which be rejected and therefore not

counted for either set of nominees for Presidential Eleeters
and alternate Presidential Elestors, and of the number of
pallets cast upon no ehoice of candidates for President
and Viee President had been marked by the veter easting the

and which therefere were not to be counted for either
set of nominees for Presidential Eleetors and alternate
Presidential Electors.

6 Notwithstanding the duty of the Beards of Election
Inspectors to make correct decisions with respeet to each and

every ballot for the election of Presidential Eleetors and

alternate Presidential Electors, Boards of Bleetion Inspectors
for many polling precincts of the Btate of Hawaii failed te
make correct ceei sions.

7. In the following precincts the several Beards of
Election Inspectors reported a total of ballots for
which deeisions vere made (the total of the mmber of votes
counted for either set of nominees for Presidential Eleetors
and alternate Presidential Blectors, the number of rejected
ballets and the number of blank ballots) in exeess of the total

ef votes casts in Precinct Ne. 2 of the Second

Representative Distriet, 22 in exeess ef 748, the total number

of votes cast; in Precinet He. 9 of the Second Representative
District, 16 in excess of 425, the total mumber of votes cast;
in Precinct No. 1 the Third Representative District, four
in excess ef 164, the totel mumber of votes cast; in Precinet
No. 2 of the Third Representative District, seven in exeess

of 439, the total mumber of votes cast; in Precinet Ho. 2 of



the Fourth Representative District, 14 in exeess of 497,
the total wmaaber ef votes cast; in Precinet No. 2 of the

Fifth Representative Distriet, three in excess of 95, the

total cast; in Precinet No, 9 of the Fifth
Representative District, six in exeess of 139, the total
mmber of votes easts in Precinet Ne. 2 of the Seventh

Representative District, one in exeess of 241, the total
of votes east; in Precinct No, 19 of the Seventh

Representative District, one in excess of 518, the tote)
mmber of votes cast) in Precinct No, 27 of the Beventh

Representative District, two in excess ef 702, the total
ramaber of votes cast; in Precinet Ne. $ ef the Eighth
Representative District, 10 in exeess of 974, the total
muaber of votes east; in Precinct No. 1 of the Tenth Repre-
sentative Distriet, seven in exeess of 1178, the total maber

ef votes cast; in Precinct No. 1 of the Eleventh Representa-
tive District, five in exeess ef 260, the total mumber of
votes cast; in Preeinct Ho. 5 of the Eleventh Representative

Distriet, three in exeess of 854, the total muber of votes

east; in Precinet No. 3 of the Twelfth Representative District,
17 in exeess of 1175, the tetal number of votes cast; in
Preeinst No. 6 of the Twelfth Representative Distriet, tve

in exeess of 622, the total ef vetes casts in Precinet

No. 7 of the Twelfth Representative District, 13 in exeess ef

543, the total number of votes cast; in Preeinct No. 8 of the

Representative Distriet, five in exeess ef 339, the

total mmber of votes east; in Preeinst No. 6 of the Thirteenth

Representative District, one in exeess of 709, the total
ramber of votes cast; in Precinet No. 2 of the Fourteenth

=5-



Representative District, 15inexcessof699, the total
numberofvotescast; in PrecinctNo, 3oftheFourteenth

Representative District, fourinexcessof1162,thetotal

numberofvotes cast;inPrecinctKo.10oftheFourteenth
Representative District, 10inexcess of 503, the total

musberofvoteseast; inPrecinct No.11 oftheFourteenth
Representative District, fourinexcessof212, the total

umberofvotescast)in PrecinctNo. 17oftheFourteenth
Representative District, twoinexcessof1254, the total
numberofvotescast;in PrecinctNo, 6ofthe Fifteenth

RepresentativeDistrict, fourinexcessof1641, thetotal
umberofvotescast;inPrecinctNo.10ofthe Fifteenth

RepresentativeDistrict, fiveinexcessof1077, thetotal
mmberofvotes cast;inPrecinotNo.17oftheFifteenth

Representative District, 53 inexcessof949, thetotal

numberofvotescast)inPrecinct No, 5oftheSixteenth

RepresentativeDistrict, twoinexcessof1245 votescast)
in PrecinctNo, 13oftheSixteenthRepresentative District,

10inexcessof 752, thetotalmmberofvotescast;in

Preeinst No, 1ofthe Seventeenth Representative District,
omeinexcessof996,thetotalmmberofvotescast;in

Precinct No. 5 of the Seventeenth Representative District,
oneinexcessof832, thetotalmmberofvotes cast;in

Precinct No, &oftheSeventeenth Representative District,
seven inexcessof 1487,thetotalmmberofvotescast)

and in PrecinctNo,12oftheSeventoenthRepresentative

District, two in excossof648, thetotal numberofvotes
cast. Intheprecincts referredto aboveinthisparagraph,

theBoardsofElection Inspectorsmademistakesinthat they

-’



counted as valid ballets, rejected ballots and hiank ballots
a total altogether of 259 more than the total munber

ef votes east in those precinets. In this paragraph, the

term "votes cast" any ballot, ineinding blank bellets
and rejected ballots.

