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1                 PURSUANT TO WRITTEN NOTICE and the
2  appropriate rules of civil procedure, the video
3  videoconferenced deposition of JOSEPH OLTMANN, called for
4  examination by the Plaintiff, was taken remotely,
5  commencing at 10:04 a.m. on September 8, 2021, before
6  Laurel S. Tubbs, a Registered Professional Reporter,
7  Certified Realtime Reporter and Notary Public in and for
8  the State of Colorado.
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1                    P R O C E E D I N G S
2                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Here begins the
3  deposition of Joseph Oltmann.  Today's date is
4  September 8th, 2021.  The time on the video is 10:04.
5                 Counsel, please identify yourselves for
6  the record and state whom you represent.
7                 MR. CAIN:  Charlie Cain for the Plaintiff.
8                 MS. DEFRANCO:  Ingrid DeFranco and Andrea
9  Hall for Mr. Oltmann.

10                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Will the court reporter
11  please swear in the witness after her read.
12                 THE REPORTER:  The attorneys participating
13  in this deposition acknowledge that I am not physically
14  present in the deposition room and that I will be
15  reporting this deposition remotely.  They further
16  acknowledge that in lieu of an oath administered in
17  person, the witness will verbally declare his testimony
18  in this matter is under penalty of perjury.  The parties
19  and their counsel consent to this arrangement and waive
20  any objections to this manner of reporting.  Please
21  indicate your agreement by stating your name and your
22  agreement on the record, beginning with the taking
23  attorney.
24                 MR. CAIN:  Charlie Cain.  I agree.
25                 MS. HALL:  Andrea Hall and Ingrid
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1  DeFranco.  We agree.
2                      JOSEPH OLTMANN,
3  having been first duly sworn or affirmed, was examined and
4  testified as follows:
5                         EXAMINATION
6  BY MR. CAIN:
7            Q.   State your full name, please.
8            A.   Joseph Oltmann.
9            Q.   Mr. Oltmann, you understand you're here to

10  give testimony as a result of a court order issued by
11  Judge Moses in this case, correct?
12            A.   I do.
13            Q.   Part of what she asked us to do is to
14  provide exhibits to you via your counsel.  We did so last
15  night.  Those exhibits were to be printed out and put in a
16  binder.
17                 Do you have a binder of exhibits in front
18  of you?
19            A.   I do not.  I have a computer screen with
20  those up, though.
21            Q.   Mr. Oltmann, instead of being in person, we
22  are obviously conducting this deposition via Zoom, so I'm
23  not there to -- to look at what you're looking at or
24  perceive any information that you're getting outside of
25  the context of my questions and your answers.  So let me
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1  explain a couple of things to you.
2                 First of all, you are to not have any
3  recording devices in your office.  You are in your office,
4  are you not?
5            A.   It doesn't matter where I am.  It's not
6  relevant.
7            Q.   You are in your office?
8            A.   It's not relevant.
9            Q.   Let me explain to you, sir, how this is

10  going to go.  I'm going to ask the questions.  You're
11  going to answer my questions.  It's up to your counsel to
12  advise you if they perceive that there's a privilege issue
13  or some other reason that you shouldn't answer my
14  questions.
15                 Are you in your office or not?
16            A.   (No Response.)
17                 MS. HALL:  Objection, Charlie.  It's not
18  relevant.  Move on.
19                 MR. CAIN:  Are you instructing your client
20  not to answer the questions where he's physically
21  located?
22                 MS. HALL:  Move on.
23                 MR. CAIN:  Yes or no.
24                 MS. HALL:  I said, Yes.  Move on, Charlie.
25  It's not relevant.
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1                 MR. CAIN:  Don't talk over me.
2            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  It's important, Mr. Oltmann,
3  that you and I understand each other.  If there's some
4  reason that you don't understand my questions, will you
5  stop me, ask me to rephrase the question, so that I can be
6  sure that you understand what I'm asking you and you're
7  answering the question that I'm asking?
8            A.   Yes.
9            Q.   Are you recording -- do you have a

10  recording device with you where you're sitted -- or
11  seating now currently?  Are you recording this?
12            A.   No.  This is being recorded.
13            Q.   No, I understand that.
14                 My question is:  Are you recording it
15  separately?
16            A.   No.
17            Q.   Mr. Oltmann, you are to not communicate
18  outside the parties during the course of this deposition.
19  That would include getting instructions on how to answer
20  questions from your counsel.
21                 Do you understand that?
22            A.   Yes.
23            Q.   I want only your testimony and your
24  testimony alone.  Who else is with you physically right
25  now?
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1                 MR. CAIN:  Charlie, I'm going to object to
2  this line of questioning.  How is this relevant?  You've
3  not done this with one other person that you've done a
4  deposition over Zoom with.  So I suggest you start asking
5  questions because your time is running.
6            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Who else is with you
7  physically present --
8                 MR. CAIN:  And I'm not going to allow
9  speaking objections, and I will ask for more time if you

10  keep it up.
11            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Who else is with you,
12  Mr. Oltmann?
13            A.   My attorneys.
14            Q.   Anyone else?
15            A.   No.
16            Q.   Mr. Oltmann, have you reviewed the
17  protective order that Judge Moses entered in this case?
18            A.   No.
19            Q.   Are you aware that there's a protective
20  order that would prohibit the disclosure of individuals
21  that were on the antifa call or your conduit to that call,
22  disclosure outside of these proceedings?  Are you aware of
23  that?
24            A.   Yes.
25            Q.   Are you prepared to testify today regarding
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1  the identity of your conduit to the antifa call?
2            A.   Can you repeat that question again?
3            Q.   Are you prepared to testify today
4  concerning the identity of the individual or individuals
5  who gave you access to the antifa call?
6            A.   To a certain extent.
7            Q.   To what extent?
8            A.   To the extent that I give you what
9  information is readily available.

10            Q.   Who provided you access -- what's the
11  identity of the individual or individuals who provided you
12  access to the antifa call?
13            A.   I made a commitment not to disclose the
14  name of that person.  Unfortunately, that person who is
15  known to me is actually in my notes.
16            Q.   In the notes of the call?
17            A.   Yes.
18            Q.   Okay.  Who is it?
19            A.   That's all I'm going to say.
20            Q.   You understand the Court has ordered you to
21  provide us that information.  You understand that?
22            A.   I'm not going to provide that information.
23            Q.   I'm sorry?
24            A.   Mr. Coomer is on this call.  Mr. Coomer is
25  the one that presented the antifa manifesto in his social
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1  media.  Mr. Coomer was the one that was on that call.  So
2  as a result of that, no protection order would protect
3  this individual.
4            Q.   Who is the -- who is the person that was
5  your conduit?  Give me the identity of that person.
6                 Are you refusing to answer my question?
7            A.   I answered your question already.  You
8  just didn't like the answer.
9            Q.   No.  I didn't get the answer to the

10  question.  The question was:  Who is the person or persons
11  who served as the conduit for you to be on the antifa
12  call?  Give me the name.
13            A.   I gave you the information as it relates
14  to the information that's in my notes, and you have my
15  notes.  So therefore you have that name.
16            Q.   ?
17            A.   No.
18            Q.   All right.  Who?
19            A.   The information as to who gave me access
20  to that call is inside of the notes.
21            Q.   All right.  One of the documents that I
22  identified for you was Plaintiff's Exhibit 29, which I
23  understand to be your notes.
24                 Do you have that?
25            A.   Hold on one second.
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1                 MR. KIMREY:  Mr. Cain, this is Blaine
2  Kimrey.  Have these exhibits been provided to the other
3  counsel of record in this case?
4                 MR. CAIN:  Yes.
5                 MR. KIMREY:  I will note for the record
6  that I did not receive copies of these exhibits.  I am
7  counsel for OANN and Chanel Rion.  Can you have your
8  office forward to me a file of the exhibits right now?
9                 MR. CAIN:  No.  I think, Blaine -- and

10  welcome to the case -- you should have the Exhibit Share
11  function and you can -- you can view them on that through
12  Veritext.  But I don't want to waste time on the record
13  with this right now.
14                 MR. KIMREY:  Okay.  Fair enough.
15                 MR. CAIN:  We can talk about it off-line.
16            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Do you have Exhibit 29 up,
17  Mr. Oltmann?
18            A.   I'm actually not seeing Exhibit 29.
19            Q.   It's a copy of your notes.
20            A.   Okay.  I'm looking at it now.
21            Q.   All right.  And these are notes, correct me
22  if I'm wrong, that you say were taken contemporaneously by
23  you while you were on that call; is that true?
24            A.   Yes.
25            Q.   Okay.  And this is one, two, three -- four
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1  pages of notes, correct?
2            A.   Yes.
3            Q.   Where in your notes is the identity of your
4  conduit to the call reflected?
5            A.   It is -- it is on this page, yes.
6            Q.   Which page?  There's a Bates stamp -- what
7  we call Bates stamp down on the bottom right.  205, 206,
8  207, 208 are the page numbers on these notes.  Which page?
9            A.   There's no stamp on this page.  Oh, there

10  it is.  205.
11            Q.   All right.  So 205 starts, Who is Eric
12  Dominion guy.  Is that the one you're looking at?
13            A.   It is.
14            Q.   Denver, Colorado Springs, question mark?
15  Then there's the .  Who's ?  If I'm reading that
16  correctly.  Does that say ?
17            A.   That is not -- that is not who gave me
18  access to the call.
19            Q.   Who is n?
20            A.   He's an antifa member.  He's a journalist,
21  I think.
22            Q.   What's his last name?
23            A.   I don't know.
24            Q.   Was he on the call?
25            A.   I don't recall actually.  I'd have to go
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1  through my notes.
2            Q.   The next name is -- that appears to be a
3  name is .  Who is that?
4            A.   How do I get to the other pages?
5                 MS. HALL:  Just scroll up.
6                 THE DEPONENT:  Oh, scroll up.  Okay.  Got
7  it.
8            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Who is , that's the
9  question I asked?

10            A.    is the name of somebody that came up
11  on the call.
12            Q.   What do you mean?  You saw a name appear?
13            A.   Yes.
14            Q.   Okay.  Do you have a last name?
15            A.   No.
16            Q.   Do you know who she is?
17            A.   No.
18            Q.   Was this a Zoom?  Was this a Zoom call?
19            A.   Yes.
20            Q.   So you could see the name of the
21  participants that had logged into the call, at least with
22  respect to , right?
23            A.   Yes.
24            Q.   Okay.  Did you see Eric Coomer on the Zoom
25  call reflected?
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1            A.   No.
2            Q.    -- well, actually before I move off of
3  .  Have you subsequently learned who this person is,
4  ?
5            A.   Yes.  It's an antifa member.
6            Q.   Okay.  What do you know about her?
7            A.   Not a lot, actually.
8            Q.   All right.  What do you know?
9            A.   Not a lot.  I'd have to review my notes.

10            Q.   Is there something -- when you say your
11  notes, are you referring to Exhibit 29 or some other
12  notes?
13            A.   Just information that I would have
14  on -- on her.
15            Q.   Okay.  Are those reflected on Exhibit 29 or
16  some other notes?
17            A.   It wasn't pertaining to any of this
18  hearing, so I don't even -- I know that --
19                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry, but there's too
20  much background noise.  I can't understand the witness.
21                 Could I have the answer repeated, please?
22                 THE DEPONENT:  There's no noise on my
23  side.
24            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Can you repeat your answer?
25  She didn't hear you.  She needs to get it down for the
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1  record.
2            A.   I did collect notes on some of these
3  people.  So if I have notes on her, then it would
4  be -- it wouldn't be in these notes, though.
5            Q.   Okay.  But you do have notes reflecting
6  some investigation of who she was?
7            A.   I have questions that I asked when I
8  started contacting other people that were doing research
9  on antifa specifically.

10            Q.   Okay.  So do you have notes that reflect
11  who she is -- who her identity is?
12            A.   I was -- I was never able to uncover who
13  she is, specifically.
14            Q.   How about any organization she's involved
15  with?  Do you know that?
16            A.   Antifa.
17            Q.   The next name is  with a question mark.
18  Who are you referring to there?  Is that your conduit?
19            A.   No.
20            Q.   Who is ?  What information do you have
21  on this person?
22            A.   He's an antifa member.
23            Q.   How do you know?
24            A.   Because he was on the call.
25            Q.   Do you have a last name?
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1            A.   No, no, not as it pertained to the
2  information I was able to collect here.
3            Q.   Well, why did you qualify that?  Do you
4  have any identifying information on this  who was on
5  the call?
6            A.   I was told by someone else that a man that
7  went by the name of  died a couple months ago.  He was
8  heavily involved in antifa.
9            Q.   Who told you that?

10                 MS. HALL:  Object to form.
11            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  You can answer.
12            A.   It doesn't --
13                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  I just --
14            A.   I said it doesn't have to do with Eric.
15            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Who told you that is the
16  question?  You can answer the question.
17            A.   .
18            Q.    is the next name.  And then there's
19  a dash  knows.
20                 Is  the conduit to your participation
21  on this call?
22            A.   No.
23            Q.   Do you know who  is?  Do you have a
24  last name or any other identifying information?
25            A.   He goes by the name of  or   He
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1  seems to be an enforcer for the Antifa/BLM movement.
2            Q.   Were you able to identify this person
3  beyond that?
4            A.   To some degree, yes.
5            Q.   Okay.  Tell me -- do you have an address?
6  Do you have a last name?  What identifying information do
7  you have?
8            A.   Just information related to the fact that
9  he was not a journalist.  I wasn't able to disqualify him

10  from being a journalist.
11            Q.   How?
12            A.   By looking up all known people that go by
13   or .
14            Q.   When you were looking up all known people
15  that go by  or  were you able to determine who
16  this person is specifically?  Is he a mechanic in the
17  Springs?
18            A.   No.  Because that's not what I was looking
19  for.
20            Q.   So if -- if you wanted to get in touch with
21   at this point -- or , you wouldn't know how to
22  do it?
23            A.   I didn't try to get in touch with an
24  antifa member.  I didn't try.
25            Q.   Okay.  So you -- you don't have any
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1  information beyond what you told me about  or ;
2  is that true?
3            A.   No, that's not true.
4            Q.   What other information do you have on this
5  person?
6            A.   That he's an antifa member.
7            Q.   You've already told me that.  I said what
8  other information.
9            A.   I'm trying to find the information.  So

10  hold on a second.  I'll see if I can pull up a --
11            Q.   Tell me what you're doing when you're doing
12  it too.  Are you on --
13            A.   I'm just searching files to see anything
14  that I have on or .
15            Q.   I only have so much time, so if you can't
16  find it now, then at a break we can see if we can pull
17  that information down.
18            A.   All right.  Sounds good.
19            Q.   Then there's a dash  knows.  Who's ?
20  What do those initials stand for?
21                 What are you looking at, Mr. Oltmann?
22            A.   My attorney.
23            Q.   Who is ?  The lawyer can't give you the
24  answer.  I can't -- this is not their deposition.  This is
25  your deposition.
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1            A.   I'm not sure you understand the
2  significance of what we're dealing with.  As a matter of
3  fact, I don't think you care.  So I'm going to answer
4  it -- I'm going to answer it this way.  You asked me for
5  an answer, I'm going to give you an answer.
6                 In the last two weeks we've had two antifa
7  members that have targeted and tried to kill other
8  people.  We have one that tried to assassinate a guy in
9  Olympia, Washington.  We have another guy in California

10  that was hunted for stabbing someone at a protest, who is
11  a known antifa member.
12                 We have  who's currently in
13  hiding and had to move locations twice in the last couple
14  of months due to antifa putting a hit out on his life.
15  There's another gentleman that worked for Project Veritas
16  out of New York and in 2019/2020 had a posted bounty for
17  his head.
18                 And then there's the dark web of the
19  bounty that's currently on my head by antifa in Colorado
20  and other states.  So you want me to divulge information
21  which, frankly, would need someone like Eric Coomer back
22  to this individual for retribution.  And since we know
23  that the history of Coomer is to have retribution against
24  people, there's a hesitation on my side to divulge
25  anything based on the imminent danger to that particular
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1  individual.
2                 MR. CAIN:  Objection.  Nonresponsive.
3            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Who is ?  And I'm going to
4  ask the Court for more time if this continues.  I want
5  responses to my questions.
6            A.   I answered the question.
7            Q.   Who is ?
8            A.   I'm asking for the truth, and you can't
9  handle the truth.  Or you don't care about the trust,

10  which is obvious by how you act in a courtroom and how
11  you lie in your proceedings.
12            Q.   Who is ?  Are you going to answer my
13  question or not?  What does that stand for?
14            A.   That stands for the individual that gave
15  me access to the call.
16            Q.   What's the name?
17            A.   That's his name.
18            Q.    is his name?
19            A.   Is his name.
20            Q.   What's his last name?
21            A.   .
22            Q.   No, sir.  That -- that's not his name.
23            A.   That's his --
24            Q.   Give me the name.
25            A.   That's the information I have on that
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1  individual.
2            Q.   Pardon?
3            A.   That is the information that I have on
4  that individual.
5            Q.   That's the entirety of the information.
6  You know this person by , period?
7            A.   I know that person by .
8            Q.   And you don't know his first name?
9            A.   I know that person by .

10            Q.   Do you know his actual first name or not?
11                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
12            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Let's quit playing games.
13                 MR. CAIN:  Counsel, I'm asking a question.
14                 MS. HALL:  He's answered you three times.
15            A.   I answered the question.
16                 MS. HALL:  You don't like the answer.  He
17  told you he knows the individual by the initials .
18            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Do you know his actual name,
19  is the question.
20            A.   His name is .  That is his name.
21            Q.   Do you know -- what's his last name?
22            A.    is his name.  If you know anything
23  by --
24            Q.   What is his last name, sir?  What is his
25  last name?
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1            A.   If you know anything about the antifa
2  movement, everyone in antifa uses names -- other names.
3  That is the name that he gave me.
4            Q.   What is Eric Coomer's antifa name?
5            A.   What do you mean Eric Coomer's antifa
6  name?
7            Q.   You said everybody in antifa uses other
8  names.  What is his -- Eric Coomer's antifa name?
9            A.   I believe Eric Coomer loves his notoriety.

10  I believe Eric Coomer is one that likes to be in the
11  middle of the limelight.  I believe Eric Coomer is the
12  one that wants to be the one in charge.  And frankly, on
13  the call, no one knew -- or there were people that didn't
14  know who he was because they asked who he was.
15            Q.   Sir, you're being evasive.  I --
16            A.   That is not evasive.  That is the answer
17  to the question.  You asked a question; I answered it.
18            Q.   I know.  I asked a different question that
19  you didn't answer.
20            A.   What was that?
21            Q.   So let me ask this question again.
22                 Are you in contact with  --
23            A.   I'm not.
24            Q.   -- or not?
25                 When is the last time you spoke with this
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1  individual?
2            A.   Five months ago, six months ago.
3            Q.   Where does this person live?
4            A.   I do not know.
5            Q.   In Colorado?
6            A.   I do not know.
7            Q.   How did you get in touch with this person
8  initially?
9            A.   He showed up at an FEC meeting.

10            Q.   Where?
11            A.   In Castle Rock, Colorado.
12            Q.   Is he a member of FEC?
13            A.   I do not know the answer to that.
14            Q.   Who would?
15            A.   I would have to check and see if the
16  member --
17                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry, sir.  Just a
18  moment.  I'm sorry.  I just didn't hear or understand the
19  last part of the answer.  Can you repeat, please?
20                 THE DEPONENT:  I would have to check with
21  FEC to see if they have a record of him in their
22  memberships.
23            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Can you do that for me since
24  we're taking FEC's deposition tomorrow?
25            A.   Hold on.
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1            Q.   All right.  I'm going to circle back to
2  what I was asking you about .  Do you know this person's
3  actual name or not?
4                 MS. HALL:  Object to form.
5            A.   He presented himself as .
6                 MR. CAIN:  Objection.  Nonresponsive.
7            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  My question is:  Do you
8  know --
9                 MS. HALL:  He answered the question.  You

10  don't like the answer.  That's your problem.  You've
11  asked this question at least five times.  He's answered
12  the question.  And you keep asking the same question, and
13  you don't like the answer.
14                 MR. CAIN:  Ms. Hall, you can guarantee
15  that I'm going to be asking for more time if you keep
16  interrupting my questions.
17            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  My question was:  Do you
18  know his actual ID beyond these initials?  Do you know his
19  name, and you're just not providing it to me?
20            A.   He was known to me as .  He was very,
21  very careful and very, very scared about himself coming
22  out in any of this.  I've already given you more
23  information than I think I'm probably -- that I've been
24  told I can give.
25            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Told by whom?
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1                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
2            A.   I've given -- I've answered your question.
3            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  No, you haven't.
4                 My question is this:  You say he presented
5  himself as .  That's fine.  I understand your testimony
6  there.  But my question wasn't how he presented himself.
7  My question was:  Do you actually know his -- his full
8  name -- his identification and you're just not providing
9  that to me?

10            A.   I do not know his full name.
11            Q.   Do you know his first name?
12            A.   I've never verified his identity.
13            Q.   So you don't know his first name?
14            A.   He was known to me as .  I've given you
15  the information of who he is.
16            Q.    isn't a first name.  And my question is:
17  Do you know what the  stands for?
18            A.   No.
19            Q.   Let's go about it that way.  ?
20  ?  ?  Do you know?
21            A.   I do not know what the  stands for.
22            Q.   Do you know what the  stands for?  His
23  last name, perhaps?
24            A.   I do not know what the  stands for.
25            Q.   Do you have contact information for him?  A
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1  phone number?
2                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  The answer?
3                 THE DEPONENT:  I do not.
4            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  You said five or six months
5  ago was the last time you were in contact with him.  Is
6  that your testimony?
7            A.   To the best of my recollection, yes.
8            Q.   How did you get in touch with him?
9            A.   Through a Signal.