& At Preeinet No. 6 of the Fourteenth Representative

Distriet, 45 ballots for the nominees of the Democratic Party
for Presidential Eleetors and alternate Presidential Electors
vere eounted but, because of mtatebae by the Board ef Eleetion

Inspectors, tally marks for the 45 were not entered on

the tally sheet sutmitted to Defendant Kealeha, vith the result.

that 45 votes east for the nominees of the Democratic Party
for Presidential Bieetors and alternate Presidential Electors
were net credited as cast for the neminees of the Democratic

Party for Presidential Eleetors and alternate Presidential
Electors,

5. The Court ordered a reesunt of the ballots of
the 34 precincts referred te in Paragraphs 7 end & of these

Findings ef Fact. This recount showed that the nominees of
the Denoeratie Party for Presidential EFleeters and alternate

Presidential Electors vere entitied te 22 less votes, and the

moninees of the Republican Party fer Presidential Elestors
and alternate Presidential Electors were entitled te 102

less vetes than had previously been by the Boards

ef Election Inspeetors and Defendant This recount

left the neinage of the Republican Party for Presidential
Electers and alternate Presidential Electors with an apparent

majority ef 61 votes ever the mmber of votes for the poetpaes

of the Demoeratic Party for Presidential Eleeters and alternate
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Presidential Electors before any recount of ha)'ot= of any

other preeinct in the Btate of Hawaii.
16, In the general eleetian on Nevember &, 1960,

in the State of Hawaii, there vere to be elected at the same

tine and by means of the same ballot not only Presidential
Electors and alternate Presidential Electors but also one

Menber of the House of Representatives of the United States,
The ballot listed one nominee of the Democratic Party ané one

nominee ef the Republican Party for the office of Member of
the Heuse of Representatives of the United States. Any such

ballet in this election or 12 be east ummarked by the veter
in reference to the election of Presidential Bleetors and

alternate Presidential Eleetors and marked by the voter in
reference to the election of a Member of the House of
Representatives of the United Btates. The Complainants
listed in Exhibit A ef their Complaint many precinets in whieh

the total of the wmher of votes for either set of nominees

for Presidential Electors and alternate Presidential Eleetors,
the of rejected ballots and the romber of blank ballets
was less than the total number ef votes east ("votes cast"
having the same weaning as in Paragraph 7 of these Findings of
Faets) by mumbers varying from one to 58 and by in sone in-

a subdstantial percentage of the total muaber of votes
cast. This deficiency was explicable either on the theory
that the Boards of Election Inspecters made mistakes or en

the theory that there were pal late cast whieh were unmarked

for Presidential Electors and alternate Presidential Eleetors
and marked for Member of the House ef Representatives of the

United States.



ll. In the recount of the ballots of the 34 precinets
referred to in Paragraphs 7 and & ef these Findings of Fact,
the number of ballets in each precinet vhieh were umarked

for Presidential Electors and alternate Presidential Bleeters
was neted. The mumber was generally extremely small when

considered in reference to the total rmumber of hellats in each

precinct. This made it appear probable that any comparatively

large deficieney of the type referred te in Paragraph 10 of
these Findings of Fact could be explained only upen the theory
that a mmber of aistakes vere made by the Beards

of Election Inspectors, Therefore the Court ordered a reeount

of the ballots of seven additional precincts which appeared te
have a large deficiency of the type involved in such Paragraph
10 ard then, after a recount of the ballots of these seven

precinets resuited in the detection of numerous uistakes of
Beards of Election Inspectors, a recount of the ballets of 21

other precinets whieh appeared to have a large deficiensy of
the type invelved in sueh Paragraph 10. The seven precincts
were Precinet No. 6 of the Fighteenth Representative District,
Precinet Ne. 5 of the Tenth Representative District, Preeinct
Bo. 3 of the Eleventh Representative District, Preeinct Ho. 5

of the Thirteenth Representative District, Precinet No. 7 of
the Pifth Representative District, Precinct Ho. 1 of the

Yourth Representative Distriet, and Precinet Be. 15 of the

Spcond Representative District. The recounting of the ballets
of these seven Precinats further diminished the majerity ef
the votes for the nominees of the Republican Party for Presi-
dential Eleetors and alternate Presidential Elesters ever the

ranber ef votes for the nominees of the Democratie Party fer

- 5-



Presidential Electors and alternate Presidential Electors.

Arecount of theballotsinsomeof theadditional21precincts

ond incertainother precincts (theballotsofwhich verere-
countedwhen itappearedthatthevotersrosterbooks ofsome

ofthe21 precinctson islandsotherthan Oahuvere notime
mediately svailable) resultedin amajorityofvotesinfavor
of the nominees of the Democratic Party for Presidential
Floctors and alternate Presidenticl Electors over the mumber
ofvotesforthenomineesoftheRepublican Partyfor Presi-

dentialElectorsandalternate Presidential Electors, Vhen
therecountingoftheballotsoftheadditional 71preeinets
vasalsocompleted, themominees oftheDemocratic Partyfor
PresidentialElectorsandalternate Presidential Electors =

contimied tohave amajorityofthevotesoverthemmberof
votesforthenomineesoftheRepublican Partyfor thesame

offices, viththeresultthat areeountoftheballotsof
alltheotherprecinetsoftheStateofHavail appeared
necessaryandvasorderedbytheCourts

12, Arecountofalloftheballotsofsllprecincts
in the Stateotherthanthosewithvotingmachinesandan

examinationofthereadingsonallthevotingmachineseused
onthe Island ofOahuandthereceiptofevidenceofthe

readings on all thevotingmachinesusedonthe Islandsof

Hawaii,MauiandKeusi,inthe caseofpreeinets vithvoting
machines,shov atotal validvote fortheelectionof Proste
dential ElectorsandalternatePresidential Eleetorsinthe
gemoral electionofthe StateofHevalionNovember8, 1960,
asfollovs: 92,410 validvotesforthenominees ofthe
Democratic Partyfor Presidential Electorsandalternate
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Presidential Eleeters ef the State of Havaii and 92,295 valid
votes for the nominees of the Republican Party for Presidential
Electors and alternate Presidential Rlecsters ef the State ef
Havaii.

13. Attached to there Pinding= ef Fact, marked

ACHEMNILR Am) te and incorporated in these Findings ef
Fact by this reference are detailed tables, by Representative
Districts and Precinets of the State of Hawaii, of the valid
votes east in the general election on November &, 1960, for
the nominees of the Democratic Party for Presidential Eleeters
emd alternate Presidential Electors of the State of Havail
and fer the neninees of the Rapublinan Party fer Presidential
Electors anf alternate Presidential Electers of the State eof

Hawaii. The precinct appear under the word

cinst® in eagh table. The valid votes cast in esch precinet
for such "o=utnees of the Denoeratic Party are listed in the

column under the name "Kennedy*®, The valid votes cast in
each precinct for such nominees of the Republican Party are
listed in the eelumm under the name Wren", At the botten
ef each table appear the totals for each column.

lhe Attached to these Findings of Faet, marked

and incerpernted in these Findings of Fact by this
reference is a table sheving by Representative Districts all
the valid vetes in the general eleetien on November &, 1960,
fer nominees of the Democratic Party for Presidential Electers
and alternate Presidential Hleeters ef the Btate of Hawaii
and for rai of the Republican Party for Presidential
Electors anc alternate Presidential Electers of the State of
Havaii, The mmbers of the Representative Districts ef the

a



StateofHavaiisrelistedinthecolusnundertheword

"District", The mumberofthevalidvotescastineach

Representative District forthenomineesoftheDemocratic

Party for Presidential Electors and alternate Presidential
Electorsare listedinthecolumn underthename"Kemmedy".

ThemamsberofthevalidvoteseastineachRepresentative

Districtforthenominees oftheRepublican Partyfor

PresidentialElectors andalternatePresidential Electors
are listedinthecolumnunderthemame"Nixon", Thetotals
of bothcolumns arelistedonthelimeatthebottomofthe

table,

15, Villien Heen,DelbertMetzger snd JennieVilson
arenov, andatalltimesmentionedherein vere,thenominees

oftheDemocraticPartyforPresidentialElectorsofthe
StateofHawaii, JohnSilvaandSanDavidarenov, and at

alltinesmentionedherein vere, thenominees oftheDemo~

cratic Party foralternate Presidentisl ElectorsoftheState
ofHawalifor WilliamHeen. ErnestUuandCharlesThompson

arenov,andetalltimesmentionedhereinwere,thenominees

of the Democratic PartyforelternstePresidentialElectors

ofthe StateofHawaiiforDelbertMetzger, John Fernandes
andGeorge Vatasearenov, and atalltines mentionedherein

were, the nominees of the Democratic Party for alternate
PresidentialElectorsoftheBtateofHawaiifor Jemie

‘Vilson.

16. TheBoardofElection Inspectorsfor Precinct
Nos &oftheFourthRejresentativeDistrictfound aspecimen
ballotamongtheballotscastinthatprecinctinthegeneral

electiononNovember8,1960. Thespecimenballotwasmarked

-12-



Sspecimen"® on the front of it only; otherwise it was of the

same form, paper and coler as an official ballet. It vas

not mrked spesinen"® on the baek. It eould have been

folded in the seme manner as an official po}let and eculd

have been hanied te an Electien Inspeeter for insertien in
the bellot bex by the Eleetion Inspector without the Bleetion

Inspector having had any reasen to doubt that it was an

efficial hali at Coneeivably the specinen ballet could have

deen used for a soealled "ehain peliat® vote fraud. It eould

have been used by a voter by mistake or as a prank, without

any fraudaient intent and without any effect on the number

ef votes for any eandidate in the election. There is no

evidence from whieh the Court can infer that the specinen
ballot was used for a vete fraud. There is no evidence of

the extent of a vote fraud if there vas a vote fraud. There

is mo evidence of what e=nd{id=te or e=niid=tes received votes

frem a vote fraud if there was a vote fraud. The evidence

does not justify any finding that there was a vote fraud in
Precinet No. 8 of the Fourth Representative District. The

evidence does not justify any finding that the use of the

specimen ballet in any way affested the result of the election.

ORGAO OF

From the foregeing Findings of Fact, the Court draws

the follewing Conclusions of Laws

1. The Comp)ainants herein vere ani are entitled te

maintain this action and in doing so to require a recount of
all the ballots cast in the general election en November &,

_15_



1960, for the election ef Presidential Electors ané alternate
Presidential Electors of the State of Hawaii. The true result
ef such election not be determined without such a re-
count,

2. The Complainants herein vere and are entitled to
a recount ef the pPallate for the election of Presidential
Bleeters and alternate Presidential Electors ef the State of
Havaii in the 34 Precincts referred to in Paragraphs 7 and 8

of the foregoing Findings ef Faet, in the additional Preeinets
referred te in the Findings of Faet, and in all the other

Precinets of the State of Hawaii.
3. The finding of the speeimen in Precinst No.