10            Q.   What is his Signal handle?
11            A.   .
12            Q.   Have you produced your communications from
13  Signal to your counsel with ?
14                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  You're asking for
15  attorney-client privileged information.  He's not
16  answering that question.
17                 MR. CAIN:  No, I'm not asking for
18  attorney-client information.  The fact of providing the
19  information to counsel isn't privileged.
20                 MS. HALL:  Yes, it is.
21                 MR. CAIN:  It doesn't fall under advice.
22            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Do you have access to your
23  Signal communications with , Mr. Oltmann?
24            A.   No.
25            Q.   Why not?
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1            A.   Because Signal deletes after 5 minutes,
2  10 minutes.  Those communications are deleted inside the
3  app.
4            Q.   So there -- there is information that you
5  have in terms of communications with your conduit that
6  have been deleted as a result of the use of the Signal
7  app?  Is that your testimony?
8            A.   That's not what I said.
9            Q.   What's -- what's incorrect about my

10  statement?
11            A.   When someone communicates with you via
12  Signal, they set the standard for what can be kept inside
13  of that conversation.
14            Q.   Okay.
15            A.   It's a limitation of the technology.
16            Q.   I understand that.  But my -- my question
17  was, there are communications or were between you and 
18  that have been deleted?
19            A.   Not true.
20            Q.   So you still have them?
21            A.   I do not have them.
22            Q.   Because they have been deleted?
23            A.   That is not true.  That is a play on words
24  by you.  That is not what happened.  What happened is, is
25  the app limitation is that those are deleted.  When
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1  someone communicates with you, they set the standard by
2  which you can keep those communications.
3            Q.   When did you initially contact -- or make
4  contact with ?
5            A.   End of July, I believe, early September.
6            Q.   2020?
7            A.   Yes.
8            Q.   Describe the -- your initial contact with
9  this person.

10            A.   I was at a meeting.  He walked up to me
11  and said that he was a part of antifa and he was leaving
12  it, and that it was not the same organization as when it
13  started and something to that effect.  And I basically
14  glad handed him and said, I'm glad you're not a part of
15  antifa anymore.  Shook his hand and told him to stick
16  around and get involved.
17                 I shook probably another 100, 150 other
18  people's hands at the same time.  That was the first -- I
19  think that was the first time I met him.
20            Q.   How is it that -- well, just walk me
21  through the progression, Mr. Oltmann, that you shook his
22  hand at an FEC meeting in you said July or September.
23                 When was your next contact with him?  Walk
24  me through that progression, please.
25            A.   He made a couple of attempts to contact
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1  me.
2            Q.   How?
3            A.   Through Signal.  I think -- let me -- let
4  me go back a little bit.  I think through Signal.  I
5  can't find any text communication from him, and I don't
6  think I gave him my email -- or my phone number.  I know
7  he made a couple of -- he made a couple of attempts to
8  contact me, and I did not return his call or I did not
9  respond.

10            Q.   When he attempted to contact you, what was
11  he saying?
12            A.   I don't remember.  I don't recall.  I
13  probably get somewhere between 3 and 400 people in a
14  given week to try to contact me.
15            Q.   Did you ever communicate with him via cell
16  phone number?
17            A.   No.
18            Q.   Via email?
19            A.   No.
20            Q.   Via regular text?
21            A.   No.
22            Q.   All the communications with  that weren't
23  in person were through Signal?
24            A.   I believe so.  Yes.
25            Q.   So when he attempted to contact you a few
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1  times, you didn't respond to those, then what happened
2  next?
3            A.   He showed up at another FEC meeting, which
4  was -- I think it was the beginning of September, to the
5  first week of September.  And this time he walked up to
6  me again and said, you know, I've been trying to reach
7  out to you.  I -- I can get you access to these --
8  getting in the antifa call.
9            Q.   How did he know you wanted access?

10            A.   I don't think he knew that I wanted access
11  or didn't want access.  He had just made a statement at
12  the previous conversation that he was a part of antifa
13  and that these people that are writing things about you,
14  they're antifa members inside of -- they're antifa
15  journalists.
16                 And so it piqued my interest before, but I
17  wasn't -- I was not surprised.  And this time by telling
18  me he can give me access to that call, definitely piqued
19  my interest.
20            Q.   This FEC meeting that you just testified
21  about, was this also in Castle Rock?
22            A.   Yes.
23            Q.   Are those meetings -- do you have sign-ins
24  sheets or anything that would identify who attended the
25  meetings?
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1            A.   I think we started to do that, yes.
2            Q.   Do you still have FEC meeting sign-in
3  sheets from this time period?
4            A.   No.
5            Q.   Why not?
6            A.   Because they're not kept.  They're written
7  in papers.  We wouldn't keep those -- that information.
8            Q.   Well, you -- you acquire the information.
9  Do you then convert it into an electronic record?

10            A.   We take the emails and convert those into
11  electronic records, yes.
12            Q.   Okay.  Did -- did  provide an email?
13            A.   I do not know.  I did tell you that I
14  would check the logs for members for the deposition
15  tomorrow.
16            Q.   All right.  While you're at it, can you
17  also look at the sign-in sheets or however that's now
18  notated to see if you have information for ?
19                 MS. HALL:  Charlie, just for the record,
20  he told you that he did not keep those.  If anything,
21  there would be an email address.  And he already
22  confirmed that he would look that up.
23            A.   I will check for that information,
24  nonetheless.
25            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  You said that he indicated
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1  that he had some information on antifa journalists.  Who
2  did he say he had information on?
3            A.   I do not believe at that time he told me
4  about any one person in particular.
5            Q.   Okay.  What happened next with respect to
6  this guy?
7            A.   He became more agitated.  He contacted me
8  and told me what day that was going to happen, which I
9  don't recall the actual day.  It was a pretty busy time

10  for us at FEC and a pretty busy time for us as a country.
11  I invited him to come to my office.
12            Q.   Where you're sitting now?
13                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
14            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Is that where you -- you met
15  with him where you're sitting now?
16                 MS. HALL:  Objection, Charlie.  I told you
17  it's not relevant and he's not answering the question.
18            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Are you going to not answer
19  my question?  Did you meet with  where you're sitting
20  now?
21            A.   The purpose of this deposition being
22  remote is to protect me.  I have to sit here for three
23  hours, and there is no way I'm going to disclose where I
24  am right now that could lead anybody on your side to
25  become here and do harm to me.  So I will not divulge
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1  where I'm --
2            Q.   Mr. Oltmann, you know what, I've listened
3  to you say our side wants to do harm to you --
4            A.   I am.
5            Q.   -- multiple times.
6                 You don't have any evidence of that, and
7  there's absolutely no reason we would want any harm to
8  come to you.  I want you to be sitting there at -- during
9  trial.  Okay?

10                 Do you understand that?
11            A.   You ask me a question; I'll answer the
12  question.  You want to put your -- your
13  little -- whatever you want to call what you said, your
14  opinion, I have no interest in listening to you.
15                 I will answer your questions.  I'm here
16  for three hours to answer your questions.  Not to be
17  badgered by some prick.  So you figure out what questions
18  you want to ask me.  You ask me those questions, and I
19  will answer those questions.
20            Q.   Okay.  Did you meet with  there where
21  you're sitting?
22                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  Charlie, I told
23  you, move on.  He's not answering that question.  You
24  already went down this road.  And it's not relevant to
25  the issue of defamation where he met with this person.
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1            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Let me ask you this way --
2                 MS. HALL:  And whether or not he's there
3  now.
4                 MR. CAIN:  Ms. Hall, enough.
5            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Let me ask you this:  You
6  said he was agitated, and you had a meeting with him,
7  correct?
8            A.   Yes.
9            Q.   Describe his appearance for me.

10            A.   I'm sorry?
11            Q.   If I need to pick him out of a line-up,
12  describe his appearance.  How tall is he?  What color of
13  hair?  How old is he?  What race or ethnicity?
14            A.   This is unbelievable.
15            Q.   Describe him.
16                 They can't answer your questions.  They can
17  make legal objections, not speaking objections.  They
18  can't answer the questions that I'm asking you.  This is
19  why I wanted this in the courthouse.
20            A.   You want it in the courthouse because you
21  wanted to have me arrested.  You said so in -- with
22  conferral with counsel.
23            Q.   Describe --
24            A.   Exact words, actually.  Even though in the
25  courtroom you lied to me.
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1            Q.   I did not say that.  That's false.  I did
2  not say that to your counsel.
3                 MS. HALL:  Charlie, I'm not going to get
4  into this during this deposition, but you did say that on
5  the phone.
6                 MR. CAIN:  I did not.
7                 MS. HALL:  Okay.  Well --
8                 MR. CAIN:  I never said I want to get him
9  arrested.  And you're wasting my time.

10            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Describe the physical
11  appearance of .
12            A.   .
13            Q.   How old?
14            A.   .
15            Q.   Do you know his educational background,
16  where he went to school?
17            A.   I do not.
18            Q.   Do you know what he does for a living?
19                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  Relevance.
20            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Do you know what he does for
21  a living?
22            A.   I'm not going to answer that question.
23            Q.   Do you know?
24            A.   I'm not going to answer that question.
25            Q.   Why not?  This is identity of your conduit.
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1  You're under a court order to answer these questions.
2            A.   Oh, I'm very aware of that.
3            Q.   Okay.
4            A.   I'm also aware that the judge in this case
5  marched in June of 2020 in an antifa protest.  I'm also
6  aware of that.
7            Q.   And, in fact, you've called her an antifa
8  judge, haven't you?
9                 MS. HALL:  Charlie, what's the relevance

10  of this?  Like, I mean, what he believes of the judge or
11  what he's done on his own time is not relevant to a
12  defamation case with your client Eric Coomer.
13                 MR. CAIN:  I don't think you know what is
14  relevant, and quit interrupting this.
15                 MS. HALL:  No.  I have the ability to --
16            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Haven't you referred to --
17                 MR. CAIN:  No, we're going to get into
18  what is antifa and what isn't, which is highly relevant
19  to this.  And he's called Eric Coomer a member of antifa.
20  We're going to talk about that.
21            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  You've called the judge an
22  antifa judge, haven't you?  I want to know what qualifies
23  someone to be part of antifa?
24                 Why did you call the judge an antifa judge?
25                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  Relevance.
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1            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  What makes someone a member
2  of antifa?  That's the point of my question.
3            A.   It's a pretty well-organized organization
4  for something they say isn't organized.
5            Q.   Okay.  But what makes someone part of
6  antifa?  Are you going to answer my question?
7                 You called the judge an antifa judge in our
8  case.  You've referred to Dr. Coomer as a member of
9  antifa.  What makes either of them part of antifa?

10                 MS. HALL:  Objection with regard to the
11  judge.
12            A.   Eric being on an antifa call.  Eric
13  putting up posts that were pro antifa, anti-American,
14  anti-police.  Posting literally right after antifa put
15  the manifesto out there, the next day he posted it on his
16  social media.
17            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Anything else?
18                 Marching in a rally, marching in a Black
19  Lives Matter protest, does that make someone a member of
20  antifa?
21                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  Relevance.
22            A.   I think being on an antifa call where you
23  say that somebody is not going to win, and you made sure
24  of it, probably makes you a part of antifa.
25            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  We'll get to that.
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1            A.   Communicating with journalists, who are
2  antifa journalists, journalists that stand up for the
3  fascist/antifascist movement, would probably qualify them
4  as antifa.
5            Q.   Anything else you can think of?  You've
6  called the judge an antifa judge.  That's why I'm asking
7  you what -- what about that would qualify -- our judge
8  would qualify her as part of antifa?
9                 MS. HALL:  Objection, Charlie.  Move on

10  with this questioning with regard to the judge.  It is
11  not relevant to your defamation case.
12                 MR. CAIN:  Yeah, it is.  I want to know
13  what -- what makes someone antifa.
14                 MS. HALL:  But you keep referring --
15                 MR. CAIN:  Calling my client -- I'm not
16  debating with you, Ms. Hall.
17                 MS. HALL:  Well, then I'm going to start
18  instructing my client not to answer your question.  It's
19  not relevant to your lawsuit.  What is going on with the
20  judge, what he said about the judge is not relevant to
21  Eric Coomer.
22                 MR. CAIN:  I'm talking about antifa.
23                 MS. HALL:  No, you're not.  You keep
24  referring to the judge.
25                 MR. CAIN:  I'm not asking you, Ms. Hall.
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1  Ms. Hall, we're trying to figure out in your client's
2  mind what makes someone a member of antifa.  He's called
3  the judge an antifa judge because she marched in a --
4  allegedly, I have no knowledge of this -- in a rally or
5  some form of a protest.
6            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  What makes that -- take the
7  judge out of it.  What makes someone who's involved in
8  that activity antifa?
9                 MS. HALL:  That's been asked and answered.

10                 MR. CAIN:  He hasn't answered it.
11            A.   I did answer it.
12            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  What makes someone, in your
13  mind, an antifa journalist?
14            A.   A radical leftist that communicates openly
15  with other radical leftists that stand for antifa being
16  antifascist, who are then themselves are the racist
17  pedophiles and racists of our society.  Typically white
18  extremist liberals.
19            Q.   And they have to be racist and pedophiles?
20  Is that part of your definition?
21            A.   This isn't a deposition.
22            Q.   It is a deposition.
23            A.   This is a battering session for you
24  because you don't like the fact that I call you out.  And
25  I'm --
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1            Q.   I don't --
2            A.   I'm sorry I hurt your feelings.
3            Q.   I could care less about anything --
4            A.   Let's talk about -- let's talk about
5  antifa and what antifa does.  And let's talk about the
6  qualifications of the judge because that's what you
7  wanted to ask.  So I'll talk about that.
8                 MS. HALL:  No, don't.
9            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  No, sir.  I just want

10  answers, and you're being evasive.
11            A.   I'm not being evasive.
12            Q.   If you can't tell me who this person is
13  that was your conduit beyond a  with
14  the initials .
15                 Do you have anything else going back to 
16  that would inform me on who this person is?
17            A.   No.
18            Q.   You would not identify where he works.
19            A.   I don't know where he works.  And that
20  wasn't your previous question.
21            Q.   Did you ever know where he was employed?
22            A.   No.
23            Q.   Do you have any employment information on
24  him?
25            A.   No.
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1            Q.   Do you know what city he lived in during
2  the period of time you were dealing with him?
3            A.   .
4            Q.   Do you know anybody else who knows him,
5  friends of his, family?
6            A.   I've given you all the information on him.
7  That is what I'm under a court order to disclose, and
8  I've disclosed that.
9            Q.   You didn't answer my question.

10                 Do you know any of his friends,
11  people -- other people who know him?  Family members?
12                 Either you know it or you don't.
13            A.   (No response.)
14            Q.   I'm going to reclaim this time at some
15  point.  So there's no point in you just sitting there and
16  not responding to me.
17                 Do you know the answer to my question?
18            A.   (No response. )
19            Q.   Family members?  Friends?
20            A.   (No response. )
21            Q.   I'm taking by your silence that you do.  Do
22  you know, sir?
23            A.   I know that the goal of this is to uncover
24  this individual, so this --
25            Q.   Absolutely.
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1            A.   -- so this person is put in danger.
2            Q.   Not true.
3            A.   If you put the person in danger, you hope
4  to punish this person the same way that I'm being
5  punished with a court order --
6            Q.   Sir?
7            A.   The same way that the couple thousand
8  people that have signed affidavits across the country
9  have been punished and threatened.

10            Q.   You have no evidence that we want to do
11  anything like that and nothing could be further from the
12  truth.
13                 What I want to know is what happened on
14  this call, and who got you on it and who else was there,
15  which you haven't provided to anyone at this point.  So
16  that's why I'm asking these questions.
17                 Do you know friends or family of this ,
18  and you're just not telling me?
19                 Are you refusing to give me that
20  information?
21            A.   (No response.)
22            Q.   Okay.
23            A.   I don't want to speculate.
24            Q.   Did your counsel just provide you with
25  information?  I didn't -- I couldn't hear it, but off
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1  camera I want to make sure that Ms. Tubbs got that.
2                 MS. HALL:  I told him not to speculate.
3                 THE REPORTER:  I cannot hear the
4  whispering.
5            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Okay.  But I'm not asking
6  you to speculate.
7                 THE REPORTER:  I cannot hear the
8  whispering.
9            A.   He did not show up to these meetings

10  alone.
11            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Okay.  Who did he show up
12  with.
13            A.   I don't know.
14            Q.   Describe him.  Same person?  Multiple
15  people?
16            A.   No.  The same person, yes.
17            Q.   What's the name of the person he showed up
18  with?
19            A.   I don't remember.
20            Q.   Male or female?
21            A.   Male.
22            Q.   Friend?
23            A.   I assume so.
24            Q.   Okay.  So you know he has a friend that
25  showed up at the meetings.  Is that person still part of
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1  FEC?  Does he show up at meetings still?
2            A.   He was not an FEC person, I think they
3  brought him in.  I think it's just another person that
4  came with him.
5            Q.   Okay.  But this other individual -- do you
6  know who they are?  Are they showing up at FEC meetings?
7            A.   No.
8            Q.   Okay.
9            A.   And I'm not at many of the FEC meetings

10  currently.
11            Q.   All right.  So you said that -- you
12  mentioned that  was agitated during one of your meetings
13  where you, I guess, won't identify where you were at at
14  this particular meeting.
15                 But what was he agitated about,
16  Mr. Oltmann?
17            A.   So maybe agitated is probably the wrong
18  word.  Scared, paranoid.  Wouldn't meet me for coffee at
19  a coffee shop.  Would make sure that I was -- he was
20  10 minutes late.  I would ask him questions about, you
21  know, who he is as a person.  Typical things that I would
22  do when trying to mentor someone who I think is going
23  down the wrong path.
24            Q.   Okay.  And then how did this develop to him
25  getting you on an antifa call, as you define it?
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1            A.   I don't understand the question.
2            Q.   Well, you were meeting with him.  You said
3  you had coffee.  He was scared and paranoid.  I want you
4  to walk me through the history of -- of your relationship
5  with this person and how he got you on the call.
6            A.   And the history was pretty vanilla.  I met
7  with him for coffee, as I do many people.  I met with him
8  at a park.  Just having conversations about who he is, to
9  validate who he is, up to the point where I was on the

10  call.  I think it was more for -- as much for him as it
11  was for me.
12            Q.   What did you learn about him that you
13  haven't testified to during this getting-to-know-you
14  process?  You said you were at a park.  You learned about
15  who he is.  What did you learn?
16            A.   I learned that he has family members that
17  are part of antifa.
18            Q.   And?  Is that it?
19            A.   I learned that he just wanted to do good
20  and he thought that antifa was truly doing good.
21            Q.   Okay.  Anything else?
22            A.   I learned that he had kids.
23            Q.   Is he married?
24            A.   And I learned that his fear is, is that
25  his kids would grow up under the same thing that he went
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1  through when he grew up, and that they would be dragged
2  into something like this that would take him down a path
3  that he couldn't get them off of.
4            Q.   Did you learn whether he was married or
5  not?
6            A.   He's in a relationship, yes.
7            Q.   Do you know who his partner is?
8            A.   I have not.
9            Q.   Never met him or her?