5 of the Fourth Representative District ani the evidence

relating to the specimen ballet is not a valid greund for
invalidating the eleetion of Presidential Electors and alter
nate Presidential Bleetors of the State of Hawaii in the

general election on Nevember &, 1960.

4. The true result of the election of Presidential
Electors ard alternate Presidential Electors of the State of
Hawaii in the general election on November 5, 1960, is
ascertainable in the present preeeeding by means of the

recount ef all the in all the precinets of the State
of Hawaii, vhich has been had.

5. In the general eleetion on November 5, 1960, the
nominees of the Democratic Party for Presidential Electors
and alternate Presidential Eleetors of the State of Hawaii
received 92,410 valid votes.

6. In the general eleetion on November 5, 1960, the
namineas of the Republican Party for Presidential Klectors



and alternate Presidential Electors of the State of Hawaii

received 92,295 valid votes,
7 (In the general eleetion on Nevember &, 1960,

the nomtnaes of the Democratic Party for Presidential Electors

and alternate Presidential Electors of the State of Havail

received a majority of the vetes east and were, respectively,
elected Presidential Kleetors ani alternate Presidential
Blectors of the State ef Hawaii in such election.

S Yn the general election on November 5, 1960, in
the State of Hawaii, Wilitem Keen, Delbert Netsger and

Jennie Wilson were each duly eleeted to the office of

Presidential Elector of the Btate of Havail,.

9. In the gemera) election on November 5, 1960, in
the State of Hawaii, John Silva and Sam David were each duly

elected to the office of alternate Presidential Elector of

the State of Hawaii for W4114 Heen,

10. In the gmeral election on November &, 1960, in
the State of Hawaii, Ernest Uu and Charles Thompson were each

duly eleeted to the office of alternate Presidential Eleetor
ef the State of Hawaii for Delbert Metager.

ll. In the general eleetion on Novenber 5, 1960, in
the State of Havaii, John Fernandes and Geergo Watase vere

each ¢uly elected to the office of alternate Presidential

Bleetor of the State of Havaii fer Jennie Wilson.

12, In the general eleetion on November §, 1960, in
the State of Hawaii, no nominee of the Republican Party and

no person other than the persons referred to in Paragraphs

5, 9, 10 and 11 of these Cenelusions of Law was elected to

the office of Presidential Eleetor or alternate Presidential

_15_



Elector of the State ef Havaii.
Dateds Honolulu, Hawaii, Deeenbder 3 Y « 1960.

Judge of the absye entitled Court
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SCHEDULE 1-1

FIRST REPRESEETATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT KESHEDY

4 o 7 200

TOTALS 1089 928

1 27 30
2 18
3 35 45

5 78
6 1 150
7 1 107

388 300



SCHEPULE 4-2

SECOND REPRESEMTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT KRWWEDY

1 537 445
2 376 364
3 268 315
4 405 515
5 253 z80
6 369 440
7 300 304
8 158 101
9 241 177
10 328 342il 263 253
12 209
13 168 290
14 449 440
15 279 375
16 112 103
17 200 288
18 236 27h
19 628 471
20 154 192
21 178 160
22 47

TOTALS 6258 6657



SCHEDULE 4-3

THIRD REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT

O
O

TH
U
S

W
IN
E

3 J

63 100
303 126
194 40
257 231

13
87 130
369 333
87 97

TOTALS 1518 1209



SGHEDULE A-A

FOURTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT RNER?

OB 207

HIXOR

1 223 352
2 118 367
3 16
4 38 43
5 205 188
6 §23 656
7 206 302

187
9 By 28

TOTALS 1545 2139



SCHEDULE A-5

PJFTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT KESNEDY

2 40 50

; 276 375
13 22

6 47 35

8 163 146
9 76 -58

TOTALS 1147 1318

204 258

5 16 23

7 312 351



SCHEDULE A-6

SIXTH KEPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT KRMakDY

a 113 98

TOTALS 1041 1266

1 207 425
2 1 4
3 105 91
a 317 413
5 197 115
6 96 120



SCHEDULE4-7

SEVENTHREPRESENTATIVEDISTRICT

RRCICY pret
1 166 237
2 53 1813 312 635
i 26 429
3 7 266 377 Fr
: so i5 # 5810 1321 10

12 770 1047
3 i 513 263 i
1% iz a3
i 438 Fi
19 261 241
2 3 i22 3 17
23 120 187
24 4 1825 3 2
26 16 35
27 385 30

TOTALS 6261 7582



SCREQULE 4-8
HIGHER REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

899 603
2 845 910

TOTALS 8239 8674

3 358 729
4 409 867
5 781 589
6 924 880
7 760 1044

540 430
9 477 323

10 767 639
17 562
12 390 338
13 325 579
14 202 319



A-9

NINTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTKICT

PRECINCT

1 485
2 541
3 876
4 598
5 486
6 $26

nixon
470
457
722
432
708
505

TOTALS 3512 3294



SCHEDULE A-10

TENTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT REMNEDY WIXON

TOTALS 9342 6234

1 701 447
2 615 453
3 595 708
4 448 304
5 1655 1044
6 1102 711
7 643 371

21 29
9 600 332

10 468 2521 459 262
12 922 777
13 544



SCHRIVLE

ELEVENTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT KEBNEDY NIAOM

bs 269

1 167 86
2 689 441
3 565 321
4 1084 664

6
5

283 483
344

9 510 317
427

11 704 355
12 153 221

TOTALS 7020 4293

7 762 411
579 378



SCREPULE

TWALFTE REPRESRBTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECLNCZ KENNEDY MIXON

1 453 393
2 770 736
3 605 543
4 735 576
5 436 522
6 42h 385
7 188 346
8 138 195
9 653 655
10 157 304

TOTALS 4559 4655



SCHEDULE A-13

THIRTEENTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTHICT

PRECINCT KENNEDY

TOTALS 4253 270

1 658 435
2 508 375
3 332 20
& 591 288
5 682 441
6 433 243

328 40
365 256

9 356 2q2
x



SCHEDULE Acld

[EOURTESNTE HEPRESENTATIVEDISTRICT

'BRECINCT. KENMEDY pied
1 713 1051
5 379 304
3 59 87 ;
4 332 243
5 316 258
6 393 298
Tr 462 431
8 212 95
9 96 54
10 274 220

i i 3
i # ii i #
i g &
18 231 5a

TOTALS 7578 6949



SCHEDULE A-15

FIFTEENTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

PREGIECT RPMEDY NIXON

1 286 777
2 350 644
3 205 519
4 367 101
5 169 211
6 779 840
7 854 778
3 420 18
9 372 354
10 546 517
Li 358 5948
12 404, 602
13 405 731
14 197 480
15 307 465
16 376 423
17 480 452
18 570 576
19 565 560
20 688 605
21 919 154
22 389 371
23 196 508
24 #60 342

TOTALS 10253 13043



SCHEDULE A-16

SIXTEENTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT KEANEDY

1 686 582
2 197 156
3 410 326
4 568 587
5 634 587
6 452 469
7 928 749
8 438 1063
9 509 343

10 390 192il 437 <98
12 340 745
13 433 309
14 460 403
15 339 377
16 oat 487

TOTALS 7775 7173

BIXON



SCHEDULE 4-17

SEVENTEENTH EEPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

PRECINCT NIXON

i 8 pt
3 481 716
4 2 901
5 4 328

§ 5 75
3 oi 5

10 507 629
1 ™ 5634 ii 28 a

TOTALS 6184 8526



PRECINCT

SCHEDULE A-18

EIGHTEENTH REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT

REHNEDY WIXOM

1 99
2 353 45
3 315 56
4 179
5 337 215
6 476 520
7 1043 1405
5 1020 160
9 70 54

10 41 1839
1 76 159

12 253 281
13 §3}, 342

TOTALS 4636 5655



9 4
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SCHEDULE B

STATE OF HAWAII

DISTRICT NIXON

1 1089 928
2 6258 6657
3 1518 1209
4 1545 2139
5 1147 1318
6 1041 1266
7 6261 7582
8 $239 3674
9 3512 3294
10 9342 6234
11 7020 4293
12 4559 4655
13 4253 2700
14 71578 6949
15 10453 13043

TOTALS 92410 92295

]SMMEDY

16 7775 7173
17 6164 3526
18 5655

1 do hereby certify that the foregoing
is @ full, true and correct copy of the

as officor on file in

Clerk, Circuit Court, First\Civeusst,
State of Hawait



IE THE CIFCUIT COURT OF THE FIRST JULICIAL
STATE OF HAWAII

CIVIL HO. O29

HERMAN T, F, LUM, ERNEST I, MURAT
WILLIAM

Bropu, Robert 6, orLaey, frtedyuer
RICdARD KAGMEAMA, DUSE KARABART,

REVOGATO MEDINA, My
RUPERT BR. WEEB, LOUIS LE BAPON,
MULORED CURLS, KAIPO ZAURGKT DENTSE

Jor'HOTTL,
ALBRIGHT,peMM TaNWa, KATO and

Complainants

va,
GAVIEN A. BOSH, De Pe BOARES and

(el

Defendants
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ye Me his

oa
:

PHOMWAS GlLis
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Aoting Attorney Seneral
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IB THE CORT OF THE

STATE OF BAHAWAIT

CIVIL HO. 7029

&. F. LUM; FPREST I, MURAI,

LEONG caikc,

JOSHUA Cais, SHIZUE KASIM
BERTRAM Hank @

WOODyDOLORES MARTIN

3 H, BH. TUCKER GRAZ
SEsRPLESS Gud # TAT 4

4 re DORE
HA

Re WEEE, Louts
4 aedeb CUPLE¥

a A y ATG an
THOMAS GILL

Complainants

¥E«

Ay BUSH, 3, P. SOARES
ds eaEe aft

# PRESTORNTIAL
RS MTBe JAMS. BEATTY GHENT&
PRUE REats a

a

ALTERNAVE PRESTDONTIAL are

OF Cue STATE GP SAWAIT

Defendants

Pursuant to the Findings of Pact ant Conelusions of

Law heretefore filed herein,
wr te tat 3

+
koe 4 ¢

4

a 4:



mes of the Pemperatie Party fer Presidential Electors

of the State of Hawaii, received 2 sajority of the votes in
the general. election on November 5, 1960, in the State of