10            A.   I have not.
11            Q.   All right.  So this -- this
12  getting-to-know-you process occurred during what period of
13  time?  The summer of 2020?
14            A.   No.  It happened -- it went back in time
15  and said July to September, I met with him a couple
16  times.  It was a pretty busy time given all the unrest
17  that was happening in Denver.
18            Q.   Okay.  Then where did the idea come that he
19  would provide you access to a call?
20            A.   At first he said that he didn't have the
21  information for when the call would occur.  And I believe
22  he called me a couple days before the call to ask me
23  questions, and then we had the -- the call itself.
24                 Now, I did attempt to -- I think I can
25  divulge this.  I did attempt to gather the information
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1  related to that call some months later.
2            Q.   What do you mean?  I don't understand that.
3            A.   I attempted to contact Zoom and see if
4  they could, given a certain period of time, find out --
5  and given a certain IP address or bank of IPs -- how I
6  could recover that particular call.
7            Q.   Why?  Why did you do that?
8            A.   To have more concrete, tie it down to the
9  actual number itself or access code that would give me

10  access to that information so that I could then subpoena
11  that information for -- access that information related
12  to this.
13            Q.   And did Zoom provide any information to you
14  that was of use?
15            A.   No.  But it's well-documented.
16            Q.   What do you mean?
17            A.   It's documented.  I went to someone within
18  my company and asked that person to do this research for
19  me.
20            Q.   Do you have some record of the research
21  results?
22            A.   I can check.  I don't think so, but I can
23  check.  I'm sure that there's conversations that happened
24  related to it, yes.
25            Q.   All right.  If you can put that on your
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1  list, I'd like to get that information if it's available.
2                 All right.  So when -- did you -- did you
3  get a sense from  that he had been on calls like this in
4  the past and, therefore, thought this particular call
5  would be of interest to you?  Describe how, you know, that
6  came about.
7            A.   Oh, at that point the only focus was
8  antifa journalists.  That is the only focus I had
9  throughout the entire thing is the things that people

10  were saying about me.
11            Q.   You didn't like what was being written
12  about you by certain members of the media at the time?
13            A.   I don't think it was as much being written
14  about me as it was being written about FEC United.
15            Q.   Okay.  And who were the journalists that
16  bothered you in particular?
17            A.   Be , down in Colorado Springs.
18  .
19            Q.   Okay.  Anyone else?
20            A.   Yeah.  Eric -- I don't know how to say his
21  last name.
22            Q.    [phonetic]?
23            A.   .  Oh, yeah, you know him, huh?
24            Q.   Anyone else?
25            A.   Yeah.    I don't know if 
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1   was before or after.  But I certainly know that
2  he's affiliated with antifa.
3            Q.   So he too is an antifa journalist?
4            A.   I guess you could call him that.
5            Q.   All right.  I'm not going to call him that.
6  I asked you the question.
7            A.   I mean, in my opinion I would call him
8  that, yes, I would call him an antifa journalist.
9            Q.   Okay.  So I've heard the storey before, of

10  course, that you were concerned about these journalists
11  and what they were saying about you.  So is it fair then
12  to say that your -- your interest in  was, he was going
13  to be able to put you on a call with some of these
14  journalists who were writing bad things about you?
15            A.   Yes.
16            Q.   Okay.  And in were any of these journalists
17  that you mentioned actually on this Zoom call?
18            A.   There -- there was a couple journalists on
19  there, but they weren't doing -- and I only take this by
20  the friendliest comment related to the call.  I was
21  somewhat underwhelmed by the conversations because it was
22  filled with rhetoric.  But it was fascinating because of
23  the planning and the fact that they were very, very well
24  organized on how they communicated on these calls.
25            Q.   All I'm asking you about right now is -- is
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1  the identity of the people that were on the call itself.
2            A.   I believe if you check my notes, you will
3  walk, through, and I started putting down information
4  related to who I thought was on the call.
5            Q.   Okay.  Let's do that, then.  Let's segue
6  into that.  We'll come back to how you got on the call in
7  a minute.  I can't define from your notes who was on the
8  call or who was just being discussed.
9                 So referring to Plaintiff's Exhibit 29,

10  your notes, who was it that you can say for a fact was on
11  the call, journalists or otherwise, besides yourself, and
12  as you claim, Mr. Coomer?
13            A.   Well, the information from that call led
14  me to information about .  I thought she was
15  on that call, but then again, nobody used names on the
16  call.  No one used names.  The only one that popped up
17  was the  that popped up.  And I wrote that down as it
18  came up.
19            Q.   Okay.  You've said, I think in the past,
20  that you thought there were about 15 to 20 people on the
21  call while you were on the call; is that right?
22            A.   Yes.
23            Q.   Okay.  Why can't -- I'm sorry.  Go ahead.
24            A.   Go ahead.
25            Q.   So why can you not positively identify
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1   being on the call, or can you?
2            A.   I cannot because no one had names to
3  verify that.  So the only names that came up during this
4  are the names that I wrote down.
5            Q.   Well, you wrote down .  Did you write
6   at one point?
7            A.   I suspected that that was the person that
8  was beginning to speak at the beginning of the call.
9            Q.   What do you -- what do you recall her

10  saying?
11            A.   The -- that particular person was talking
12  about the Colorado Springs Independent, which is why I
13  thought that was  because it sounded like , but
14  I wasn't sure.  So the more that that person talked, the
15  more I wrote down information related to that person to
16  hone in on that particular conversation.
17            Q.   Okay.  Did you ever learn subsequent to
18  this call whether it was , in fact, that was on the
19  call?
20            A.   You mean did I definitively say that that
21  was him?
22            Q.   Yes.
23            A.   I don't think that -- I think I was able
24  to validate that he was an antifa journalist, yes.
25            Q.   I'm just asking -- you did research after

14 (Pages 50 - 53)
Veritext Legal Solutions

800-336-4000



Page 54

1  this call on Dr. Coomer.  Did you research -- do any
2  research to try to authenticate whether  was on the
3  call or not?
4            A.   I authenticated  as being an antifa
5  journalist based on this conversation and this call, yes.
6            Q.   Okay.  That's a different answer to the
7  question I asked.  Did you do any research --
8            A.   I did -- I did do research on ,
9  yes.

10            Q.   Okay.  As you sit here today, what level of
11  certainty do you have as to whether she was on the call or
12  not?
13            A.   I don't.  I don't have a level of
14  certainty.  I have a level of certainty that she is an
15  antifa journalist.
16            Q.   Okay.
17            A.   If I had to give you a degree of
18  certainty, that degree of certainty would probably be in
19  the 70 to 80 percent range.
20            Q.   I don't know the pronoun of this person.
21  He or she was on the call, you would say you're 70 to
22  80 percent certain of that?
23            A.   I'm taking a wild guess.
24            Q.   That's your best -- best estimate based on
25  your perception in what you've learned about ;
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1  is that fair?
2            A.   I would say that  is a pretty
3  disgusting human being, and I learned a lot about
4  .
5            Q.   That's not responsive.  I was saying that's
6  your best estimate based on participating in this call and
7  what you subsequently learned, you're about 70 to
8  80 percent sure that  was on this call; is
9  that fair?

10            A.   The basis for this call was to uncover
11  antifa journalists.  During the course of this call, I
12  uncovered an antifa journalist, a person that actively is
13  an activist rather than a journalist that writes slanted
14  and defamatory articles about people of the opposite
15  political affiliation.  That is what I learned by this.
16  I learned that this person is, in fact, an antifa
17  journalist.
18            Q.   But that -- again, sir, that's not what I
19  was asking you.  You had said -- I had asked you how
20  certain you were that she was on this call, and you said
21  you're about 70 to 80 percent certain that she was
22  actually a participant.
23                 And my question is:  Is that your
24  testimony?  Is that a fair estimate?
25            A.   That's me taking a wild guess.
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1            Q.   All right.  From your notes, can you
2  identify anybody else -- or actually, I'm not going to
3  hamstring you to your notes.  But either through referring
4  to your notes from the call or other observations, can you
5  identify anyone else who you can testify with certainty
6  was on the call?
7            A.   Eric Coomer.
8            Q.   We'll get to Mr. Coomer -- Dr. Coomer in a
9  minute, but excluding him, because that's obviously in

10  dispute.  Anybody other than, as you say, Dr. Coomer and
11  yourself that you can identify as having been on this
12  call?
13            A.   I think that they do that on purpose where
14  they hide their identities on these calls.  If you'll
15  look at subsequent disclosures of antifa communication
16  across the country, this is -- what I'm telling you right
17  now about their communication on this particular call,
18  and how they spread out communication across different
19  devices and different platforms, is that they often use
20  either names -- code names or don't use any names at all
21  in order to -- in order to have those conversations as
22  anonymous as possible.
23            Q.   That's an explanation, but it's not -- it's
24  not an answer to what I asked you.  I said:  Is there
25  anyone else on this call that you can identify with
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1  certainty by name?
2            A.   Eric Coomer.
3            Q.   A code name or -- or anything like that.  I
4  just want to know who could authenticate, besides
5  yourself, and as you would say, Dr. Coomer since you claim
6  he was on the call.  But who can -- who can you
7  authenticate that was on the call so that we could talk to
8  them about what occurred?
9            A.   Well, if Eric Coomer wasn't on the call,

10  why did he clean up all of his social media platforms?
11  Totally wipe the internet of his name or -- or any of
12  the --
13            Q.   That's not a response to my question.
14            A.   Let me finish.  You asked me a question,
15  and I get to answer that question.  Now, at the end of me
16  answering that question, if you want to ask me or tell me
17  that that's not answering the question --
18            Q.   I didn't ask you about Eric Coomer deleting
19  anything.  I asked you, who can you identify with
20  certainty was on the call?
21            A.   And I answered that question with 100
22  percent certainty that Eric Coomer was on that call.
23            Q.   And I already told you we're going to deal
24  with that in a minute.  I want to know, other than
25  yourself, and as you claim Dr. Coomer, is there anyone
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1  that you can say was on the call with certainty?
2            A.   I mean, I know for certainty that other
3  people were on the call, yes.  But I don't know for
4  certainty the direct identity of those people.
5            Q.   So you were -- it's now a year since
6  you -- approximately, since you say this call occurred.
7  And a year later, as you sit here, you cannot identify a
8  single person other than Dr. Coomer, as you claim, and
9  yourself that was on this call; is that true?

10            A.   I'm -- I'm fairly sure that of the other
11  people that were on this call, that if I had -- if I had
12  to take a guess -- and the problem with taking a guess
13  and pinpointing those people is that I did an amazing
14  amount of research on antifa journalists to find more
15  information that would corroborate the fact that they
16  were, in fact, acting as a proxy for the antifa movement.
17                 So at the time this was not my focus.  My
18  focus was not who necessarily is on the call.  My focus
19  was on the people that were out there actively writing
20  things about FEC and others that correlated with antifa
21  and were doing so, in other words, because they were
22  politically motivated.
23                 So at the time, my whole thing was to
24  un-demask antifa journalists.  I used this as a catalyst
25  to do that.  So to my mindset when all this occurred was
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1  strictly to get as much information as possible so that I
2  knew that I could identify those people that were inside
3  of our journalist environment who are really just
4  actively antifa members that were just defaming and
5  slandering people because they didn't agree with them on
6  a political level.
7            Q.   That's an explanation, but it's not an
8  answer to my question.
9            A.   Well, it actually is an answer because the

10  answer that I gave you directly correlates to the fact
11  that I was looking for evidence that these were actually
12  people that were inside of the journalistic environment.
13  I found that.  I used that information in order to go
14  down a path to figure out who these people are.
15            Q.   You can't tell me another person that was
16  on this call, can you, other than yourself, and as you
17  claim, Dr. Coomer?
18            A.   I have a pretty high degree of likelihood
19  that  was on that call.
20            Q.   Okay.
21            A.   I have a high --
22            Q.   Understood that?
23            A.   -- high likelihood correlates to
24   massive involvement in the antifa movement,
25  a massive involvement in our revolution, a massive
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1  involvement in writing a Marxist manifesto herself.
2            Q.   Okay.  Thank you.  We're building a list.
3                 You have certainty with respect to two
4  individuals:  Yourself and Dr. Coomer.  You have a high
5  level of certainty with respect to .
6                 Is there anyone else that you can identify
7  with either certainty or a high level of certainty that
8  you believe was on this call?
9            A.   The interesting part about -- and if I can

10  clarify the information about .  The interesting
11  part about  is that she had been communicating on
12  Twitter with another individual dating back to June of
13  2020 by the name of , .  Back
14  into June of last year, I believe, they were
15  communicating via Twitter,  underneath,
16   on the Twitter account.
17                 This has continued all the way into 2021
18  where , just -- I guess you could say it's a
19  coincidence by your -- by your terms -- is still
20  communicating with  on Twitter.
21                 So if -- if I had to just correlate those
22  two together, that would -- we've been able to do a lot
23  of research on , and so I would say that
24  there's a high likelihood based on all that information.
25                 Again, I don't want to say 100 percent of
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1  the -- of the time that this the smoking gun.  I think
2  that antifa members are very careful not to have smoking
3  guns as you'll see in this election, but -- although I do
4  think there are some.  But I would use that as a
5  correlation to Coomer being on the call and  having
6  a probability of being on that call.
7            Q.   And the Coomer you're referring to, though,
8  in that -- in your last part of your answer is 
9  ?

10            A.   No.  The last part of my answer is 
11   communicating with  via Twitter, and
12  the correlation of Eric from Dominion being on that call.
13  And the fact that I had written down, first off, in my
14  notes, that  is this Navy, probably inside of
15  my notes on page 1.
16            Q.   Okay.  You lost me with respect to the
17   aspect.  My question wasn't about the
18  Twitter communications.  My question was who with a high
19  degree of certainty or certainty can you identify as being
20  on the call?
21            A.   Well,  has paid a lot of
22  attention to me over the last nine months and has gotten
23  into --
24            Q.   No, sir.  I -- I'm not asking about 
25  You've already identified her as someone.  So I'm asking
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1  for anyone else.
2            A.   No.
3            Q.   No.  That's it?
4            A.   I gained more information as this
5  progressed.  But, no --
6            Q.   Okay.
7            A.   -- on this call.
8            Q.   And are you saying that  has
9  some relation to Dr. Eric Coomer?

10            A.   I'm not saying anything at this point.
11            Q.   Do you know if -- I had understood
12  someone -- well, strike that.
13                 Do you know whether he's related to
14  Dr. Coomer?
15                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
16            A.   I don't know.  I mean, I was told
17  that -- that -- that there was a relation, but I'm yet to
18  fully verify that.
19            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  All right.  So --
20                 MS. HALL:  Charlie, could we take a break?
21                 MR. CAIN:  Yeah, that's fine.  How long
22  have we been on the record?
23                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  One hour, 19 minutes.
24                 MR. CAIN:  Yeah, let's -- let's take a
25  break.
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1                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off the record.
2  The time is 11:23.
3                 (Discussion off the record.)
4                 (Recess from 11:23 a.m. to 11:42 a.m.)
5                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We're back on the
6  record.  The time is 11:42.
7            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  All right.  Mr. Oltmann, I
8  want to kind of pick up where we left off.  But before I
9  do that, I had a note here -- I looked at my Signal app

10  during the break and observed that it's phone
11  number-based.  And so if -- did you say you still have
12  access to your Signal app and  to where you can provide
13  us with his phone number?
14            A.   No.  I did try -- I did try to recover
15  that information through counsel.
16            Q.   What happened to the information?
17            A.   I believe my phone was replaced sometime
18  in the middle of my security and there were a number of
19  changes.  So if someone removed you as a contact, you
20  don't have access to that information.  But I went
21  through and scoured it looking for any conversations that
22  I had during that time period, and that -- at the request
23  of counsel.
24            Q.   So let me make sure I understand.  I know
25  there were some pictures that we were provided that looked

Page 64

1  like a phone had -- had some damage to -- done to it.  Is
2  that what you're referring to?  You had some damage to
3  your phone?
4            A.   I was asked to provide a picture of the
5  damaged phone.  I was asked to provide a picture for the
6  new contract when I had the phone replaced.  I replied --
7  I gave that information as a request, I think on your
8  side or the Court's side, to provide that information
9  relevant to what information I was or was not able to

10  recover on the phone.
11            Q.   Okay.  And I -- and you've said many times
12  you're a tech guy.  I'm not.  In terms of the Signal app,
13  you have that installed on your phone currently, right?
14            A.   I do.
15            Q.   But you weren't able to recover the contact
16  that you had for  in order to provide us with a number
17  that -- that you were given, the actual cell number?
18            A.   No.  So I don't know the technology for
19  this specifically, but if somebody removes you, then you
20  will not see them in your contacts.
21            Q.   And you don't have any other record of the
22  cell phone number for ?
23            A.   I was never contacted on a cell phone
24  record, no.
25            Q.   Well, I know.  But when you -- when you
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1  associate someone on Signal, you have to -- you get their
2  cell number.  They have to provide that information.  So
3  at one point you had it.
4            A.   I don't believe that you're correct.  I
5  believe that you can use -- you do not have to use your
6  cell phone number in order to log in to Signal.  I don't
7  believe that that is a requirement.
8            Q.   If you wanted to contact  now, how would
9  you go about doing so?

10            A.   I have been trying.  Knowing that I was
11  going to have this information, I was trying.
12            Q.   Okay.  What -- what efforts have you gone
13  to?  When you said you've been trying, what have you done
14  specifically?
15            A.   I've reached out to people that have
16  information about antifa members.  I've reached out to
17  people that are deep in the researching or investigations
18  of antifa members.  I've asked if they could uncover
19  information that would lead to them to have a
20  conversation with this individual, or any information
21  that I did disclose could put this person in danger.
22                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  I'm having
23  trouble understanding and hearing the deponent.  Could
24  you get closer to the phone or the computer to pick you
25  up better?
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1                 THE DEPONENT:  All right.  Is that better?
2                 THE REPORTER:  Yes.
3                 MR. CAIN:  Yes.
4                 THE DEPONENT:  Okay.
5            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  You are muffled.
6            A.   I'm trying to write while I'm talk- --
7  take notes while I'm --
8            Q.   Okay.  So I guess to summarize, you don't
9  have access to any information right now that

10  would -- that would put us or anyone in touch with ,
11  true?
12            A.   True.
13            Q.   You've identified for us some members that
14  were on the call.  We've already discussed that.  You have
15  said that the purpose for being on this call was to
16  uncover antifa journalists, fair?  Is that a fair
17  statement?
18            A.   Yes.
19            Q.   All right.  And as a result of the call,
20  you uncovered  as an antifa journalist, right?
21            A.   I did not 100 percent confirm that, but
22  that was my -- in my notes.  That was my -- that was my
23  recollection.  That was my opinion of who was on the
24  call, yes.
25            Q.   All right.  And you mentioned two others,
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1   and .  Were either of those
2  individuals on the call, if you know?
3            A.   No.  They talked about them as being
4  friendlies.
5            Q.   Okay.
6            A.   They didn't actually talk about 
7  .  They talked about another individual related to
8  that --
9                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry, sir.  I can't

10  understand you still.  Can you get closer -- I don't
11  know.  Can we go off the record a minute?
12                 MR. CAIN:  Sure.
13                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off the record.
14  The time is 11:47.
15                 (Discussion off the record.)
16                 (Recess from 11:47 a.m. to 11:50 a.m.)
17                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We're back on the
18  record.  The time is 11:50.
19            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Okay.  This , was this --
20  the call -- the antifa call that we've been discussing,
21  was that the first antifa call that he arranged for you to
22  be on?
23            A.   Yeah.  No.  Well, actually, yes, yes.
24            Q.   Because you've indicated in the past that
25  you've -- you were on more than one.  You infiltrated more
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1  than one call, right?
2            A.   Well, I said that I've infiltrated other
3  communications, yes.
4            Q.   Okay.  What do you mean by that?
5            A.   I mean, I've been involved in -- and I
6  didn't say that I had, but we had.  We had infiltrated
7  other things, other meetings, other communication, other
8  protests.
9            Q.   Okay.  And you're using the royal "we."

10  Who are you referring to when you say "we had"?
11            A.   Other people that were involved in or
12  associated with FEC or knew ADF.
13            Q.   Okay.  Can you -- is there a point person
14  or a core group of people that you can identify that were
15  involved in this?  By name.
16            A.   I don't understand.  So there's lots of
17  research being done on antifa.
18            Q.   Okay.  All right.  Well, let me backtrack a
19  second.
20                 Other than the call that we've described
21  where you -- obviously you didn't identify yourself on
22  this Zoom call in question, right?
23            A.   I did not.
24            Q.   My question earlier was geared towards
25  that, other calls that you were able to get on through a
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1  conduit such as .  Was this the only one?
2            A.   No.  The only call that I was on related
3  to this was this call.  The previous time that I had a
4  scheduling conflict, I could not get on the previous
5  call.  So this was the call that I could actually be on
6  at my -- you know, at my office.
7            Q.   Okay.  And that's -- that was the point.
8                 So as far as this -- this scenario where
9  someone gets you on a call that you can monitor

10  anonymously, this is the only one that you can testify to
11  as having been on under these circumstances?
12                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  Relevance.
13            A.   I -- can you repeat the question?
14            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Yeah.  I'm just trying
15  to -- you said in the past that you had infiltrated antifa
16  calls.  I'm trying to find out how many other calls you
17  were on such as this one.
18                 MS. HALL:  Charlie -- I'm trying to -- I'm
19  trying to figure out why this is relevant to limited
20  discovery.  We're here for one specific call that dealt
21  with your client, not other calls.
22                 THE DEPONENT:  Is that an objection?
23                 MR. CAIN:  No.  It's a speaking objection,
24  and it's waived.
25                 He's testified to this and provided
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1  information on this, and I want to get an answer to my
2  question.
3            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Are there other calls or was
4  this --
5                 MS. HALL:  Again, it's not relevant.
6                 MR. CAIN:  I don't -- either make an
7  instruction, but quit interrupting my questions, please.
8                 MS. HALL:  I did.  I'm objecting.
9            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  So --

10                 MR. CAIN:  Okay.  Make your objection and
11  then I will ask the question.  He'll answer it unless you
12  make an instruction.
13            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Let's just focus on .  Was
14  this the only call that this particular conduit got you
15  on?
16            A.   Yes.
17            Q.   Okay.  Were there other similar calls
18  relating to uncovering antifa members besides the one in
19  question that you were on?
20                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
21            A.   Any type of communication or ways that
22  antifa communicated that we were able to get on or be at,
23  whether it be a meeting or otherwise, we did so legally.
24            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  I don't -- I don't -- I'm
25  not asking about legality at this point.  I'm just asking:
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1  Is there any other calls such as the one that you've been
2  describing that you were on.  Either yes or no.  I'm not
3  asking about whether it was legal.
4                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
5            A.   That I was on?
6            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Yes, that you were on.
7            A.   Okay.  That I was on, no.
8            Q.   Okay.
9            A.   Personally.

10            Q.   Now, going back to the antifa call, I have
11  seen various dates -- or a range of dates that this call
12  was alleged to occur.  What specific date did this Zoom
13  call occur?
14            A.   It happened between the mid and end of
15  September.
16            Q.   Right.  And so my question was,
17  specifically.  We have notes from the call that are not
18  dated, correct?
19            A.   Correct.
20            Q.   And you've said in your affidavit that it
21  was on or about the week of September 27th of 2020.  And
22  then you've said in testimony -- including just now -- mid
23  to late.
24                 Why can you not provide us the actual date
25  that the call occurred?