Hawaii, fer the election of Presidential Pleeters and

alternate Presidential Electors of the State ef Haweld and

in said general sleation were duly elected as the Pread~

dential wey cd

of the United States of Americ tee hols ayBB oa ue fer + tener of

four years from Jammery 20, 1961; thet John Silva and San

David, the nominees of the Demccratia Party for alternate

Loctors - the Str te af Brwni tem

ee a as jacvity ~ th. wat af fy

election on Ravember & 1960, in the State af Hawal for

the electiean of Presidentis] Eleeters and alternate Presi-
ee a2 EP refed tr eetd seep}

election were duly elected as the alternate Presidential

of tac ebebe of Davai. Paes WELLIL Herr ts at oot

a President of the United Etates of Amories te hold office
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Dag nilde

for alternate Previdential Electors of the State of Havail

wap beLiert Metzger, roe Jhe « + jors ro tle tr the

general election bx) November 8, 1966, im the State of Hawald

foc tue election of Preesiga.t2 ar' at ternate
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Fernandes George Watase, tha of the Pesocratic

Party for alternate Presidential Eiectors for Jennie Wilson,

received a majority of the votes in the general election on

Noveaber 5, 1960, in the State of Hawaii for the election of

Presidentisl Electors and alternate Presidential Electors of

the State of Hawaii and in said general clection were duly

elected as altcrnate Presidential Electors of the State of

Hawaii for Jemie Wilson to elect a President of the United

tates ef America to hold office for a term of four years

from January 20, 1961; and that in the general election on

November 8, 1960, in the State of Hawaii for the election of

Presidential Bleeters and alternate Presidential Electors of

the State of Hawaii, no other person received a majority of

the votes for any such office or was elected te any such

office.
IT TS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED, ADSUDOED AND DECREED

that in said general election on November 8, 1960, in the

State of Hawaii, the total mmber of valid votes for the

nominees of the Democratic Party for Presidential Electors

and alternate Presidential Electors was 92,410 valid votes

and the tota- rumber of valid votes for the nominees of the

Republican Party for the Tiec*srs ané

Prosidential Electors wag 22,205; ere anh thot in

election no other person received a valid vote for Presi-
dential Elector or alternate Presidential Elector,

Datedy Honolulu, Hawaii, this 342 day of December,

1960. :

fudge of the above entitled Court

do hereby certify that the foregoingts a jull, true and correct copy of the
origina

\C offi¢e.
Ae t



 

 

Exhibit C 

  



GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
Washington 25, D.C.

GNERA SERVICE

JAN 5 1961

Honorable Richard M, Nixon
President of the Senate
Washington 25, D. C.

My dear Mr. President:

Transmitted herewith is a copy of the certificate of ascertainment
received today from the State of Hawaii, in conformity with the
final clause of section 6, Title 3, United States Code.

Sincerely yours

FRANKLIN FLOETE
Administrator

Enclosure



GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

WATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS SERVICE

THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES

WES OF

© ,,

vy 1934 *
:

all to whom these presents shall come, Greeting:
3 Gertifiy That the annexed copy, or each of the specified number of

ed coptes, of each document listed below its a true copy of a document :

e offscsal custody of the Archivist of the United States.

Certificate of ascertainment of electors of the State

of Hawaii, dated January 14, 1961, received by the

inistrator of General Services in accordance with

:

t:

ection 6, Title 3, United States Code.

stimony whereof, 1, WAYNE C. GROVER, Archivist of the United States,
have hereunto caused the Seal of the National
Archives to be affixed and my name subscribed

by the Director of the Office of the

Federal Register of the National Archives,
in the District of Columbia, this aay

of January

6th

~ 7

By
a>7Archivist of the United States

NAR-350 - AUGUST 1959
(Formerly GSA Form 86)

hounded : :
« :

:



Pursuant to the Laws of the United Statesf Vices

:

: :
:

:

:

: :
:

Acministrator 43

ta WILLIAM F. QUINN, Governor of the State of Hawaii, do hereby certify
; that the returns of votes cast for Electors of President and Vice-President of the

United States of America, for the State of Hawaii, at an election held therein for
that purpose, on the Tuesday after the first Monday in November, in the year of

: our Lord one thousand nine hundred and sixty agreeably to the provisions of the laws of the
suid State, and in conformity with the Constitution and laws of the United States, for the
purpose of giving in their votes for President and Vice-President of the United States, for the
respective terms prescribed by the Constitution of the United States, to begin on the twen-
ath day cf January in the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and sixty-one, :

d by judgment of the Circuit Court of the First Judicial Cireuit, State of
entitledHerman T. I'. Lum et al, v. Gavien A. Bush e¢ al, Civil No. LU,

:

the thirtieth day of December, A one thousand nine handred and sixty aresvu

list of persons voted for and the number of votes cast for each, pursuant to said
is as follows:

REPUBLICAN PARTY- DEMOCRATIC PARTY-
GAVIEN A. BUSH 92,295 WILLIA A

WORRALI
QO. P. SOARES 92,295 JENNIE WILSON

5

Electors of President in

:

0

A 4

Mute ul at said election.

N: : :

:

::

~

~

a

+
>

N

ys~

~

:



a :
:

a

STATE OF Hawall
WILLIAM F. QUINN EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS

GOVERNOR HONOLULU

January 4, 1961

Mr. Franklin Ficete
Administrator of General Services
Washington 25, D. C.