Page 72

1            A.   Because it wasn't on my calendar.  And the
2  only thing that I can do is get within a few days of the
3  September 26th screenshot, which is when I did the
4  information search related to Eric Dominion, Denver,
5  Colorado.
6            Q.   Right.  Because we have a screenshot of you
7  doing that on September 26th, right?
8            A.   Yes.
9            Q.   So the call obviously would have occurred

10  prior to that, based on your prior testimony, correct?
11            A.   It would have, yes.
12            Q.   And so your best recollection, I guess,
13  would have been that the call would have been within a few
14  days of September 26th prior to that?
15            A.   That's me guessing.  Yes.
16            Q.   Well, that's the most likely scenario, is
17  it not, based on your recollection?
18            A.   It's been a year, so I don't know.
19            Q.   And you -- do you keep a calendar?
20            A.   I do.
21            Q.   Is it an electronic calendar or a
22  handwritten one, old-fashioned?
23            A.   Sometimes a little bit of both.
24            Q.   Okay.  What were you doing -- what do you
25  remember doing on the date that this call occurred?
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1            A.   I don't.  I mean, I can't go back that far
2  and give you that information.  I mean, I can check my
3  calendar to see what I was doing on those dates, but
4  that's as close I can get.
5            Q.   Well, have you tried to go back -- I mean,
6  has anybody asked you to triangulate the actual date?  I
7  don't want to ask you about your lawyers.  But has anybody
8  asked you to do that?  Any of the other defendants, to try
9  to get an actual date?

10            A.   No.  My lawyer has asked me those
11  questions, yes, and I've gone back and done as much
12  research as I possibly can.  There's a lot of moving
13  parts happening at the same time.  I also ran a company
14  at the same time I was involved in building up FEC
15  United, and the same time that I was advocating for
16  people's rights in this community related to faith,
17  education, and small businesses.
18                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  And small
19  businesses?
20                 THE DEPONENT:  Yes.  Yes, ma'am.  Small
21  businesses.
22            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  All right.  So as you sit
23  here today, your testimony is it would have been -- within
24  a few days is your best estimate that the antifa call
25  occurred; is that fair?
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1                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
2            A.   I'd rather not speculate, which is why I
3  said from the middle to end of September.  I know it
4  happened before the 26th of September.
5            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  And you can't -- despite
6  efforts in looking at your calendar, you can't recreate
7  your schedule in order to get us a specific date, true?
8            A.   I've attempted to.
9            Q.   The book that has your notes in it --

10            A.   Yes.
11            Q.   -- do you still have that book?
12            A.   I do.
13            Q.   Does it have other notes besides the notes
14  relating to the antifa call?
15            A.   It does.
16            Q.   In other words, subsequent to these notes,
17  are you able to look at any material that would help you
18  nail down the date in question?
19            A.   No.  My schedule is pretty tight.  I'm
20  fairly busy on a daily business.  It's one of the key
21  complaints that my attorneys have in me getting back to
22  them promptly.
23            Q.   Okay.  Back to the Zoom call.  Was there
24  any video associated with this particular call?
25            A.   We were not in a video set, no.  We
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1  weren't video'ing the call.
2            Q.   Right.  I understand you weren't on video.
3  But were other people on the call on video?
4            A.   No.
5            Q.   And the person , was he with you during
6  the course of this call?
7            A.   For part of it.
8            Q.   Okay.  Explain which part he was with you.
9  Just to get you on the call?

10            A.   No.  He was here for part of the call.
11            Q.   Okay.  So you two were there in your office
12  and you started the call, and then he left?
13            A.   I think he came in and out, yes.
14            Q.   In and out.
15                 Did he hear -- was he there during the time
16  that this conversation about Eric from Dominion occurred?
17            A.   I believe so, yes.
18            Q.   And since he was associated with antifa, as
19  you understood it before, did he identify for you anyone
20  else that was on the call from his -- from his own
21  knowledge?
22            A.   I believe he gave me some context behind
23  this  guy or  guy.
24            Q.   So you think he knew him?
25            A.   I do, yeah.
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1            Q.   All right.  Anything else that you can
2  recall?
3            A.   Not that I can recall.
4            Q.   There's other names on your notes that we
5  didn't discuss on the first page, on Bates 205.  I think
6  we've -- we've discussed everybody but .
7                  was not on this call, I take it,
8  right?
9            A.   I do not believe so.

10            Q.   Was part of the discussion on this call
11  about ?
12            A.   Yes.  At that point I had never met 
13  , and I really didn't know who he was.
14            Q.   Okay.  Can you -- is it fair to say that
15   was one of the -- one of the primary topics of
16  this call?
17            A.   No.
18            Q.   All right.  And how much time was spent
19  discussing  while you were on the call?
20            A.   A few minutes probably.
21            Q.   Do you remember what was said about him?
22            A.   Yeah, that he's a rat.  They had a lot of
23  choice things to say about him.
24            Q.   Okay.  A rat meaning -- meaning what?  What
25  did you understand that to be referring to?
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1            A.   They were not talking about him in
2  endearing terms.
3            Q.   And then you also have listed -- I don't
4  think we got to them -- you put rat in your notes, I do
5  believe.
6            A.   Yeah.
7            Q.   Help contact this .  So is that your
8  note to yourself to say you need to get in touch with him
9  as a result of what was said about him?

10            A.   Yes.
11            Q.   I mean, the idea of being an enemy of
12  antifa as a potential friend or alley for you?
13            A.   It was just another point of data.
14            Q.   Then you say under that note about ,
15  , hyphen, question mark.  This guy is antifa, two
16  question marks.
17                 What is the -- why did you write that down?
18            A.   They were talking about .  And
19  that -- it came up because of connection between the -- I
20  think it was PSL and antifa.  I think that that's the
21  socialist movement on DSL.  I think it's DSL.
22            Q.   Okay.  Well, what was the discussion about
23  ?
24            A.    was, I guess, involved in
25  organizing protests and was standing up.  And I don't
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1  remember the context behind it.  It was just the context
2  of them bringing in someone that is a school board member
3  into the conversation.
4            Q.   Did  tell you who actually organized this
5  Zoom call?
6            A.   No.
7            Q.   And you don't know?
8            A.   No, no.  But nobody questioned -- well, it
9  doesn't matter.

10            Q.   Nobody questioned what?
11            A.   Nobody questioned him being on the call.
12            Q.   Oh, .  Okay.
13                 Do you know whether  was a part
14  of this call at any point?
15            A.   I can't say for certain, no.
16            Q.   Were you on the call when it began?
17            A.   No.
18            Q.   Were you on the call when it ended?
19            A.   No.
20            Q.   So you don't know how long the call was in
21  total?
22            A.   I can speculate.  But, no, I don't.
23            Q.   How -- approximately how long were you on?
24            A.   40 minutes, I believe is what I recall,
25  45 minutes.  Maybe a little less, a little more.
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1            Q.   You -- you say in your notes, quote, Four
2  to five, close quote, training.
3            A.   What page are you on?
4            Q.   And then -- I'm sorry?
5            A.   What page is that on?  I'm sorry.
6            Q.   Bates 208 at the top.  I've actually
7  bookmarked that for a second.
8                 These notes are not in order, are they?
9  Like in the order you wrote them.

10            A.   Based on what I'm looking at, no, they're
11  not.
12            Q.   Okay.  In fact, what is the first page of
13  the note?  Antif- -- is it -- is it 206 where you say
14  antifa call - ?
15            A.   Yes.
16            Q.   Okay.  So 206 is page 1?
17            A.   Yes.
18            Q.   What is page 2?
19            A.   Page 2 is "fortify training."
20            Q.   So that's --
21            A.   The next one is 208.
22            Q.   208 is page 2.
23            A.   Then page 3 is, Contact this .  And
24  then page 4 is, Who is.
25            Q.   Okay.  So then when you got on your first
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1  note was, Who is this woman?  That's referring to 
2  .  When you got off, your last note was , 
3  , media, question mark.  Hit this guy.
4                 Is that a reference to contacting him?
5            A.   No.  I think it was a reference to them
6  wanting to go after this guy.
7            Q.   Okay.
8            A.   Somebody referred to him as  and
9  somebody referred to him as .  And at that

10  point, I didn't know who  was.
11            Q.   But you do now?
12            A.   I do.
13            Q.   Actually, while I'm thinking about it,
14  let's -- I just received this -- I'm going to see if I can
15  share my screen with you because this is not -- it's
16  probably something that you have in front of you.
17                 This is Plaintiff's Exhibit 131.  This was
18  posted, I think yesterday, on GAB by .  And it's
19  a two-page document.
20                 Did you see this posting, Mr. Oltmann?
21                 MS. HALL:  Charlie, we don't see anything
22  on the screen.
23                 THE DEPONENT:  I see nothing on the
24  screen.
25                 MR. CAIN:  Well, let's see.
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1                 MR. BURNS:  For what it's worth, Charlie,
2  I was able to see it.
3                 THE REPORTER:  Who just said that?
4                 MR. BURNS:  John Burns.
5                 THE DEPONENT:  I think you've made me the
6  spotlight, so everyone else can see it, but I can't see
7  it.  So hold on a second.  No.  Well, I can't see it.
8                 MR. CAIN:  Let's do this.  I don't want to
9  waste time on this.  Let's go off the record for a

10  minute.
11                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off the record.
12  The time is 12:09.
13                 (Recess from 12:09 p.m. to 12:17 p.m.)
14                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Okay.  We're back on
15  the record.  The time is 12:17.
16            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  All right.  Mr. Oltmann,
17  before the technical issues, we were talking about 
18   that is referenced in your notes.  And then I had
19  marked Exhibit 131, tried to share my screen, and
20  that -- I understand you have it actually in front of you;
21  is that true?
22            A.   I do.
23                 MR. CAIN:  And for the record, Exhibit 131
24  was posted on GAB.  It hasn't been produced by any
25  parties.  We were made aware of it last night.  And it
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1  purports to be a posting from  at 
2  .
3            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Do you recognize -- well,
4  let me ask it a little different way.  Do you follow
5   on GAB?
6            A.   No.
7            Q.   Have you ever seen this posting before now?
8            A.   I have not.
9            Q.   Are you in communication with ?

10            A.   From time to time, yes.
11            Q.   All right.  Well, this may be helpful or it
12  may not be since you hadn't seen it, but he makes some
13  statements that I wanted to ask you about.
14                 At the beginning of this document, he says,
15  When my team preserved material from Eric Coomer, we did
16  so because of his connection to antifa, not because of his
17  connection to Dominion, which we didn't even know existed
18  before --
19                 Do you know what he's referring to --
20                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
21            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  -- with that comment?
22                 MS. HALL:  I apologize, Charlie.
23  Objection.  Calls for speculation.
24            A.   No.
25            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  In other words, have you
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1  received material regarding Eric Coomer from  or
2  his team?
3            A.   I don't believe so, no.  I have gotten
4  emails from , but that's about it.
5            Q.   Do any of those relate to Dr. Coomer?
6            A.   I do not believe so.  If they did, they
7  would be in the discovery request.
8            Q.   Then on the bottom of -- well, actually,
9  let me ask you one other thing.

10                 In this posting, in the middle of the
11  posting, there's a paragraph that says, During the phone
12  call with Eric Coomer on the line with other known members
13  of antifa nationwide, one of the antifa members spoke
14  about finding and killing me.  That was end of last year.
15                 Now, as far as you know,  was not
16  on the call that you have been describing, right?
17            A.   Not -- not that I'm --
18                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  He can only answer
19  this question if it doesn't deal with attorney-client
20  privilege.
21            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Yeah, I'm not asking if your
22  lawyers told you anything about this.  It's just
23  like -- my question was:  As far as you know,  was
24  not on this call, correct?
25            A.   Correct.
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1            Q.   Have you spoken to  about what
2  occurred on this call?
3            A.   No.
4            Q.   So you don't have any idea where he's
5  getting this particular information from; is that fair?
6                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  He can only answer
7  that question if it does not relate to attorney-client
8  privilege.
9            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  And that's fine.  If this --

10            A.   On this --
11            Q.   No, no, I don't -- not -- not if it's just
12  repeating something your lawyer said.  I'm interested in
13  your testimony, not theirs.
14            A.   Okay.  Can you repeat the question?
15            Q.   Probably not.
16                 MR. CAIN:  Laurel?
17                 (The last question was read.)
18            A.   Correct.
19            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  And was  or
20  anyone -- any team members, as he calls them -- did they
21  provide you with Dr. Coomer's Facebook pages?
22            A.   No.
23            Q.   The screenshot of the pages?
24            A.   No.
25            Q.   Because you -- let me actually back up for
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1  a second.
2                 You provided -- I think it was counsel for
3  Sidney Powell and Defending the Republic, you provided
4  them with sworn testimony on or about August 18, I
5  believe, of this year, correct?
6            A.   Yes.
7            Q.   And part of -- and that's testimony that,
8  as you sit here today, you were under oath, you swore that
9  it was true, and that testimony is true and accurate,

10  correct?
11            A.   Correct.
12            Q.   I don't want -- I don't want to repeat or
13  reinvent anything from it.
14                 But one of the things that you refer to is
15  getting screenshots of Dr. Coomer's Facebook pages.  And
16  as I appreciate your testimony, those screenshots did not
17  come from ; is that fair?
18            A.   That is fair.
19            Q.   All right.  So who did -- who did you get
20  the screenshots of the Facebook pages from?
21            A.   I got those screenshots from someone who
22  had access to that legally.
23            Q.   Yeah.  And you've said that.
24            A.   Can we take a quick break?  I need to use
25  the restroom.  I just drank a bunch of water.
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1            Q.   Well, let me -- let me ask you a follow-up,
2  then we can take the break, it relates to the question
3  that I just asked you.
4            A.   All right.  I'll answer it.
5            Q.   The -- the question was whose -- who gave
6  you -- this is along the lines of the other question about
7  the conduit,  -- who is the person who gave you access
8  to the Facebook pages by giving you screenshots?
9            A.   Someone that had legally -- legal access

10  to those screenshots.
11            Q.   I'm asking you for the name.
12            A.   I won't give you the name.  I will not
13  answer that question.
14            Q.   You've been ordered by the Court to answer
15  that question.
16            A.   I understand.  I also understand the
17  consequences that come from not answering that question.
18            Q.   What's the basis for refusing to answer the
19  question?
20            A.   Eric Coomer's lack of control, and his
21  ability to and desire to hurt those that speak out
22  against him.
23            Q.   How has --
24            A.   There's -- let me -- let me actually
25  finish that.  There's also another problem in that that
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1  person is not protected under any protection order.  And
2  at the point that he would be protected under a
3  protection order, I would seek that that protection order
4  also prohibit Eric Coomer from having access to that
5  information as well.
6            Q.   In the hearing, we stipulated that the
7  protective order would be covered by the Facebook conduit
8  as well.  So they are protected, and that's our position
9  and stipulation.  So --

10            A.   It is my position that that has not been
11  stipulated.  It is also my position that having Eric
12  Coomer have access to this individual would be a danger
13  to this person, given Eric Coomer's history with antifa.
14            Q.   Sir, you're -- I just want to make sure
15  that you understand what you're doing.  The Court has
16  ordered you to provide that information to us.  And -- and
17  you are aware that there's an order in place to that
18  effect, right?
19            A.   I also understand that on --
20            Q.   But just answer that question first.  Can
21  you answer that?
22            A.   I'm answering that question for you right
23  now.  On December 8th, Mr. Coomer said specifically that
24  those posts were fabricated.  He furthermore said that he
25  had no -- never had any sort of desire to push out
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1  anything that would be politically motivated or biased.
2  That was, I think, paragraph 3.
3                 So as far as Mr. Coomer is concerned, I
4  fabricated those.  Now, you want me to come forward with
5  the person that gave me access to that information.  Even
6  given the history of Mr. Coomer even as -- as recently as
7  a couple months ago where he got in a bar fight.
8                 So, I mean, you want me to give you
9  information related to this individual to a person who

10  has a history of flying off the -- off the handle, and I
11  don't think that that is appropriate.  So given that, I
12  understand the consequences.  I understand we'll go back
13  in front of the Court.  I will not divulge that
14  information unless I feel that that person is safeguarded
15  against Mr. Coomer specifically.
16                 MS. HALL:  Charlie, and I'm going to at
17  this point say we need to take a break and go off the
18  record.
19                 MR. CAIN:  I'm not agreeing to it.  I
20  mean, you can do what you want, but I want to get to the
21  bottom of this.
22                 MS. HALL:  And I understand -- there's no
23  question posed, and he asked for a break about four
24  questions ago.  So I'm asking for a break.
25            A.   Just a quick break just to use the
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1  restroom, and I'll be right back.
2            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  You're going to do it no
3  matter what.  I'm just saying I'm in the middle of a
4  topic, and so I'm not -- it's not an agreed-upon break.
5                 MS. HALL:  Okay.  Break.  We'll come back
6  in a few minutes.  Thank you.
7                 THE DEPONENT:  I'm just going to use the
8  restroom.  I'll be right back.
9                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off the record.

10  The time is 12:26 p.m.
11                 (Recess from 12:26 p.m. to 12:34 p.m.)
12                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We're back on the
13  record.  This is the beginning of Media Number 2.  The
14  time is 12:34.
15            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Okay.  Mr. Oltmann, before
16  the break, I was asking you about the access to the
17  Facebook pages.  It wasn't an agreed break.  I don't want
18  to know if you -- the substance of your conversations, but
19  did you confer with counsel during the last break?
20                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
21            A.   I didn't, no.  I went to the bathroom like
22  I told you I was going to.
23            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  So you didn't confer with
24  counsel?
25            A.   I did not.

23 (Pages 86 - 89)
Veritext Legal Solutions

800-336-4000



Page 90

1            Q.   Having had time to visit the restroom, I'm
2  going to give you one more shot.  Are you going to respond
3  to my question as to who the person was that gave you
4  access to Dr. Coomer's Facebook pages?
5            A.   No.  Put it in the protective order, and I
6  feel that that person is protected, then I may be
7  compelled to release that information.  But given, again,
8  the irrational nature of Mr. Coomer, I'm not -- I'm not
9  prepared to do that right now.

10            Q.   All right.  Well, I'll bite on -- and I
11  don't agree with you, I do believe it's protected.  We've
12  already stipulated that it's protected and it's been
13  ordered.  So --
14            A.   That doesn't stop -- that doesn't stop
15  Eric Coomer from being on this call right now and for him
16  getting access to that information.
17            Q.   Right.
18                 And you're speculating, though, as to what
19  anyone would do with that information.
20            A.   I'm not speculating.  I'm using -- I'm
21  using the habits and behavior of Mr. Coomer himself in
22  order to dictate what I think he will do in the future.
23            Q.   Okay.  I'm going to burn a minute on this
24  because we're going to have to address this with the
25  Court.
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1                 You said because of Dr. Coomer's lack of
2  control, you mentioned a bar fight.  What specifically are
3  you saying presents a danger to the Facebook page person
4  by Dr. Coomer?
5            A.   His -- his own writings that date back all
6  the way back to 1996.  His involvement with the
7  skinheads.  His previous addiction to heroin.  His
8  multiple arrests for DUI.  His inability to control
9  himself, comments and things that he's done in the past.

10                 I mean, he's just a wrecking ball.
11  Writing stuff publicly about how he abused his wife at
12  the time.  I didn't write these things, he did.  And
13  those aren't the writings of someone who is a sane
14  individual.  So I used his own writings and the things
15  that he wrote in order to come to a conclusion on what
16  he's likely to do to someone else based on his
17  recklessness with his own life.
18            Q.   This -- this individual, as you understand
19  it -- but you also mentioned a bar fight.  What does that
20  have to do with this?
21            A.   I mean, you have a bar fight in the middle
22  of all of this.  I mean, I don't know.  I -- I don't --
23            Q.   Who told you he had a bar fight?
24            A.   Someone in the -- someone in the Salida
25  area.
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1            Q.   You mentioned, I think in the past, maybe
2  it was on one of your shows, that Dr. Coomer you said
3  assaulted two individuals.  Is that -- is that what you're
4  referring to?
5            A.   That is the information that was provided
6  to me, yes.
7            Q.   Okay.  So do you know whether or not
8  Dr. Coomer was charged with assault in this alleged bar
9  fight?

10            A.   I do not believe he was.
11            Q.   Right.
12                 And, in fact, do you know whether the other
13  individuals involved in this incident were charged
14  criminally?
15            A.   I do not know that as well.
16            Q.   You don't have any firsthand knowledge of
17  anything related to a bar fight in Salida, do you?
18            A.   I hired a private investigator through
19  counsel.
20            Q.   Right.
21                 Is Dr. Coomer under surveillance right now?
22                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
23            A.   No.
24            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Has he been in the past?
25                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
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1            A.   I don't know what my attorneys have done
2  in order to garner information about Mr. Coomer.
3            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  I'm not asking you about
4  your attorneys.  I'm talking specifically about whether
5  you have him under surveillance.
6            A.   I personally do not have him under
7  surveillance, no.
8            Q.   Have you ever sent someone to Dr. Coomer's
9  house to surveil him?

10            A.   No.  Somebody volunteered to go by his
11  home to see if he was there because I was asked by
12  someone else if I'd seen Eric Coomer.  Lots of people
13  reached out to me all over, giving me information about
14  Mr. Coomer.
15            Q.   Can you see my screen?
16            A.   I cannot.  You have to hit the share
17  screen button at the bottom.
18            Q.   I'm screen sharing.  In the exhibits, it's
19  Exhibit 104.  You can't see it, I guess, because of your
20  setup, but it's on the screen.
21            A.   Hold on.  Let me go to Exhibit 104.
22            Q.   It was produced by Mr. Hoft.
23            A.   Okay.
24            Q.   It comes from the phone number
25  303-667-5105.  Is that your phone number?
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1            A.   It is.
2            Q.   Is that your text to him, I sent someone to
3  his house and no sign of him?
4            A.   I don't have that text in any of my texts.
5  And I don't understand the context of this.
6            Q.   I asked you, Have you sent people to his
7  house to surveil him?  You said, No, that you had
8  volunteers.
9                 Did you send this text and did you send

10  someone to Dr. Coomer's house in November of 2020?
11            A.   I did not send someone to his house.  I
12  sent someone to see if he was there.  Because they called
13  me and said, I'm here.  I can check and see if he's at
14  his house.
15            Q.   Okay.  Who did you send to his house?
16            A.   It was a guy that lives in Salida that
17  reached out to me via Signal and said I live in Salida.
18  There's a lot of really bad people that live here.  Those
19  are his exact words.  How can I help?
20            Q.   Okay.  And my question is:  Just like all
21  these other questions that you're not answering, who is
22  this person?
23            A.   I've answered every single one of your
24  questions.
25            Q.   Who is the individual that you sent to
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1  Dr. Coomer's house?  What's his name or her?
2                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
3            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Who?
4            A.   His name is Dave.
5            Q.   Last name?
6            A.   I actually don't have his last name.
7            Q.   Oh.  Convenient.
8                 MS. HALL:  Charlie, we don't need the side
9  comments.

10            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  All right.  Dave in Salida,
11  you sent to Dr. Coomer's house in November, or at least he
12  volunteered to do it, right?
13            A.   He actually said that he would go by
14  there.
15            Q.   Is this the same person who provided you
16  information about some so-called bar fight?
17            A.   No.  It was a private investigator that
18  got that information.
19            Q.   So did you send this text or not on
20  Exhibit 104?
21            A.   I'd have to see the text in order to see
22  that, if I did or didn't.
23            Q.   The text is Exhibit 104, sir.  It's in the
24  Exhibit Share.  It's a one-liner.  It has your phone
25  number on it, you testified to, and is says, I sent
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1  someone to his house and no sign of him.
2                 MS. HALL:  Charlie, you have cherry-picked
3  one sentence.  This thread shows that there's 14 text
4  messages.
5            A.   Where are the rest?
6            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  I'm not going to ask about
7  the rest.  I have limited time.  I want to know the answer
8  to my question.  Did you send this text or not?
9            A.   Well, I can't see the context of this

10  text.  I don't have this text in my possession, because
11  when my phone was replaced, that did not go with it.  So
12  if you can show me the rest of the text, I can tell you
13  whether or not I sent it in the context of --
14            Q.   This is what I have.  You can go back and I
15  guess talk to Mr. Hoft and review the records with your
16  counsel.
17                 My question is:  Did you send the text?  As
18  you sit here, do you know or not?
19            A.   I don't know.  I mean, I'll assume that I
20  did if it came from Mr. Hoft, but I don't know.  I don't
21  have this text in my possession.
22            Q.   You talked about Dr. Coomer lacking control
23  and that's why you're not telling me the Facebook conduit.
24                 I'm going to show you what's been marked
25  previously as Exhibit 46.  This is a Parlor post.  You --
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1  I'm sharing my screen, but you can't see it, so I guess
2  this is for the benefit of everyone else.
3                 Do you have that up?
4            A.   Yeah.  What day was this?
5            Q.   Does it matter?
6            A.   Yeah.
7            Q.   I don't know.  You sent it, didn't you?
8            A.   I did not send that.  That was what's
9  called an echo.

10            Q.   Okay.  Tell me what that is.
11            A.   An echo is where you share somebody else's
12  post, and you can add your own thing to it.
13            Q.   Okay.
14            A.   But I do --
15            Q.   I'm sorry.  Go ahead.
16            A.   I do believe that when your family gets
17  threatened, when you have to surround your bed with metal
18  plates because you're afraid someone is going to come
19  kill your family, and you have to higher personal
20  security detail when people send you powder in the mail,
21  when people come to your house with a gun, those are all
22  things -- by the way, I didn't attack Dominion.  I went
23  after the credibility of Eric Coomer and his connection
24  to the election fraud based on his own words.  Right?
25                 So that happened within a couple of days
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1  of -- of me actually coming out that Monday.  So I
2  didn't -- you don't cut the tongue out of the person
3  that's lying.  You cut the tongue out of the person who's
4  telling the truth.
5                 When you get attacked with such -- with
6  such vitriol, you have a tendency to get really pissed
7  off, especially when your kids and your wife are in
8  danger.  So, yeah, emotions fly high.
9                 So I don't know when this was written.  My

10  guess is that the top section was written
11  somewhere -- somewhere after or before he put up a post
12  related to the fact that those posts were manufactured.
13            Q.   Okay.  You don't remember the con- -- the
14  circumstances that caused to you put this post up?
15            A.   I'm sure it was anger.
16            Q.   Okay.
17            A.   I'm sure it was written out of anger.
18            Q.   You're not denying that this is your post,
19  are you?
20            A.   Well, I don't -- I don't know because I
21  don't have that post anywhere in any of the posts that I
22  have on Parlor.  It does not exist.
23            Q.   Okay.  Well, we were able to get it from
24  Parlor, obviously.  Are you denying that you sent --
25            A.   Hold on a second.  You got this from
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1  Parlor?
2            Q.   Yes.
3            A.   You said you got this from Parlor.  You
4  got this from Parlor.  So Parlor gave you this post?
5            Q.   No.  It was posted to your Parlor account.
6            A.   Well, I went to Parlor and asked them if I
7  could get a record of my previous posts that did not show
8  up, and they denied me.
9            Q.   Are you denying that you posted this, yes

10  or no?
11            A.   I don't know if I posted it.  To me,
12  something like that would be an echo.  It would not
13  be -- an echo is where you basically repost somebody
14  else's post.
15            Q.   Okay.  So did you repost -- when you say,
16  I've been busy doing 15 interviews in the last two days,
17  are you saying someone else posted that and then you just
18  reposted someone who had been doing 15 interviews in the
19  last two days?
20            A.   No, no, no.  You don't understand how
21  Parlor works.  So you'll repost the post, which is a
22  picture, and then above it you just put your own -- your
23  own stuff into it.
24            Q.   Okay.  So the picture was posted, and you
25  grabbed the -- the screenshot.  This is of Dr. Coomer's
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1  house, isn't it, in Salida?
2            A.   I think so.  I've never been there.
3            Q.   Okay.  That was your understanding, though,
4  when you echoed that picture?
5            A.   Sure.  If I did it, yeah.
6                 I've never -- I've never seen this post.
7            Q.   Well, you typed it, didn't you?
8            A.   Again, I went back in Parlor and I don't
9  have any access to any of those records.  It's kind of

10  like the stuff with YouTube.  So you can tell me that I
11  posted this, but I can't find it anywhere.
12            Q.   Well, do you remember doing it?  Do you
13  remember saying, So it's up to you, blow this shit up.
14  Share.  Put his name everywhere.  No rest for this
15  shitbag.  Eric Coomer.  Eric Coomer.  Eric Coomer.  This
16  shitbag and the corrupt ass hats in Dominion voting
17  systems must not steal our election and our country.
18  Eric, we are watching you.
19                 You don't remember typing that?
20            A.   No.  But it's possible that I did type it.
21            Q.   You did, didn't you?
22            A.   I just answered your question.
23            Q.   And you wanted people to go to his house.
24  That's why you reposted -- or echoed that picture?
25            A.   You want to restate your question?
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1            Q.   Yeah.  What do you mean by "blow this shit
2  up"?
3            A.   I'm not even sure I wrote it.
4            Q.   So you're not standing by this?
5            A.   I can't find it anywhere at Parlor.  You
6  said you got it from Parlor, yet conveniently I can't go
7  to Parlor and get any posts previously.  Nor are you
8  willing to give me the date that this was supposedly
9  posted.

10            Q.   Did you delete this post?
11            A.   I did not.  I've deleted nothing.
12            Q.   You're under oath, sir.
13            A.   Unlike your client.  Unlike your client, I
14  have deleted nothing.
15            Q.   Including the Facebook video that you took
16  while you were in Grand Junction the other day that you
17  deleted?
18            A.   What do you mean I deleted?  I didn't
19  delete it.
20            Q.   Yeah, you did.  It was taken down.
21            A.   That's not true.
22            Q.   Who took it down?
23            A.   It was never taken down.
24            Q.   So that Facebook -- you're actually on
25  record saying you had to delete it.
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1            A.   You cannot be this stupid.  Maybe you are.
2  Maybe you don't use social media.  But all's I have to
3  do, and all's Eric had to do on all of those posts that
4  he deleted was change the settings so that they were not
5  public, and that he was the only one that could have
6  access to them.  So that's what I did.  I preserve
7  everything.  And you're the one that came out and said
8  that you preserved them as well.
9            Q.   Oh.

10            A.   So you want to have a debate about your
11  client, we can have a debate about your client.  If you
12  want to ask me questions related to your client and
13  his -- and whether or not he was on that call, whether or
14  not he was a part of election fraud, you know, we can
15  just starting mounting up the evidence.  I've been
16  through all your photos and exhibits.
17                 So if you'd like to ask me questions about
18  those, I'm prepared to answer those.  But this subjective
19  stuff that you want to throw in the middle of it and ask
20  me questions about things that either are not relevant or
21  not true, I'm not going to sit here and stand for it.
22  You can bully someone else.  You're not going to bully
23  me.
24            Q.   Are you through?
25            A.   Are you?
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1            Q.   Nope.
2            A.   Then let's go.
3            Q.   So you said online that you took down the
4  video the other day from Grand Junction.
5            A.   Yes.
6            Q.   Okay.  So where you're quibbling with me is
7  deleting it versus taking them down?
8            A.   That's what you said.
9                 MS. HALL:  And, Charlie, how is this

10  relevant?  What is this have to do with your client Eric
11  Coomer?  Does the video have something to do with your
12  client?  Because if not, please move on.
13                 MR. CAIN:  It's my time, Counsel.
14                 MS. HALL:  Then we'll sit here and you can
15  stare at my client, because the questions are not
16  relevant.  You're going beyond the scope of limited
17  discovery.  And you've done this with all of the
18  defendants, and I'm not cool with it anymore.
19                 MR. CAIN:  You've got intentional -- well,
20  first of all, I'm not going to debate you because it's a
21  waste of time.  He testified that my client lacked
22  control.  I've got an intentional infliction claim.  And
23  your client is unwilling to own up to what he posted on
24  Parlor as Exhibit 46.
25            A.   No.  You're not asking me questions.  I
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1  will answer those questions.  When you purposely lie to
2  me, as you have to the judge and in this case, which you
3  have done, then I'm going to correct that.
4                 You said that I deleted those posts.  Your
5  words, not mine.  I did not delete those posts.  I made
6  them private.  There's a difference between making
7  something private and preserving those things and
8  deleting them.  I did not delete them.
9            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  You took them down.  Then if

10  that's the issue that you have, then I stand corrected.
11                 MS. HALL:  Charlie, he did not take them
12  down.  He just told you he made the post private.  So
13  that means you and all of your team and all of your
14  experts and everything that you're doing to follow my
15  client 24 hours a day can no longer see that.  It is
16  still on his Facebook page.  If you are friends with Joe
17  Oltmann, you can go on his Facebook page --
18                 THE DEPONENT:  No, you can't.  No.
19                 MS. HALL:  -- and see it.
20                 THE DEPONENT:  No, but I'll show it to
21  him.
22            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  All right.  I'm going to
23  move on.  I can -- I guess what I can conclude from this
24  is that it's possible that you posted an echo of a picture
25  of Dr. Coomer's house and you wrote these words, but you
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1  won't confirm that for me?
2            A.   There you go.  There's my video.  See,
3  this is Facebook.  See that?  That's the video you said I
4  took down.  It's still up on Facebook.
5            Q.   That's the video you said you took down.
6            A.   I'm sorry?
7            Q.   That's the video you said you took down.
8            A.   No.  Okay.  Anyway --
9            Q.   You're -- you're starting -- well, I'm not

10  going to comment.
11                 What we'll do is, I guess, move on to --
12            A.   It's a good idea.
13            Q.   -- to another topic.
14                 Actually, you know what?  I'm going to take
15  a bathroom break.
16                 MS. HALL:  Oh, we object, Charlie.
17                 THE DEPONENT:  No, we don't.  Stop it.
18  Stop.  Please stop.  Charlie, take a bathroom break.  Do
19  you want a bathroom break, seriously?
20                 MR. CAIN:  Yeah.  We're going to go off
21  the record because we've got limited amount of time and
22  we've wasted a lot of it.  And I need to kind of organize
23  what I'm going to cover with you because I suspect your
24  lawyers are not going to agree to go past three hours
25  today.
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1                 THE DEPONENT:  They may not agree but, I
2  mean, obviously, I --
3                 MS. HALL:  Sure.
4                 MR. CAIN:  Let's go off the record.
5                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off the record.
6  The time is 12:55.
7                 (Recess from 12:55 p.m. to 1:02 p.m.)
8                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We're back on the
9  error.  The time is 1:02.

10            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Mr. Oltmann, since we have
11  45 minutes, I'll probably jump around a little bit.  I
12  like to call it the lightening round.
13                 But before I get off on some topics, I was
14  informed by one of our lawyers that the Parlor post was on
15  or about December 5th, which would have been before they
16  took the Parlor down and I think there was some loss of
17  data.
18                 Does that help you in terms of your
19  recollection as to whether you posted that echo?
20            A.   No, because once I saw this post, which
21  I've seen before, I went back to Parlor to try and
22  recover some of the information on Parlor to see if I had
23  posted that, in fact.  And I could find no record of it,
24  not at Parlor.
25                 But again, I guess that when the tech
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1  giants decided that they were going to sensor half of
2  America, they in essence deleted history and part of that
3  is the stuff that was up on Parlor.
4            Q.   All right.  So did anybody else in December
5  of 2020, did anybody else have access to your Parlor
6  account besides yourself?
7            A.   I'm not sure I understand the question.
8            Q.   Well, someone posted this from your Parlor
9  account.  The point of my question is:  Did someone else

10  have access?  Could someone else have posted this?
11            A.   Well, I can't authenticate that post.  I
12  mean, that post doesn't show that there's any comments.
13  That post doesn't show that there's any -- it doesn't
14  show anything.  It doesn't look like what Parlor looks
15  like today, which is the reason why I went back to Parlor
16  to ask them if this is a post that they could recover for
17  me.
18            Q.   And it's your sworn testimony that you
19  don't recall -- or you can't recall having actually made
20  that post?
21            A.   No.  But I've called Eric Coomer a shitbag
22  numerous times.
23            Q.   Okay.  So you stand by the content.  It's
24  just you don't know if that's actually your post?
25            A.   I stand by that comment.
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1            Q.   All right.  So let's -- let's talk a little
2  bit about -- we talked about the antifa call, and your
3  conduit has been identified as , and that's essentially
4  it.  We've talked about Facebook.  I want to follow-up on
5  the Facebook question now.
6                 You -- when you got this -- the original
7  screenshots from Dr. Coomer's Facebook account, were you
8  located at that elk hunt home that you had referred to in
9  some of your prior testimony?

10            A.   Yes.
11            Q.   Okay.  So just help me a little bit about
12  the timeline.  You had testified that you were -- you had
13  this epiphany when you were at this elk hunt.  This would
14  have been November 6 of 2020; is that correct?
15            A.   I never had an epiphany.
16            Q.   Okay.  Well, I don't mean to -- whatever it
17  was, on November 6th is when you started looking back at
18  Dr. Coomer as a result of an article that you read; is
19  that fair?
20            A.   Correct.  Correct.
21            Q.   And that's why you were out elk hunting, I
22  think in New Mexico; is that right?
23            A.   I was not elk hunting in New Mexico.
24            Q.   Okay.  What were you doing?
25            A.   I was elk hunting.
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1            Q.   Okay.  Where were you?
2            A.   In Colorado.
3            Q.   All right.  And in terms of getting access
4  to the Facebook post, how did you go about actually
5  getting that data?
6            A.   Somebody gave me access to it.
7            Q.   Okay.  And the somebody is the person
8  you're not going to reveal, correct?
9            A.   I'm not going to reveal that person

10  because Eric Coomer is on this call, and the subject is
11  not subject, thus, I can see to the protection order by
12  giving you that information.
13            Q.   Was it -- well, I'm not going to give you
14  too many names.  Was it ?
15            A.   I -- I am not going to disclose who the
16  person is.
17            Q.   Do you know ?
18            A.   I'm not going to disclose -- yes, I do.
19            Q.   And you're not going to tell me whether it
20  was him that gave you access?
21            A.   I'm not going to tell you -- I'm not going
22  to tell you who gave me access.
23            Q.   Okay.  Was November 6th the day that you
24  first received screenshots from the Facebook page?
25  November 6.
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1            A.   Yes.
2            Q.   Okay.  And had you already been talking to
3  one of Dr. Coomer's Facebook friends about getting access
4  to his Facebook page prior to that point?
5            A.   No.
6            Q.   Did you know -- well, strike that.
7                 Had you had access to Dr. Coomer's Facebook
8  account prior to November 6?
9            A.   No.

10            Q.   Walk me through the steps on November 6th
11  that you took in order to get access.
12                 And I understand you're not going to tell
13  me the names -- or name, but -- and I don't agree with
14  that, obviously.  But just kind of walk me through how you
15  were able to do that.
16            A.   Okay.  Repeat your -- is that a question
17  or what --
18            Q.   Yes.  Walk me through how you got access to
19  the Facebook page.
20            A.   Somebody sent me the Facebook post.
21            Q.   I get that.
22                 You must have called someone.  Tell me --
23  tell me how it came about.
24            A.   I reached out to numerous people to see
25  who'd be willing to give me information.
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1            Q.   Okay.  But specifically Facebook
2  information.  Why did you think Facebook might have
3  information on Dr. Coomer?
4            A.   I didn't.  I wanted to validate the
5  information that I had previously.
6            Q.   So you just started calling or reaching
7  out, as you said, to various people to see if they could
8  get you access to his Facebook?
9            A.   I started doing research on the 6th to get

10  access to information that would have corroborated the
11  information that I had previously going back to
12  September.
13            Q.   Okay.  And then how did you -- did you find
14  someone in your -- in your investigation who told you,
15  Hey, I can get you access to the Facebook account?
16            A.   No.  I just started doing research.
17            Q.   Okay.  You're being evasive.  I'm trying to
18  get --
19            A.   Actually, that's exactly what I did.  I
20  started doing research.  I started doing research on
21  social media accounts.  And was able to uncover Instagram
22  account, Twitter account that had been previously
23  deactivated.  A Facebook account that was not
24  deactivated.
25                 I started looking at pictures that were

Page 112

1  publicly available of people that were connected to those
2  people, and looked to see if there was a 2 degree
3  separation of Eric Coomer and other people that I could
4  get access to that information.
5            Q.   And so you found through looking at -- or
6  doing that research, someone that you recognized as a
7  friend of Dr. Coomer?
8            A.   Not right away, no.
9            Q.   Well, you got the information on the 6th,

10  right?  You were able to get screenshots that day,
11  correct?
12            A.   Yes.  Some of them on that day, yes.
13            Q.   All right.  And so how did you receive
14  those?  How were they transmitted to you?
15            A.   Signal.  I believe Signal, yeah.
16            Q.   And same thing with -- well, were all of
17  the Facebook pages sent to you via Signal?
18            A.   Again, the best I can recollect.  I don't
19  have access to my previous phone content.
20            Q.   Is the person who gave you the Facebook
21  pages still a contact on your Signal account?
22            A.   I haven't looked at it, but probably.
23            Q.   Take a look real quick.  I want to know.
24                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  I didn't
25  understand.
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1                 THE DEPONENT:  I just have to keep going
2  backwards in time.
3            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  If you're not going to find
4  it, I don't have time.  Certainly don't stall the process.
5            A.   You asked me to look for it.  I'm looking
6  through every conversation that I've had.
7            Q.   All right.  Well, then we'll go off the
8  record and you can do it off the record.
9                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  We're going off the

10  record.  The time is 1:12.
11                 (Recess from 1:12 p.m. to 1:13 p.m.)
12                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Back on the record.
13  The time is 1:13.
14            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  All right.  You indicated
15  off the record, Mr. Oltmann, that through your search
16  function, you're not able to pull up messages from the
17  Facebook contact; is that true?
18            A.   That is true.
19            Q.   You'd have to individually go through that.
20  And we don't have time for that, at least today we don't.
21                 You mentioned also that you had reached out
22  to a number of people to do some invest- -- or in your
23  investigation of Dr. Coomer on the 6th.  Who else did you
24  reach out to?
25            A.   Publicly available people that were -- you
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1  know, the same thing.  Just trying to figure out if
2  somebody would give me access to that information, that
3  would be friendly to the idea of validating who Eric
4  Coomer is.
5            Q.   Okay.  And as you sit here today, are you
6  able to -- if you know, to pull up from Signal the
7  transmittal of the Facebook pages to you?
8            A.   I'm not sure I understand the question.
9            Q.   Well, is that -- is that transmittal data