Dear Sir:
I have enclosed herewith the Certificate of Election of

the three Democrat electors of the State of Hawaii, namely: Mr. William
H. Heen, Mr. Deibert E, Metzger and Mes. Jennie Wilson.

These electors were adjudced by Circuit Court of the
First Judicial Circuit, State of to nave received a majority of
the votes cast in the Dicction on 8, 1960, for Presiden=
tial Electors of the State of Hawaii and to be the duly elected Presiden-
tial Electors of the State. A certified cony of tho Judgment is enclosed.

Under the Hawaii elections contest statutes, an appeal my
be taken to the Supreme Court of the State from the judgment of the Circuit

of Hl
Circuit Court is entered, in this case by January 9, 1901.

the decision of the Circuit Court, and he has further advised me that the
possibility of an appeal in this case by any defendant not represented by

Court. The appeal mist be made.within after decision

The nas advised me that he will not appealy ¢

nim is remote. bd

As required by the State clestion comtest statutes, State
Certificates of Election have also boen issued to the Denccrat electors,

cc: President U. S. Sesate Very truly yours,
Senator Oren E, Long
Senator Hiren L. Fong
Concressman Daniel K,

2

WILLIAN F, QUIN
GOVERNOR OF HANATT

Inouye

encis,
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Certfjicate ifAscertainment 

On November 3, 2020, the following sixteen people were appointed Electors of President 
and Vice President of the United States for the State of Georgia, each receiving 2,474,507 
votes: 

Stacey Yvonne Abrams Van R. Johnson Bob Trammell, Jr. 
Gloria S. Butler Pedro "Pete" Marin Sachin Varghese 
Wendy Davis Fenika Thomas Miller Nikema Williams 
Bobby L. Fuse, Jr. Ben E. Myers, Jr. Cathy Woolard 
Deborah Gonzalez Rachel Paule 
Steve Henson Calvin Smyre 

The following electors received 2,461,837 votes: 

Joseph Brannan David G. Hanna CJ Pearson 
James "Ken" Carroll Mark W. Hennessy David Shafer 
Vikki Townsend Consiglio Susan Holmes Shawn Still 
Carolyn Hall Fisher John A. Isakson C.B. Yadav 
Patrick M. Gartland Cathleen Alston Latham 
Gloria Kay Godwin Daryl Moody 

The following electors received 62,138 votes: 

Christine Austin Ryan Graham David R. Shock 
Stephanie Sage Aylworth Gretchen Mangan John Turpish 
Nelson M. Barnhouse Edward T. Metz Laura Williams 
Robert Cortez Mark Mosley Nathan Wilson 
Danny Dolan Chase Russell Oliver 
Eric Fontaine Robert Rouse 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and caused the Great Seal of the 
State of Georgia to be affixed at the Capitol in Atlanta, Georgia, this 20th day of November 
2020. 

GOVERNOR 

ATTEST: 

"Ex£currvE SECRETARY --.--........... 
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Cert!ftcate .J.fscertainment (..:,fmemtment ana:&-cert!ftcatfon) ef
On November 3, 2020, the following sixteen people were appointed Electors of President 
and Vice President ofthe United States for the State of Georgia, each receiving 2,473,633 
votes: 

Stacey Yvonne Abrams Van R. Johnson Bob Trammell, Jr. 
Gloria S. Butler Pedro "Pete" Marin Sachin Varghese· 
Wendy Davis Fenika Thomas Miller Nikema Williams 
Bobby L. Fuse, Jr. Ben E. Myers, Jr. Cathy Woolard 
Deborah Gonzalez Rachel Paule 
Steve Henson Calvin Smyre 

The following electors received 2,461,854 votes: 

Joseph Brannan David G. Hanna CJ Pearson 
James "Ken" Carroll Mark W. Hennessy David Shafer 
Vikki Townsend Consiglio Susan Holmes Shawn Still 
Carolyn Hall Fisher John A Isakson C.B. Yadav 
Patrick M. Gartland Cathleen Alston Latham 
Gloria Kay Godwin Daryl Moody 

The following electors received 62,229 votes: 

Christine Austin Ryan Graham David R. Shock 
Stephanie Sage Aylworth Gretchen Mangan John Turpish 
Nelson M. Barnhouse Edward T. Metz Laura Williams 
Robert Cortez Mark Mosley Nathan Wilson 
Danny Dolan Chase Russell Oliver 
Eric Fontaine Robert Rouse 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and caused the Great Seal of the 
State of Georgia to be affixed at the Capitol in Atlanta, Georgia, this day of December 
2020. 

GoVERNOR 

ATI'EST: 
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Friday, June 10, 2022 at 12:51:15 Eastern Daylight Time

Page 1 of 2

Subject: [EXTERNAL]Re: Informa4on on Du4es of Presiden4al Electors - Monday, December 14th
Date: Sunday, December 13, 2020 at 8:13:10 PM Eastern Standard Time
From: John Downey
To: Robert Sinners
CC: Stewart Bragg

I will be there.
On to victory!
John R. Downey
Acworth, Georgia 

Sent from my iPhone

On Dec 13, 2020, at 5:32 PM, Robert Sinners <rsinners@donaldtrump.com> wrote:

Good evening,

Thank you for agreeing to serve as a Republican Elector or Alternate on Monday,
December 14th at the State Capitol in Atlanta.