10  still on your Signal app, if you know?
11            A.   Well, if it was on my Signal app, I would
12  have been able to find it, so, again, I believe that the
13  Signal when I downloaded the information did not carry
14  through -- carry over.
15            Q.   Did you ask that the information be sent
16  via Signal to you?
17            A.   I don't -- I don't recall, no.
18            Q.   Is there any way as you sit here to trace
19  the information of when and from whom you received the
20  Facebook pages?
21            A.   I'm not sure I understand the question.
22            Q.   Well, I'm just -- if I want to show the
23  Court, Here is evidence of when these Facebook pages were
24  transmitted to Joe Oltmann, as I sit here, I don't have
25  anything but your word.
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1                 So is there any physical evidence that you
2  can think of that would show that transmission?
3            A.   Yeah.  I mean, I don't know.  As I sit
4  here right now, no, but if I'm given more time to think
5  about it, I can probably come up with some sort of record
6  of where it came from.
7            Q.   But you're certain, as I understand your
8  testimony, that this person that gave you the screenshots
9  was one of Dr. Coomer's friends on his Facebook page at

10  the time?
11            A.   Yeah, I think still friends.
12            Q.   Did he or she -- is it a he or she, can you
13  at least tell me that?
14            A.   No.
15            Q.   Did he or she explain to you why they were
16  willing to provide you access to this information; what
17  their motivation was?
18            A.   Yeah.  I don't -- I don't think they
19  probably had a motivation other than my explanation of
20  what I was dealing with.  I mean, look it's a pretty
21  heavy conversation, right?  It's not something to
22  be -- you know, to take lightly.
23            Q.   Did you have to convince this person the
24  reason for --
25                 THE DEPONENT:  Sorry.
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1                 (Phone ringing.)
2            A.   Apologies.  Can you repeat that question?
3            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Yeah.
4                 Did you have to convince this person to
5  provide you this information?  In other words, were they
6  reluctant to do so?
7            A.   No.
8            Q.   And again, the reason you're not giving
9  this to me is because you think that their -- that the

10  reveal of their identity would subject them to some form
11  of retribution by Dr. Coomer?
12                 MS. HALL:  Objection, Charlie.  He has
13  told you 5 to 10 times already.  He doesn't believe it's
14  in the protected order.
15                 MR. CAIN:  I've already stipulated to
16  that.  I'm --
17                 MS. HALL:  I understand what you've said
18  on this deposition.  There is nothing in the protective
19  order that was previously filed with the Court that
20  addresses what the Court just said the last time we were
21  there.  So I get what your position is.  You've heard
22  what my clients' is, and I guess we'll take it up with
23  the court.
24                 MR. CAIN:  Oh.  So let's assume for the
25  sake of argument that -- that that needs to be buttoned

Page 117

1  up.  I don't believe that's the case.  And I already told
2  you that our view is that it's subject to the protective
3  order.
4            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  But assuming that
5  information -- or that protective order was extended to
6  this information, would you be willing to provide us with
7  that testimony at that -- at that time?
8            A.   I think that I would give up more
9  information if I knew that Eric was not going to get

10  access to that information.
11            Q.   Okay.  Would you provide us with the
12  identity of this person?
13            A.   If Eric did not have access --
14                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
15            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Is that a Yes?
16            A.   I can't speculate.
17            Q.   Okay.  Let's -- let's talk a little bit
18  about your affidavit.  We've spent almost all this
19  deposition talking about the antifa call and some of this
20  Facebook stuff.
21                 The affidavit which is Plaintiff's
22  Exhibit 2, I provided that to you previously, was signed
23  by you -- I believe on November 13 of 2020; is that
24  correct?
25            A.   Yes.  Is that -- Exhibit 2?
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1                 MR. KIMREY:  Mr. Cain, I have a question,
2  a point of clarification.  Shall we deem all exhibits
3  that you are referring to within this deposition as
4  exhibits to this deposition?
5                 MR. CAIN:  Yes.
6                 MR. KIMREY:  Thank you.
7            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Are you with me,
8  Mr. Oltmann?
9            A.   Yes.

10            Q.   Okay.  So this affidavit you signed
11  November 13, right?
12            A.   Yes.
13            Q.   And the purpose --
14            A.   November 13th, you said?
15            Q.   Yes, sir.  1-3.
16            A.   All right.  Perfect.  Okay.
17            Q.   Who asked you to sign an affidavit?
18            A.   I don't remember the person.
19            Q.   Who were they associated with?
20            A.   With Sidney Powell, I do believe.
21            Q.   You understood that this affidavit
22  potentially was going to be used by Ms. Powell in
23  connection with litigation?
24            A.   Yes.
25            Q.   Okay.  And you allowed this affidavit to be
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1  filed of record in lawsuits that Ms. Powell was associated
2  with?
3            A.   No.  I just filed an affidavit, and I
4  signed it.
5            Q.   Okay.  But your expectation was that this
6  could be used as evidence in a lawsuit Ms. Powell was
7  involved with?
8            A.   The only expectation I had was that I was
9  going to sign an affidavit of what I knew.

10            Q.   Okay.  Well, in terms of what you knew,
11  just looking at the affidavit, I have a few questions.
12  You go over, of course, the antifa call, right?
13            A.   Yep.  Yes.
14            Q.   On page 2.
15                 You refer to the call as being on or about
16  the week of September 27.  But that's not correct, right?
17  It was prior to that week, true?
18            A.   I think that's why I wrote -- they put "on
19  or about."  So I had this -- they drafted this.  I gave
20  them information.  They drafted it.  And then I signed
21  it.  So there's parts of this that were not complete, or
22  that had pulled stuff out and made it so that the context
23  could be changed.
24                 But overall, the information is still
25  accurate because they did put on or around, I think.
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1  Actually, I can't -- yeah, on or about --
2                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  Whoa, whoa,
3  whoa.
4            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  But it's more accurate --
5                 THE REPORTER:  I just didn't get the last
6  part of your statement, sir.  You dropped your voice.
7                 THE DEPONENT:  I said on or about the week
8  of September 27th.
9                 MR. KIMREY:  And I just note for the

10  record that Plaintiff's Exhibit 2 is Bates Powell 206
11  through Powell 211.
12                 THE REPORTER:  Who just spoke?
13                 MR. KIMREY:  That was Blaine Kimrey.
14                 THE REPORTER:  Thank you.
15            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  All right.  To be more
16  accurate, the -- the antifa call -- you say meeting here,
17  but was prior to September 26, not during the week of
18  September 27th, true?
19            A.   Well, it says on or about the week of
20  September 27th.  So that was still on or about the week.
21  So this had happened before the 26th.  So, yes, then this
22  would be factually accurate.
23            Q.   And this -- well, this affidavit was done
24  less than two months after the call, right?
25            A.   Yes.
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1            Q.   And so you did your best to be as complete
2  and accurate in this affidavit as possible, right?
3            A.   I -- I gave them a bunch of information.
4  I don't think I gave them completely all the information.
5  Just the information I felt was important to the
6  affidavit.
7            Q.   Right.
8                 And no one from the Powell camp asked you
9  any of these questions about how did you get on the call

10  in terms of your conduit and that sort of thing, did they?
11            A.   I think there's a lot of moving parts at
12  the time, and the things that they were more concerned
13  with was the litany of affidavits that were coming in
14  from across the nation.  And it was getting as much of
15  this information as possible so that they could do
16  fact-finding and figure out what the credibility was of
17  all that information collectively, in the middle of
18  having SISA and other organizations within days of the
19  election say that there's nothing to see here, this is
20  the safest election ever, without even doing any sort of
21  discovery into the sheer volume of fraud that was
22  existing across our nation.
23                 MR. CAIN:  Objection.  Nonresponsive.
24            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  All I'm asking is:  No one
25  from the Powell camp that was involved in obtaining this

31 (Pages 118 - 121)
Veritext Legal Solutions

800-336-4000



Page 122

1  affidavit asked to speak to your conduit or interview them
2  associated with confirming your story, fair?
3            A.   I didn't have a credibility issue.  I
4  didn't have an issue where you --
5            Q.   No, sir.  I asked you if they asked for
6  that information.  Yes or no?
7            A.   No.
8            Q.   You say in here, and you wrote in your
9  notes -- you use the word in your notes, "fortifying."

10  But when you're talking about Eric speaking on this -- and
11  this is on the middle of page 2 of the affidavit, Powell
12  207 -- Eric continued with fortifying the groups and
13  recruiting.
14                 Okay.  Are you referring to Eric Coomer in
15  that sentence?
16            A.   Where is this part?
17            Q.   It's in -- a little higher than the middle
18  of the page on the second page of your affidavit.  You go,
19  The conversation went like this.
20                 And then you described the conversation
21  about Eric being the Dominion guy, et cetera?
22            A.   What -- what page are you referring to?
23            Q.   Sir, I don't -- I've already said that
24  twice now.  The second page of your affidavit, Powell 207
25  is the Bates number on the bottom right.
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1            A.   Okay.
2            Q.   You're talking about the conversation on
3  the antifa call.  At the middle of it, you say, Eric
4  continued with fortifying the groups and recruiting.
5                 My question was:  You're referring there,
6  obviously, to Eric Coomer, correct?
7            A.   I am.
8            Q.   All right.  I want you to tell me what you
9  remember Eric Coomer saying about fortifying the groups

10  and recruiting specifically.
11            A.   So there's a ton of rhetoric going on on
12  the call itself and the comments made about keeping up
13  and fortifying their efforts.  There was a bunch of
14  people talking all at the same time.  So, you know, Eric
15  was in the middle of communicating on the call, along
16  with all these other people.
17                 So when I talk about being excentric and
18  boisterous, it's the -- it's the vulgarness of -- by
19  which they all seem to communicate.  The F word is
20  probably every other word.
21            Q.   Yes, sir.  But you say and swore in this
22  affidavit that Eric did and said certain things.  He
23  talked about fortifying the groups and recruiting.
24            A.   Right.
25            Q.   What specifically did he talk about in
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1  terms of fortifying the groups and recruiting?
2            A.   So I just answered that question as it
3  relates to them talking about fortifying, right?  Again,
4  I referred back to my notes when I had -- when I was
5  writing this stuff, and some of this information is
6  missing other paragraphs that I would have left in it.
7  Right.
8                 So the fortifying and saying that, Hey, we
9  need to keep up the pressure, those comments came out of

10  Eric's mouth.  Those comments came out of other people's
11  mouths.  It was -- it was a centric bit of hyperbole.
12            Q.   All right.  So you say, Keep up the
13  pressure.  You're attributing words to that effect -- to
14  Eric Coomer.  What was he referring to about keeping up
15  the pressure?
16            A.   I don't know.  I would assume it's related
17  to antifa and the things that they are doing across the
18  state of Colorado and the country at that point.  I mean,
19  they were terrorizing communities and burning down
20  buildings and looting and shooting and stabbing and
21  throwing frozen water bottles and feces.
22                 So it probably had something to do with
23  that.
24            Q.   Let me -- let me ask you.  You've done a
25  lot of research into antifa, it's clear.  What evidence do
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1  you have that Dr. Coomer was involved, outside of this
2  call, as you've alleged, was involved in any
3  activity -- antifa-related activities, whether it's March
4  or speaking at a rally or throwing feces, as you say?
5  What evidence do you have that he actually was part of an
6  antifa movement?
7            A.   So -- well, first of all, he posted the
8  antifa manifesto on his Facebook page on, I think,
9  June 5th or June of 6th.

10            Q.   And we've talked about the Facebook.  I'm
11  talking about --
12            A.   We haven't specifically talked about that
13  particular post.
14            Q.   Right.  I'll exclude since we don't have
15  time, and we know what -- we can look to in terms of
16  Facebook.  I'm asking, based on the amount of time that
17  you spent looking into Eric Coomer and his association
18  with antifa, carving out any kind of Facebook --
19            A.   Okay.  I'll bite.  All right.  Let me walk
20  through -- let me walk through all the information that I
21  learned about Eric Coomer.
22            Q.   I'm asking a specific question.  Not --
23            A.   That's the specific question.  You
24  can't -- you can't carve it out and say you don't want me
25  to answer the question.
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1            Q.   Here's the question.  Here's the question.
2  Listen to my question.
3            A.   Okay.
4            Q.   What information do you have that -- that
5  puts Eric Coomer in an antifa event, rally, as a speaker,
6  as a member of an association that you -- that you equate
7  with antifa?  What specifically do you know about that?
8            A.   I know that I was on this call, and I know
9  that Eric at Dominion was on that call.  I know that I

10  walked through and listened to other videos that had Eric
11  Coomer on it, and it was the same voice that was on this
12  call, who was on those other calls doing demonstrations
13  across the country.
14                 So I know that I did an amazing amount of
15  due diligence to tie back the Eric who was on the antifa
16  call to the Facebook posts, and the likelihood of that
17  happening.  And then going even further into that and
18  finding information related to owning the adjudication
19  process -- or excuse me, being a patentholder for the
20  adjudication process for the Dominion voting systems, as
21  well as the numerous affidavits across the country, which
22  as it came to light even after this time, tied back
23  improprieties to Dominion, such as the fact that there is
24  a modum inside the machine, yet the CEO of the Dominion
25  voting system said that there was no modem inside it.
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1                 They now have amended that and said, Oh,
2  there is one, but it's not used and it wasn't turned on
3  during the course of the election.
4            Q.   I'm asking you about motives.
5                 Did you -- have you seen Dr. Coomer at a --
6  at an antifa really?
7            A.   You asked me what information would be
8  provided that would lead me to believe that Eric Coomer
9  was, in fact, a part of antifa and what other information

10  do you have that would lead me to that conclusion.  I'm
11  trying to give that you information that led me to that
12  conclusion, and you don't want to hear my opinions.  Not
13  because it's not --
14            Q.   Sir, you're wasting time again.
15                 Have you seen -- let me -- let me break it
16  down for you.
17                 Have you seen video evidence or in-person
18  evidence of Dr. Coomer at what you would consider an
19  antifa rally, yes or no?
20            A.   No.
21            Q.   Have you seen him speak at -- or at a
22  movement or some event that involved antifa?
23            A.   Yes.
24            Q.   Which one?
25            A.   This call that I was on back in September.
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1            Q.   All right.  I'm talking about any kind of
2  public event that -- that antifa was associated with.
3  Speaker at a rally or anything like that.
4            A.   Well, I didn't attend antifa rallies.
5            Q.   Have you seen any evidence of that, videos
6  of Dr. Coomer speaking at an antifa rally?
7            A.   I have not reviewed any of the antifa
8  videos, and everyone during the summer of 2020 was
9  wearing masks and covering their identity.  So getting

10  access --
11            Q.   So your answer is no --
12                 THE REPORTER:  Just a moment.  One at a
13  time.
14                 THE DEPONENT:  Apologies.
15                 THE REPORTER:  Still, one at a time.
16            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Go ahead.
17            A.   The difficulty in uncovering who was at
18  any of these antifa rallies, even given the videos that
19  you have there, would be very difficult because of the
20  fact that all their faces were covered.
21                 So, you know, can I say for -- with
22  certainty that -- that he was at a -- at an antifa rally,
23  the answer to that question is no.  Can I say that he
24  wasn't?  The answer to that question would be no, as
25  well.
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1            Q.   Well, you're certain -- and you've said
2  this previously about  -- that she's part of a
3  group called Revolution, I think; is that right?
4            A.   Yes.
5            Q.   Yeah, that's your testimony on that.
6                 What group, if you know, is Dr. Coomer
7  involved with that you view as an antifa-related
8  organization?
9            A.   Well, most of the antifa members of the --

10  how you say an idea and not an organization, although
11  it's a very, very well-run organization, do not make
12  themselves known.  They do not make themselves
13  associated, because by that association, they would
14  associate with murderers and rapists and people that hurt
15  people in the community and bully them to get them to, I
16  guess, stay in their homes.  Intimidate them.
17            Q.   So you can't identify a specific
18  organization that you've been able to research and
19  conclude that Dr. Coomer is involved with some leftist
20  organization?
21            A.   Yes, I can actually.  He proclaimed
22  himself that he was a part of the skinhead movement and
23  in the article written in the New York Times by Susan
24  Dominus, he admitted that he was a part of the skinheads,
25  but it was a special group of skinheads that are against

33 (Pages 126 - 129)
Veritext Legal Solutions

800-336-4000



Page 130

1  racism.
2                 So that is a far left organization that
3  has strong ties to communism and Marxism, and he was
4  by -- self-proclaimed a part of that even dating back to
5  his time in Denver, Colorado.
6            Q.   Thanks.  So skinhead organization.  Is that
7  it?
8            A.   I don't -- I don't know.  I haven't
9  done -- I will say for right now, to answer your

10  question, yes.
11            Q.   All right.  So when he was talking about,
12  as you say in your affidavit, recruiting -- antifa
13  recruiting, what specifically was Dr. Coomer saying he
14  wanted to do to recruit new members of this group?
15            A.   Well, I think it was the comments that
16  they have collectively where they were agreeing with and
17  talking to them about keeping the pressure on and staying
18  the course that were directly related to that
19  recruitment.
20                 I don't use it from recruiting from the
21  standpoint of walk through a door, knock, knock.  Just
22  recruitment of making sure we get more people to show up
23  to these events.
24            Q.   Would you describe Dr. -- I'm sorry.  I
25  thought you were finished.
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1            A.   No.
2            Q.   Would you describe --
3            A.   Go ahead.
4            Q.   Would you describe Dr. Coomer as being one
5  of the leaders of the antifa group that was assembled on
6  this call?
7            A.   No.  Nor did I at the time believe that he
8  was actually -- after doing research, that he would
9  associate himself with antifa.

10            Q.   You mention -- I don't want to spend a lot
11  of time on this.
12                 So at the end of your affidavit, the last
13  full paragraph, you talk about you used ARIMA, A-R-I-M
14  analysis to show trends.
15            A.   Yeah.
16            Q.   Do you remember that?
17            A.   Yeah.
18            Q.   Okay.  Do you have that analysis handy
19  still?
20            A.   I have some of the information related to
21  what I did on the -- on other analyses later, but ARIMA
22  is -- uses -- I mean, do you know what ARIMA is.
23            Q.   I know what it stands for.  But I guess my
24  question is:  If I -- you talk about it in your affidavit.
25  If you have datasets involved with that, if you have
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1  some -- some analysis, I'd like to see it.
2                 Have you produced any of that information
3  to anyone, either the defendants in this case or other
4  experts?
5            A.   No, but I created a chart.  So this is the
6  stuff that I can get into more specifically.  But I
7  created a chart that looked at the voting probability of
8  people voting a certain way during a time series, and
9  then voting a certain way after that time series and the

10  likelihood of that actually happening by using previous
11  lags as opposed to what happened in the future.
12                 So using a stationary point, and then
13  creating a plotted chart to show me whether or not
14  there's any irregularities or errors in the data that
15  were -- that would not be probable based upon the
16  information that was input.
17            Q.   So my question is that the charting that
18  you used and the datasets -- or the charting that you
19  created and the datasets, do you still have that
20  information?
21            A.   I think so.
22            Q.   Did you -- and you -- but you didn't
23  provide it to anybody outside of your own group; is that
24  correct?
25            A.   So that's not necessarily true.  I brought
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1  some of those charts to Washington, D.C. in early
2  January.  I provided that information as it relates to
3  Dominion voting systems and the vulnerabilities that they
4  had in the Dominion voting systems.  And the process of
5  walking a through path of Dominion to the Black Box, to
6  how they recover those votes, how it's transferred over
7  to SCYTL, how SCYTL goes on to Edison, how Edison then
8  translates that over to the New York Times.
9            Q.   Right.  And you talked about that in your

10  August 18 testimony from -- when Sidney Powell's lawyers
11  were asking you about this issue, right?
12            A.   Yes.
13            Q.   And you said then that you know how
14  Dr. Coomer can flip the Election, to use your words,
15  right?
16            A.   Is that what I said?
17            Q.   Yes.  You said you know how Dr. Coomer
18  flipped the election.
19            A.   Is that what I said?
20            Q.   Yes.
21            A.   I haven't seen the transcript.
22                 MS. HALL:  Well, Charlie, the reason he's
23  asking you is you obviously have a copy of the
24  transcript.  We haven't seen the transcript yet.  So
25  where did you get the transcript?
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1                 MR. CAIN:  Sidney Powell's lawyers sent it
2  to everybody.
3                 MS. HALL:  Well, I haven't seen it.  I
4  didn't get it.
5                 MR. CAIN:  Well, that's not on me.
6                 MS. HALL:  I didn't say it was.  I'm just
7  saying he hasn't seen the transcript.
8                 THE DEPONENT:  No.  Show me
9  the transcript.

10                 MR. CAIN:  All right.  So here on
11  page 181 --
12                 MR. ARRINGTON:  This Barry Arrington.  I'm
13  going to put on the record that I sent the transcript to
14  everyone.
15                 THE REPORTER:  Who just spoke?
16                 MR. ARRINGTON:  This is Barry Arrington.
17                 I don't know why you're saying you haven't
18  seen it.  I sent it to everyone.
19                 MS. HALL:  I'm not saying you didn't,
20  Barry.  I'm just saying I did not receive anything, and
21  neither did Ingrid.  So that's all I'm saying.
22            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  I'll go about it this way
23  since we don't have --
24            A.   Therefore, I haven't reviewed it.
25            Q.   Outside of the transcript -- I mean, you
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1  can just testify now.  Do you or do you not know how
2  Dr. Coomer flipped the Election?
3            A.   I believe I know how the election was
4  influence and/or stolen, yes.
5            Q.   And I -- you used a passive.  I asked -- I
6  said Dr. Coomer.  You know how Dr. Coomer, at least
7  according to your -- your analysis, how he was involved in
8  flipping the election, true?
9            A.   I know that Coomer was a director of

10  strategy and security for Dominion voting systems, and in
11  that capacity and owning the adjudication process
12  in -- in that system, I know where the election
13  was -- was affected, yes.  I know where it was
14  compromised.
15                 And Eric Coomer is responsible for those
16  things, and therefore, I think that I know -- actually I
17  know that I know -- how Dominion was able to affect or
18  leave open vulnerabilities to allow for the election to
19  be stolen.
20            Q.   Right.  And you've testified -- you've
21  testified at length in questions from Ms. Powell's lawyers
22  about that specific topic, right?
23            A.   Yep.
24            Q.   Just a few weeks ago.  And you said that
25  you hadn't reduced, as of that time, your analysis to some
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1  written format or report.
2                 Have you done that now?  Have you prepared
3  a report reflecting your analysis?
4                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  Relevance.
5            A.   No.  I did.  I provided a diagram -- a
6  very crude diagram that the public can understand.  I
7  worked on the deviations between the -- four deviations
8  that happened inside the Dominion system.
9            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Okay.  Let me make sure -- I

10  want to make sure we get this on the record.
11            A.   Can you hear me?
12            Q.   Yeah, who's speaking?
13                 MR. KIMREY:  I'm sorry.  This is Blaine
14  Kimrey.
15                 So we're new to this matter.  I'm
16  wondering, just for clarification, Mr. Cain, if you have
17  a copy of the sworn statement, could you enter it in the
18  deposition since you're talking about it a lot?
19  And Mr. Oltmann has acknowledged that he did give a sworn
20  statement, so maybe if we could actually see it and he
21  could confirm it as entered in the deposition, that would
22  make everything easier to follow.  Just a suggestion.
23                 MR. CAIN:  I appreciate it.  I'm moving
24  off that now because I asked him the question outside of
25  this sworn statement, and I'm not -- I just don't have
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1  time to address that.
2            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  So let me -- let me get back
3  on to what I was talking about.  You had testified that
4  you -- that you had done analysis in this -- of behavioral
5  deviations and tech deviations, it's part of what you
6  said.
7                 And then I asked you, Has this been reduced
8  to writing?  And you said it -- you referenced a schematic
9  or something that we could all understand.  Is that fair?

10            A.   Yes.  So I've been assisting with
11  gathering information related to how the Dominion system
12  works.  So I was able to -- I've done it in different
13  parts, related to even like the ICX machine, the ability
14  to bypass the ICX in cases of balance outstanding or the
15  alignment being off.
16                 So I've done multiple things where I've
17  written out diagrams on how the system can be
18  manipulated -- be manipulated inside of the -- inside of
19  the Dominion system, depending on which part you have.
20            Q.   Well, we'll conclude on this as probably
21  the last topic.  On Exhibit 103, which we previously
22  marked from your recent disclosures, this is
23  Document 0 -- I believe it's small -- but it is 0881,
24  which is a diagram -- it looks like a voting system
25  diagram.  I want you to --
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1                 (Phone ringing.)
2                 THE REPORTER:  Just a moment.  I can't
3  hear.
4                 THE DEPONENT:  I don't know why it came
5  through my phone.  Hold on.
6            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  So Exhibit 103 has a diagram
7  that I think is what you're referring to.  Can you confirm
8  that this is the diagram that you were just talking about?
9            A.   Yes.

10            Q.   Okay.  So the -- the work that you've done
11  regarding -- at least as of this date regarding
12  Dr. Coomer's participation in flipping the election, in
13  part, is reflected on this particular diagram that we're
14  looking at, correct?
15            A.   Those -- that diagram walks through the
16  vulnerabilities of the Dominion voting systems and the
17  possible ways to, what I call, big cons and small cons.
18  Small cons to keep you distracted, and the big con of how
19  you were able to take invalidated fraudulent votes and
20  then reconnect them with people that vote.
21            Q.   And your -- your conclusion is that
22  Dr. Coomer's part of the big con; is that right?
23            A.   My conclusion is that -- that Eric made
24  comments related to making sure that President Trump was
25  not going to win.  And I did not make statements related
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1  to that Biden was going to win because I didn't hear
2  that.  I just heard that President Trump was not going to
3  win, and those came from him.
4                 And I validated him, and then after that I
5  validated his social posts, which are very boisterous
6  and -- that validate that -- number one, he's not in a
7  position where he could influence it.  And number 2, he
8  said he would influence it.  And number 3, that his clear
9  bias and hatred for just the country, police officers,

10  and his support for antifa was -- was well noted.
11            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Okay.  Well, that's
12  different than what you've testified to before in terms
13  of --
14            A.   How is that different?
15            Q.   -- to actually having -- I had understood
16  that you said from a technical standpoint, Dr. Coomer was
17  involved in rigging the election, which would affect
18  results, and you even testified to this -- in places like
19  Antrim County; in Mesa County, Colorado; and Cobb County,
20  Georgia?
21            A.   That he would have the ability to do that
22  and he's in a position to do that, absolutely.
23            Q.   Okay.
24            A.   I was very clear on that.  I've been clear
25  the entire time.  I've never once changed anything about
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1  what I've said, not once.
2            Q.   Well, and you've said, in fact, that
3  he -- you -- at least in your last testimony, that you're
4  95 percent sure that he actually engaged in that activity
5  of flipping the election.
6            A.   I don't have a transcript.
7                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  I can't
8  understand Ms. Hall.
9            A.   I don't even know if that's a question or

10  not.
11            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Yeah.  You have a high
12  degree of certainty -- you've testified already --
13            A.   I do.
14            Q.   -- in the deposition with the Powell
15  attorneys that you have a 95 percent degree of certainty
16  that Dr. Coomer was involved in flipping the election.
17            A.   Yes.
18            Q.   All right.  By the way, while I'm thinking
19  about it, you -- do you hold yourself out as an election
20  security expert?
21                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  Relevance.
22            A.   No, I'm a data guy.
23            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Okay.  So you would agree
24  with me that you are not an election security expert?
25                 MS. HALL:  Objection.
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1                 THE DEPONENT:  Should I answer?
2            A.   Okay.  So I built a system that
3  develops --
4                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  I'm sorry, sir.
5  Can you slow down just a bit?
6            A.   I built a system that creates quality
7  scores, relevant inspectors, and correlations of data on
8  individual DNA of an individual.  I built the
9  architecture behind a system that allows for us to

10  perform very well, actually above anyone else in the
11  country related to how we position messaging in front of
12  millions of people.  I built that.
13                 We're one of the largest first-party data
14  aggregators in the nation when I ran my company.  I know
15  that within a couple of days of me coming out and talking
16  about what information I did have, I had death threats.
17  I know that that -- those death threats have continued
18  through the last nine months.
19            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Sir, my question was
20  election security expert.  Do you hold yourself out as an
21  expert in election security issues?
22            A.   I would hold myself out as an expert in
23  system architecture.  I would hold myself out at -- and I
24  can prove over time as a two-time Ernst & Young
25  entrepreneur of the year nominee and one-time finalist in
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1  2020, after going through some rigorous tests by many of
2  the people on those panels, that I know what I'm talking
3  about when it comes to code and when I'm talking about
4  when you are talk about the Black Box, RUP kits, having
5  people overseas write code for you.  What the
6  implications are of having connections to different
7  systems that are not secured.  Having internet access
8  with the ability to access those systems.
9                 From an architecture standpoint, I could

10  punch holes in what Dominion has built over and over and
11  over again.  I don't need to know that you have to take a
12  stack of votes and put it through the system.  I have to
13  know that you can secure those votes through technology
14  that allows for transparency, which is what the system is
15  supposed to be built on.
16            Q.   You're -- you're speaking quickly, which is
17  find except for Laurel.  She's probably going to kill both
18  of us after this deposition.
19                 My -- you're not answering my question.
20            A.   I did answer your question.
21            Q.   Have you -- let me ask a different question
22  and see if you can answer this one.
23                 Do you have any experience working in
24  elections or in election security?
25                 MS. HALL:  Objection.  Relevance.
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1            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  You can answer.
2                 MS. HALL:  Please explain how this is
3  relevant to your defamation claim, Charlie.
4                 MR. CAIN:  Nope.
5                 MS. HALL:  Okay.  Well, then move on.  And
6  you're done.
7                 MS. DEFRANCO:  He's done.
8                 MS. HALL:  What's the time?
9                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  It's three hours and

10  three minutes.
11                 MS. HALL:  Thanks.  We're done, Charlie.
12            A.   Can I answer this last question?
13            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  Yeah.  You're going to
14  answer potentially more, but why don't you finish
15  this with -- we have tomorrow, obviously set aside as
16  well, but go ahead.
17                 MS. HALL:  No.  Charlie.  You have PCU
18  United tomorrow, Shuffling Madness, and CD Solutions.  So
19  there will be no questions that are posed to Mr. Oltmann.
20            A.   I'm going to answer this question if I can
21  because it's fresh in my mind.
22                 THE DEPONENT:  Can I answer it?
23            A.   Okay.  I have not worked in Dominion,
24  Sequoia, ESNS, Hart, Clear Ballot, I've never worked
25  inside of an election system.  With that said, there are
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1  certain things that you have to do in order to secure a
2  system.
3                 I did and was a CEO of a company that did
4  MSP services, so I understand that's Managed Service
5  Provider, which is the IOT of an internet of things --
6                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  Of the
7  internet?  I just didn't hear the word.
8                 THE DEPONENT:  Internet of things.
9            Q.   (By Mr. Cain)  I-O-T.

10            A.   We also have an e-commerce platform that
11  is a headless design.  It services some fortune 100
12  companies in the United States.  So I'm very familiar
13  with security, and as it relates to how the systems
14  interconnect and the API that are available, how to move
15  things offline and online.  How to find out or discover
16  whether or not something is or is not connected to the
17  internet, and the probability of those things being
18  connected to the internet by way of looking at the math
19  and science, which is why I used mathematical equations
20  to figure out whether or not this is probable.
21                 So it leads me back to fact-checking the
22  information related to the system architecture.  It's a
23  simple process that anyone that's involved in technology
24  goes through in order to make sure that they can validate
25  or invalidate their theory.
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1                 In this case the theory came back, and I
2  was able to look at what would probably happen in Georgia
3  as an example on early January that related to, and it
4  came true.  The system came down, it came back up.  We
5  were able to validate other information that we call
6  offline information in order to validate that there was a
7  probable system interference.
8                 Now, whether or not that system
9  interference was caused by Dominion is -- is not

10  even -- it's not even up for debate.  It's not up for
11  debate.  Dominion has a system that Antrim, Mesa County,
12  and other counties were able to validate would show that
13  in the math of how they calculate votes.
14                 Dominion was complicit in that behavior,
15  that is -- and I think that I have enough expertise and
16  technology that I can come to that conclusion without
17  actually working for Dominion.
18                 MR. CAIN:  I'm prepared to move forward
19  with additional questions which counsel seems to believe
20  that --
21                 MS. HALL:  We're done.  No, your three
22  hours is up, Charlie.  I'm going to do some clarification
23  now with my client here.
24  /////
25  /////

37 (Pages 142 - 145)
Veritext Legal Solutions

800-336-4000



Page 146

1                         EXAMINATION
2  BY MS. HALL:
3            Q.   So, Joe, you were asked by Mr. Cain about
4  this contact for your ability to get on a call.  Who -- or
5  not who reached out to you, but did you reach out to that
6  person or --
7            A.   No.
8            Q.   -- did they reach out to you?
9                 Explain that.

10            A.   They reached -- they reached out to me.
11            Q.   Can you explain that a little bit more?
12            A.   I never made a proactive approach to a
13  person that got me on the antifa call.  I wasn't the one
14  that did the reaching out.  They reached out to me.
15            Q.   And what was the purpose of you getting on
16  that call?
17            A.   It was just to discover antifa
18  journalists.  And if you go back to October 15th, I
19  believe it was, I'd have to check -- either October 15th
20  or 14th, I was in an FEC meeting.  And I said, We have
21  been -- we have infiltrated antifa.  Based on that call,
22  that I got all the information I was able to collect
23  afterwards, that said that, Hey, we were able to uncover
24  these antifa journalists and uncover these antifa
25  journalists, the next day an antifa journalist wrote an
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1  article about the fact that I had threatened antifa
2  journalists on that -- in that FEC meeting.
3                 That was prior to the election, before I
4  even knew Dominion's name.  I knew their name, but I
5  didn't know the significance of Dominion across the
6  country.
7            Q.   And these journalists were actually doxing
8  you, correct?
9            A.   Yes, and they were using -- they weren't

10  just doxing me.  They were doxing other people.  They
11  were using systems and relationships that they had.
12  People that were working in other places, such as working
13  in vet centers.  That they would gather information of
14  people that owned pets, and they would report those pets
15  to the animal control to say that they were abusing their
16  animals.
17                 They would report people for their kids,
18  to CPS, that said that they were abusing their kids.  So
19  they used their positions in this web of -- or group of
20  people in order to intimidate, threaten, dox, and cause
21  harm to other people in the community.  It wasn't just
22  me.
23                 MS. HALL:  Okay.  We're complete.
24                 MR. ARRINGTON:  I'm going to have some
25  follow up.
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1                 THE REPORTER:  Who's speaking?
2                 MR. ARRINGTON:  This is Barry Arlington.
3                 MS. HALL:  No.  No.  Barry, we're not
4  going to -- we're not going to agree to that.
5                 MR. ARRINGTON:  I don't care if you agree,
6  Andrea.  This is a deposition.  I'm counsel at the
7  deposition, and I'm going to do some cross-examination.
8                         EXAMINATION
9  BY MR. ARRINGTON:

10            Q.   My first question -- so, Mr. Oltmann, I
11  have a couple of questions about your prior testimony.
12  The question is this:  In response to one of Mr. Cain's
13  questions, you said about -- about whether Dr. Coomer was
14  affiliated with antifa.  I thought you said, Nor did I
15  believe --
16                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  Just a moment.
17  Just a moment.  Just a moment.  Just a moment.  Just a
18  moment, please.  There are multiple people talking, and I
19  cannot hear the question.
20                 MR. ARRINGTON:  I'll repeat the question.
21            Q.   (By Mr. Arrington)  So I believe you said
22  in response to one of Mr. Cain's questions about
23  Dr. Coomer's association with antifa, that, quote -- I
24  tried to jot this down -- quote, Nor did I believe after
25  conducting research he, meaning Dr. Coomer, would
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1  associate himself with --
2                 Did I -- did I misunderstand you?  I
3  thought you believed that he was associated with antifa.
4            A.   Yes, I did.  So let me clarify that.  This
5  is the context part where it's taken out of -- when I did
6  the original research on Eric Coomer, and I found out
7  that he had a doctorate in nuclear engineering, I did
8  not, at that point in time back in September, feel that
9  he was -- he wasn't my target.  I thought maybe he was

10  CIA or FBI.
11                 I did not believe -- I couldn't understand
12  why someone who was -- had a doctorate in nuclear
13  engineering would associate himself with antifa.  And
14  since he wasn't the person I was looking for at the time,
15  I just filed all this stuff away for Eric Coomer as he
16  was on that call, but I didn't understand the
17  significance of it.  Does that make sense?
18                 When I verify that that's who he was, it
19  just didn't seem normal to me that a person that has a
20  doctorate in -- in nuclear engineering would be involved
21  in this type of -- in this type of organization.
22                 So as I went through and revalidated
23  information related to his social posts and started doing
24  more research on Mr. Coomer and, you know, his history of
25  being involved in the skinhead movement and some of the
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1  other things that he had done related to information
2  we've been able to dig up, I certainly believe that he
3  was a part of the antifa movement and had a significant
4  role in antifa just based on someone else knowing who he
5  was and what his capabilities are and the breadth of what
6  Dominion voting systems does across the nation, the
7  influence that they have.
8                 Does that clarify that?
9            Q.   (By Mr. Arrington)  Yes.  Thank you.

10                 You also said that you provided certain
11  information to Ms. Powell.  I'm going to -- I'm sorry for
12  this.  For some reason there was a misdirection that you
13  didn't get the transcript of your testimony from last
14  month.
15                 But at one point -- I'm reading from the
16  transcript -- it says -- you testified that you may have
17  sent Sidney Powell some of this information.
18                 MR. ARRINGTON:  And for counsel's
19  information, I'm reading from page 138, starting at
20  line 4.  I'll start over.
21            Q.   (By Mr. Arrington)  And you testified that
22  you may have sent Sidney Powell some of this information
23  you were gathering.  You have specific recollection that
24  you did send it to her?  If so, when?
25                 And you answered, So other than the
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1  information that I had provided, if I had sent anything to
2  Sidney, it would have been with Randy Corporon on it as
3  far as lawyer to lawyer.
4                 So is it a fact that you're -- you did not
5  communicate directly with Ms. Powell, that -- that you
6  communicated with her through Mr. Corporon?
7            A.   Yeah.  So I -- I'm going to say this
8  because I actually went back and listened to everyone
9  else's depositions as well.  I did not have any direct

10  conversations with Sidney Powell.  All right?  Those
11  conversations happened through attorneys.  So me and
12  Sidney Powell directly did not have any conversations.
13            Q.   So you've testified that you've done
14  extensive research regarding Dr. Coomer; is that correct?
15            A.   Yes.
16            Q.   Can you summarize some of the things that
17  you found out about his background that you have personal
18  knowledge of in terms of your research that would lead
19  you -- that would lend credence to your accusation that he
20  was associated with antifa and that he was a -- I don't
21  remember your exact words, but a -- someone who was an
22  agitator or aggressive or however you want to suggest
23  that?
24            A.   Well, there's someone that -- yeah, so as
25  I went through and did research, I was able to uncover
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1  certain things about Mr. Coomer.  One of which is being a
2  part of the skinhead movement.  Two, the way that he
3  spoke was -- you know, it's pretty -- it's pretty vulgar.
4  And where he speaks that vulgarity and how he speaks it,
5  lend credibility to how antifa acts as well.
6                 Then you have the -- the information that
7  Eric wrote specifically about his wife where he talked
8  about sexually battering, urinating on, making bark like
9  a dog and some of the other things that Eric did.  And

10  then publicly put that information out there in an effort
11  to humiliate his wife.
12                 Then there's the -- the post that he put
13  up, and the things that he admitted to about being a drug
14  addict and getting in fights and being the person that --
15  that not only is -- you know, I guess a nuclear student
16  or a physicist, that is -- that can beat up people.
17  Right?
18                 And I'm paraphrasing some of the things
19  that I have learned about him.  And then you look at the
20  other things that came up related to how he treats
21  people, and talking about other people that had worked
22  with Eric Coomer.
23                 So there's just not a lot of redeeming
24  stuff that's out there about Eric Coomer relating to --
25            Q.   Let me ask you this:  Did you have any
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1  occasion to find out anything that he personally said
2  about his own mental health?
3            A.   It --
4                 MR. CAIN:  Let me -- hold on, Mr. Oltmann.
5  Mr. Arrington, I've done this in prior depositions, and I
6  don't want there to be -- my silence to be
7  misinterpreted.  That I believe you're outside of the
8  scope of the discovery order, and I would object on that
9  basis.  But out of deference to you, if I can just have

10  that running understanding, I won't interrupt your
11  questions.
12                 MR. ARRINGTON:  I appreciate that,
13  Mr. Cain.  I would suggest that everything that I'm
14  talking about here can be tied back into questions that
15  you asked on direct.  So if the court reporter could read
16  back the question, I'd appreciate it.
17                 (The last question was read.)
18            A.   The answer is yes.  He had a writing where
19  he said that -- again, I'm trying to find the writings
20  themself.  But admits to being bipolar, admits to having
21  a drug problem, admits to lying multiple times, not just
22  the times that he's admitted to lying when he said that
23  the posts were fabricated or deleting information.  So
24  he -- there's a habit, I would say, of -- of this.
25            Q.   (By Mr. Arrington)  But did your research
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1  lead to crimes, such as DUIs and jail time?
2                 MR. CAIN:  Same objections.
3                 Barry, I didn't understand from your prior
4  comment if you'll agree that I can just have a running
5  objection.  We can disagree about scope issues or
6  propriety of going outside of the discovery order.  But
7  if I can have a running objection, I won't have to make
8  it.
9                 MR. ARRINGTON:  Yes.  We can disagree

10  whether my cross relates back to your direct and,
11  therefore, it would be within the discovery order, and to
12  the extent that your direct was within the discovery
13  order.  And yes, we can agree to your standing objection.
14                 MR. CAIN:  Thank you.
15                 THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry.  Just a moment.
16  Counsel, there -- Counsel, there is background noise
17  coming through Mr. Arrington's mic that I'm having
18  trouble hearing you all the time, Mr. Arrington.
19                 MR. ARRINGTON:  I'm sorry about that.
20                 Could you repeat the last question or
21  reread the last question?
22                 (The last question was read.)
23                 MR. ARRINGTON:  That was the question
24  before last.  Let me make another run at it.
25            Q.   (By Mr. Arrington)  Did you have occasion
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1  to -- to find out any information about whether he had
2  committed DUIs and been in jail?
3            A.   Yes.  He bragged about that in some posts
4  that he put on a blog site -- I believe it was a Google
5  blog site -- about having a good lawyer, otherwise, he
6  would have spent quite a bit of time in jail.
7                 And then through subsequent information
8  that I was able to uncovered, it showed that he had
9  multiple DUIs.