First, I must ask for your complete discre4on in this process. Your du4es are impera4ve to
ensure the end result - a win in Georgia for President Trump - but will be hampered unless
we have complete secrecy and discre4on. 

Our slate of Electors and Alternates will be mee4ng at Room 216 at the Georgia State
Capitol no later than 11:30am. I will be on site by 10:30am. Please let me know if you will
not be able to perform your du4es. When you arrive, please state to the guards that you
are a^ending a mee4ng with either Senator Brandon Beach or Senator Burt Jones and
proceed directly to the room. Please, at no point should you menHon anything to do
with PresidenHal Electors or speak to media. 

Once our delega4on is assembled, we will begin the process, no earlier than noon. I
an4cipate the proceedings to be complete by 2pm if not earlier. 

I can be reached at 864-621-3956. Please do not hesitate to reach out should you
encounter any issues accessing the Capitol. 

Thank you, 

Robert A. Sinners
Georgia State EDO Director
Donald J. Trump for President
RSinners@DonaldTrump.com
Elec4on Incident Hotline: 470-410-8793
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message (including any a^achments) may contain confiden4al,
proprietary, privileged, and/or private informa4on. This informa4on is intended to be for the use of the
individual(s) designated above. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, please no4fy the



Page 2 of 2

sender immediately, and delete the message and any a^achments. Any disclosure, reproduc4on,
distribu4on, or other use of this message or any a^achments by an individual or en4ty other than the
intended recipient is prohibited. Copyright and any other intellectual property rights are the sole
property of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc.
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Dew Coys
>

STATE OF HAWAII

we, the undersigned, Blectors of President and Vice-
President of the United States of America, for the respective
terms beginning on the twentieth day of January, in the year
of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and sixty-one, being
electors duly and legally dppointed and qualified by and for
the State of Hawaii, appeare by the annexed list of electors,
made, certified, and delivered to us by the Executive of the
State, having met and cvunvened at the Capitol, in Honolulu, in
said State, in pursuance of the Constitution and laws of the
United States, and n manner provided by the laws of the
State of Mawaii, on thefirst Monday after the secund wednesday,
being the day 1 December, in the year of eur Lord
one nine hundred and sixty.

DO CERTIFY, That being 80 assembled and duly

:

organised, we proceeded to vote by ballot, and balloted first
for such President and then for such Vice-President, by dis-
tinct ballots.

AMD WE FURTHER CERTIFY, That the following are two
distinct lists; one, of the votes for President, and the other,
of the votes for Vice-President, 80 cast as aforesaid
List of all Persons Voted as President, with the Mumber of
Votes fua Each.

MAME OF PERSON VOTED FOR VOTES

F. KENNEDY

OF MASSACHUSETTS

JOON



:
:

:

} :

:

List of all Persons Voted for as Vice-President, with the

Mumber of Votes fur Bach.
:

MAME OF PERSOW vurel) FOR VOTES

JOHNSON

OF TEXAS

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto set our

Done at the Capitol, in the City of Honblalu, and State of

Baweii, on the first Minday afteZz the second Wednesday, being

the day December, in the year of Lord

nine hundred and sixty.
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From:

Jennie K, Wilson
Delbert. E. Metzger
William H. Heen
Honolulu, Hawaii

WM. H. HEEN
602 Trustco Bldg.

Honolulu 13, Hawaii

RETUKis

The Administrator of General Services
Of the United States of America

Washington, 25
D.C.
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF FULTON COUNTY 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

 

STATE OF GEORGIA     |    

      | CASE NO. 

v.       |  

                                                        | 23SC188947 

DONALD JOHN TRUMP,     |  

RUDOLPH WILLIAM LOUIS GIULIANI,  |            

JOHN CHARLES EASTMAN,   | 

MARK RANDALL MEADOWS,   |  

KENNETH JOHN CHESEBRO,   |  

JEFFREY BOSSERT CLARK,   |  

JENNA LYNN ELLIS,    |  

RAY STALLINGS SMITH III,   |  

ROBERT DAVID CHEELEY,   |  

MICHAEL A. ROMAN,    |  

DAVID JAMES SHAFER,    |  

SHAWN MICAH TRESHER STILL,  |  

STEPHEN CLIFFGARD LEE,   |  

HARRISON WILLIAM PRESCOTT FLOYD, |  

TREVIAN C. KUTTI,    |  

SIDNEY KATHERINE POWELL,   |  

CATHLEEN ALSTON LATHAM,   |  

SCOTT GRAHAM HALL,    |  

MISTY HAMPTON a/k/a EMILY MISTY HAYES |  

 Defendants.     | 

    

      

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of this STATE’S FIRST 

CONSOLIDATED MOTIONS IN LIMINE, upon all counsel who have entered appearances as 

counsel of record in this matter via the Fulton County e-filing system. 

This 16th day of October 2023, 

       FANI T. WILLIS 

       District Attorney 

       Atlanta Judicial Circuit 

        

/s/ John W. “Will” Wooten 

John W. “Will” Wooten 

Georgia Bar No. 410684 



 

Deputy District Attorney 

Fulton County District Attorney’s Office 

136 Pryor Street SW, 3rd Floor 

Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

will.wooten@fultoncountyga.gov 
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