10                 MR. ARRINGTON:  That's all of my
11  questions.  Thank you.
12                 MR. CAIN:  Well, unless counsel for
13  Mr. Oltmann is going to allow us to continue, we're done
14  for today.
15                 MS. HALL:  No.  We're done.
16                 THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off -- going off
17  the record/, the time is 2:07.
18                 (Video deposition concluded.)
19                 THE REPORTER:  Same orders, Counsel?
20  Transcript orders?
21                 MR. KIMREY:  I don't know what those
22  orders are.  I can tell you what I want, though.  Should
23  I do that?
24                 THE REPORTER:  Yes.
25                 MR. KIMREY:  So I'd like a rough ASCII.
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1  How quickly can you produce that?
2                 THE REPORTER:  How soon would you like it?
3                 MR. KIMREY:  I don't want to engage in any
4  sort of cruel and unusual request.  You know, I don't
5  know what else you have.  What's reasonable for you given
6  other things you need to work on?
7                 (Discussion off the record.)
8                 MR. ARRINGTON:  This is Barry Arlington.
9  Do we have to order today or can we order later?  Can we

10  put --
11                 THE REPORTER:  You can order later if
12  you'd like.
13                 MR. ARRINGTON:  Okay.  Thank you.
14                 THE REPORTER:  Mr. Cain, your order?
15                 MR. CAIN:  Whatever Scotty says.  I
16  believe we did a one-day turnaround expedite.
17                 MS. HALL:  And this is Andrea Hall.  We'll
18  just -- whatever, I guess -- yeah, reading and signing.
19  I don't know what your turnaround is on that, but, yeah,
20  we'll take the reading and signing.
21                 THE REPORTER:  Have I covered ordering,
22  counsel?
23                 MS. BOEHMER:  This is Margaret Boehmer on
24  behalf of Eric Metaxas.  We'll take an Etran.  We don't
25  need it expedited, and we do not need a rough.
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1                 THE REPORTER:  Other counsel?
2                 MR. HOLWAY:  This is Eric Holway on behalf
3  of the Trump campaign, and I would like an e-transcript
4  as well, please.  And no, I don't need it expedited.
5  Thank you.
6                 THE REPORTER:  Any other counsel?  No?
7                 I'm off the record.
8                      *  *  *  *  *  *  *
9                 WHEREUPON, the foregoing deposition was

10  concluded at the hour of 2:11 p.m.  Total time on the
11  record was 3 hours and 25 minutes.
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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Colorado Rules of Civil Procedure

Chapter 4, Disclosure and Discovery 

Rule 30

(e) Review by Witness; Changes; Signing. If 

requested by the deponent or a party before 

completion of the deposition, the deponent shall be 

notified by the officer that the transcript or 

recording is available. Within 35 days of receipt 

of such notification the deponent shall review the 

transcript or recording and, if the deponent makes 

changes in the form or substance of the deposition, 

shall sign a statement reciting such changes and 

the deponent's reasons for making them and send 

such statement to the officer. The officer shall 

indicate in the certificate prescribed by 

subsection (f)(1) of this rule whether any review 

was requested and, if so, shall append any changes 

made by the deponent.

DISCLAIMER:  THE FOREGOING CIVIL PROCEDURE RULES 

ARE PROVIDED FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY.  

THE ABOVE RULES ARE CURRENT AS OF APRIL 1, 

201�. PLEASE REFER TO THE APPLICABLE STATE RULES OF 

CIVIL PROCEDURE FOR UP-TO-DATE INFORMATION.  
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access the material. Our data is hosted in a Tier 4 
SSAE 16 certified facility. 
 
Veritext Legal Solutions complies with all federal and  
State regulations with respect to the provision of 
court reporting services, and maintains its neutrality 
and independence regardless of relationship or the 
financial outcome of any litigation. Veritext requires 
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Responding to your LinkedIn message
5 messages

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 6:42 PM
To: "Chanel.rion@oann.com" <Chanel.rion@oann.com>

Hi Chanel,

Thought I would send you an email with my contact information. I had already sent OANN a package
of screenshots and docs. I can also resend those.

Thanks.

Warm regards,

Joe Oltmann

303-667-5105

Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 6:50 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Hi! Please do. I’m working on an investigation special - working with Rudy and Sidney, would like to include you in the
special.

Would you be available to Skype tomorrow?

Best,
Chanel

Sent from my iPhone
[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 7:04 PM
To: Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com>

Yeah depending on the time. I have meetings in the morning. I open up at 1 MST for an hour and done
for the day at 430 pm MST. Apologies for the restraints. I have a company to run in the middle of all
this. Appreciate the attention to this. I already sent the package to Sidney Powell’s team Don, Lauren
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and Lynda as well as to Jenna Ellis. I certainly can resend it as well.

 

 

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

[Quoted text hidden]

Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 7:06 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Excellent. That's 11am EST - I only need 15 minutes. Time constraints certainly understandable
- I think we're all in the same boat! 

I look forward to any materials you deem useful. 

Chanel Rion

Chief White House Correspondent

One America News Network

101 Constitution Ave. NW

Washington, D.C. 20001

Office: 202-849-3391

Cell: 254-413-0035

Twitter: @ChanelRion

Chanel's Broadcasts: https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLaJp7NK1-
soc9bSnbkyDLJIOCkvbkC4e7
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STREAM OAN | http://shorturl.at/jsJW5
OAN FACEBOOK | http://shorturl.at/yEIN6
OAN TWITTER | https://twitter.com/OANN
OAN YOUTUBE | http://shorturl.at/dhV29

From: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2020 9:04:13 PM
To: Chanel Rion
Subject: Re: Responding to your LinkedIn message
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 7:09 PM
To: Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com>

If it is less than a half hour, I can do 11 am EST. 

☺

  That is 9 am my time. I’m in Colorado, so two
hours behind you. I will send the files. Thank you Chanel.

[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

email 5 capture 1-10 please confirm receipt
5 messages

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 1:56 PM
To: Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com>, Lynda McLaughlin <lynda@hannity.com>, Don Brown - Don
Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com>
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 7:11 PM
To: Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com>

 

 

From: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Date: Sunday, November 15, 2020 at 1:56 PM
To: Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com>, Lynda McLaughlin
<lynda@hannity.com>, Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com>
Subject: email 5 capture 1-10 please confirm receipt
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Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 7:20 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Confirmed receipt. Thank you!

Can we talk 11:15am EST tomorrow?

Best, 

Chanel Rion

Chief White House Correspondent
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One America News Network

101 Constitution Ave. NW

Washington, D.C. 20001

Office: 202-849-3391

Cell: 254-413-0035

Twitter: @ChanelRion

Chanel's Broadcasts: https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLaJp7NK1-
soc9bSnbkyDLJIOCkvbkC4e7

STREAM OAN | http://shorturl.at/jsJW5
OAN FACEBOOK | http://shorturl.at/yEIN6
OAN TWITTER | https://twitter.com/OANN
OAN YOUTUBE | http://shorturl.at/dhV29

From: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2020 9:11:17 PM
To: Chanel Rion
Subject: FW: email 5 capture 1-10 please confirm receipt
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 8:46 PM
To: Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com>

Yes.

[Quoted text hidden]

Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com> Mon, Nov 16, 2020 at 7:42 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Excellent! Thank you. I very much look forward to this. 

My Skype address is my email: chanel.rion@oann.com
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We'll keep it to 15-20 min.

This is recorded, not live - I am aiming for 4 soundbites: 

1. How This Story Found You
2. Top 3 most shocking things you found when looking into Coomer... (I know we have an

abundance to choose from but perhaps pick three Facebook posts and read/explain them
so I can show them as b-roll in the special)

3. Coomer is not just an Antifa nerd in the basement... (title, rank, patents, education,
scope/weight in company)

4. Coomer's anti-Trumpism is not an anomaly at Dominion

See you soon!

Best,

Chanel Rion

Chief White House Correspondent

One America News Network

101 Constitution Ave. NW

Washington, D.C. 20001

Office: 202-849-3391

Cell: 254-413-0035

Twitter: @ChanelRion

Chanel's Broadcasts: https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLaJp7NK1-
soc9bSnbkyDLJIOCkvbkC4e7

STREAM OAN | http://shorturl.at/jsJW5
OAN FACEBOOK | http://shorturl.at/yEIN6
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OAN TWITTER | https://twitter.com/OANN
OAN YOUTUBE | http://shorturl.at/dhV29

From: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2020 10:46:01 PM
To: Chanel Rion
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Coomer Suit
4 messages

Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com> Sat, Dec 26, 2020 at 10:27 PM
To: "joe@fecunited.com" <joe@fecunited.com>

Hi Joe,

Merry Christmas!

OAN has assembled a legal team, we’re going to get a lot out of discovery. We have a lot of strategy and good news
about this case.

Would you like to collaborate with us? 

Let me know. 

Best,
Chanel

Sent from my iPhone

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Sun, Dec 27, 2020 at 4:58 PM
To: Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com>

Hi Chanel, 

Absolutely. 

Merry Christmas to you and your family. I disconnected from the world for Christmas... (

Warm regards,

Joe 
[Quoted text hidden]

Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com> Sun, Dec 27, 2020 at 9:57 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Wonderful! 

Let me know what your best cell number is. 

I'll send your contact to our team. Merry Christmas and here's to the new year!
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Chanel Rion

Chief White House Correspondent

One America News Network

101 Constitution Ave. NW

Washington, D.C. 20001

Office: 202-849-3391

Cell: 254-413-0035

Twitter: @ChanelRion

Chanel's Broadcasts: https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLaJp7NK1-
soc9bSnbkyDLJIOCkvbkC4e7

STREAM OAN | http://shorturl.at/jsJW5
OAN FACEBOOK | http://shorturl.at/yEIN6
OAN TWITTER | https://twitter.com/OANN
OAN YOUTUBE | http://shorturl.at/dhV29

From: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Sent: Sunday, December 27, 2020 6:58:54 PM
To: Chanel Rion
Subject: Re: Coomer Suit
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Mon, Dec 28, 2020 at 12:16 PM
To: Chanel Rion <Chanel.Rion@oann.com>

303-667-5105

 

Look forward to connecting.

 

Joe
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[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Connecting Joe Oltmann with Eric and Alvin
2 messages

Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 20, 2020 at 8:17 PM
To: Eric@ericmetaxas.com, Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>, Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>

Greetings Eric, Albin and Joe, 

Eric, thank you for being immediately responsive to my suggestion through, Kurt Nelson, to introduce you to Joe
Oltmann to interview during this epic time in our nation. You passionately asked for help pushing out the truth.  Here
you go! Joe shares your passion and I am giving thanks for him daily. 

Joe and I became friends years ago serving in religious reconciliation circles in the Spirit of Yeshua. Another story.

Since I have communicated privately with you regarding this introduction, and since the content is so very sensitive, I
would be relieved to respectfully leave this discussion in your hands to best meet the moment for your listeners and
our nation. 

Albin, bless you in producing during this time!

May Yah bless and keep us in the Way of Yeshua, Susan

Sent from my iPad

Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 4:22 PM
To: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>, Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cI9JJaEmkSQ

Joe Oltmann Discusses How A
Security Genius at Dominion Voting
Promised Antifa Members A Trump
Loss - YouTube
Businessman Joe Oltmann has inside information of how
a security genius at Dominion, suppliers of many of
America's voting machines, assured Antifa members t...

www.youtube.com
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Enjoy... and share EVERYWHERE!!

Albin

Albin Sadar
Producer
The Eric Metaxas Show

From: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2020 10:17 PM
To: Eric@ericmetaxas.com <Eric@ericmetaxas.com>; Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>; Albin
Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>
Subject: Connecting Joe Oltmann with Eric and Alvin
 
[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Re: Connecting Joe Oltmann with Eric and Albin
22 messages

Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 20, 2020 at 8:22 PM
To: Eric@ericmetaxas.com, Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>, Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>

Correction Albin !  

Sent from my iPad

> On Nov 20, 2020, at 10:17 PM, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com> wrote:
> 
> Greetings Eric, Albin and Joe, 
> 
> Eric, thank you for being immediately responsive to my suggestion through, Kurt Nelson, to introduce you to Joe
Oltmann to interview during this epic time in our nation. You passionately asked for help pushing out the truth.  Here
you go! Joe shares your passion and I am giving thanks for him daily. 
> 
> Joe and I became friends years ago serving in religious reconciliation circles in the Spirit of Yeshua. Another story.
> 
> Since I have communicated privately with you regarding this introduction, and since the content is so very sensitive,
I would be relieved to respectfully leave this discussion in your hands to best meet the moment for your listeners and
our nation. 
> 
> Albin, bless you in producing during this time!
> 
> May Yah bless and keep us in the Way of Yeshua, Susan
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Sent from my iPad

Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com> Fri, Nov 20, 2020 at 8:31 PM
To: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>, Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>

Susan — thanks so very much for this introduction. 

And Joe we would be delighted to have you on the program early next week to talk about whatever you know and can
say. I’d prefer Monday if we have an opening, but will leave that to Albin. So glad this can work out. Bless you. Eric 
[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Sat, Nov 21, 2020 at 10:46 AM
To: Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>

Hi Eric, 
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Great to meet you and thank you Susan for connecting us. I will make myself available. Do you need anything from
me before or a call before? I will leave the details of how to proceed in your hands. 

My contact info is 303-667-5105. 

Thank you again. 

Warm regards,

Joe 
[Quoted text hidden]

Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com> Sat, Nov 21, 2020 at 2:46 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>, James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>

Hello, Joe, good to meet you!

We have time on our show calendar for a 30- to 40-min interview with Eric on Monday 11/23 at 12 noon EST.  Our
engineer (James) would send a Zoom invite about 10 mins ahead of the audio/video interview, which would be taped
and aired either later Monday or on Tuesday. 

Eric's program is heard across the country on over 300 radio stations via the Salem Radio Network -- and has a
YouTube following of 155K subscribers.

Please let us know if this time/date will work for you.

With appreciation,

Albin
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]

Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com> Sun, Nov 22, 2020 at 3:18 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>, James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>

Hello, again, Joe... we need to change Monday's interview to TUESDAY 11/24 at 12:30 pm
EST.  Will THAT work for you?

Thanks,

Albin

Albin Sadar
Producer
The Eric Metaxas Show

From: Albin Sadar
Sent: Saturday, November 21, 2020 4:46 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>; James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>
Subject: Re: Connecting Joe Oltmann with Eric and Albin
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[Quoted text hidden]

Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com> Mon, Nov 23, 2020 at 11:43 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>, James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>, Chris & Tiffany Himes
<chrishimes2000@gmail.com>

Hello, Joe, I need to finalize tomorrow's schedule.

Can you 

1) confirm for tomorrow at 12:30 pm EST
2) email a brief bio
3) email a few bullet points to get the conversation with Eric rolling

Once again, this will be a 20- to 25-min interview on TAPE via ZOOM with Eric.  The Zoom
invite will be emailed to you about 10 mins ahead of the taping.

Thank you so much, Joe!

Albin

Albin Sadar
Producer
The Eric Metaxas Show

From: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 5:18 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Mon, Nov 23, 2020 at 12:31 PM
To: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>
Cc: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>, James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>, Chris & Tiffany Himes
<chrishimes2000@gmail.com>

H Albin,

 

I will make myself available. I am sharing with you the bio that they used for a board I sit on.

 

Joe Oltmann is the CEO of PIN Business Network, a technology media and data decision sciences
company. He is a two time EY Entrepreneur of the Year nominee and 2020 Finalist. His companies
have been recognized nationally and Joe has personally been recognized in the community for his
leadership and courage is helping others and giving a hand up to businesses in need. Joe has a
foundation, PIN Gives, which has been able to help fund programs in education, medicine, inner city
youth programs and other important initiatives of faith and education. Joe has worked all over the
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world with concentrations in Africa and the Middle East. Joe previously co-founded an organization
called Trac5, an organization that worked to bridge conflict and find a common ground between
Muslims, Christians and Jews globally that today works to create peace in an otherwise chaotic world.
Joe is also the founder of FEC United, a politically agnostic action nonprofit that works to restore
constitutional integrity of our great nation and protect and give a voice to the people and pillars of our
community.

Please let me know what type of bullet points. I assume, Eric Coomer, how I came to be mixed up in all this… please
clarify for me please.

 

Thank you again Albin.

 

Warm regards

 

Joe

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 9:25 AM
To: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>, Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>
Cc: James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>

Albin,

 

Enclosed are the screenshots of Eric Coomer’s FB page. Thought you would want to review all of them before the
interview or use them. Apologies for the delay in getting them to you. I was pheasant hunting yesterday. A much
needed break. Please confirm receipt. Please tell me how we will connect.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Coomer.zip
15286K

Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 9:48 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>, Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>, James Simeone
<james@nycradio.com>

Joe, yesterday’s msg says James above will send zoom link about 10 mins prior. 
[Quoted text hidden]

Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 9:53 AM
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To: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>, Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Eric Metaxas <Eric@ericmetaxas.com>, James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>

Yes... coming in 30 mins

Albin Sadar
Producer
The Eric Metaxas Show

From: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 11:48 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>; Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>; James Simeone
<james@nycradio.com>
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 10:13 AM
To: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>, Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Eric Metaxas <Eric@ericmetaxas.com>, James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>

Sorry, Joe... running just a little late... Hope to start taping with you at 12:40 EST....

Albin Sadar
Producer
The Eric Metaxas Show

From: Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 11:48 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>; Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>; James Simeone
<james@nycradio.com>
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 10:18 AM
To: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: Eric Metaxas <Eric@ericmetaxas.com>, James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>

NP. Standing by.

[Quoted text hidden]

Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 10:23 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Be bold. Eric shares passion. Epic for all to shove away obstacles to saving republic
[Quoted text hidden]
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James Simeone <james@nycradio.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 10:25 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: Eric Metaxas <Eric@ericmetaxas.com>

https://zoom.us/j/97728125801

Join our Cloud HD Video Meeting
Zoom is the leader in modern enterprise video communications, with an easy, reliable cloud
platform for video and audio conferencing, chat, and webinars across mobile, desktop, and room
systems. Zoom Rooms is the original software-based conference room solution used around the
world in board, conference, huddle, and training rooms, as well as executive offices and
classrooms. Founded in 2011, Zoom helps businesses and organizations bring their teams together
in a frictionless environment to get more done. Zoom is a publicly traded company headquartered
in San Jose, CA.
zoom.us

From: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 12:18 PM
To: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>; Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: Eric Metaxas <Eric@ericmetaxas.com>; James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 10:25 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>, James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>

Ready now...

Albin Sadar
Producer
The Eric Metaxas Show

From: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 12:18 PM
To: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>; Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: Eric Metaxas <Eric@ericmetaxas.com>; James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 10:26 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>

Can I get a high rez photo, please?
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Thanks!

Albin Sadar
Producer
The Eric Metaxas Show

From: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 12:25 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>; Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>; James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 10:35 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>

We need to begin the interview, please...

Thanks so much!

Albin

Albin Sadar
Producer
The Eric Metaxas Show

From: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 12:25 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>; Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>
Cc: Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>; James Simeone <james@nycradio.com>
[Quoted text hidden]
 
[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 12:03 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>

Joe — what a sincere blessing and encouragement it was to speak with you today, my brother. You cannot imagine 
what it means to know that folks like you are out there being used by God as you are. I’m so excited we will get my 
interview with you blasted out to everyone today. And of course tonight at 6PM Mountain Time I’ll be participating in a 
FB Live National Global Prayer Meeting to which you and anyone else is invited. https://www.facebook.
com/events/396710538143208/ Please spread the word if you can and hope to stay in touch. Eric

[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
<Eric Coomer.zip>
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Tue, Nov 24, 2020 at 8:46 PM
To: Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>
Cc: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>

Eric,

 

Thank you for the opportunity to share this information. I believe that God is at the wheel but we must do our part and
stand up with courage. I spent a couple hours watching a few of your videos. You are going to be one of my favorite
people to follow. Your passion is infectious.

 

I missed the prayer meeting tonight because of all these meetings and discussions. Things are heating up. I will share
in the future.

 

Blessings my friend.

 

Joe

 

From: Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>
Date: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 at 12:03 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>

[Quoted text hidden]

[Quoted text hidden]

Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com> Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 6:55 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>, Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com>

Joe — Thanks so much for your kind words. I have no doubt that the Lord has raised you and me up for such a time 
as this. And that He will lead us and guide us through it. I’m so grateful to Susan for connecting us and of course 
whenever there is ANYTHING you’d like to share on my program, that’s why the Lord gave me the program. I find it 
fascinating that Lin Wood is a VERY outspoken Christian and isn’t shy in tweeting about it. No wonder Chris Christie 
thinks they’re all nuts. I’m amazed Guiliani can work with him. But imagine that Jenna Ellis and Sidney and Lin are all 
STRONG believers. Staggering stuff. To be continued, brother! If you have anything you want to talk about email me 
and we can get you on any time next week, of course. We weren’t planning any new shows tomorrow or Friday, but I’ll 
have my mic with me and we CAN do a show Friday if you have any MAN WALKS ON MOON kind of headline info. 
Blessings. Eric
[Quoted text hidden]

Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 7:27 AM
To: Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>
Cc: Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>, Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>

Eric and Joe and team! Thank you so much for trusting in this introduction. I am so grateful for both of you! Bless our
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brother Kurt Nelson and his life work and brotherhood with Eric for putting my request through personally and
immediately. 

Praying the message will mainstream and crash through to citizens of both political parties as it’s our votes and ballots
that are being grabbed and gamed by others in the dark to choose elected officials. 

Eric, you are poised based on your understanding of history to speak of this in terms that may break through to
political liberals. No one is crash’s through that iron dome yet. 

I am praying Yeshua will give you access to moderate and liberals, to mainstream the threat to republic. Perhaps,
based on your Bonhoeffer and Wilberforce knowledge you could break through to a liberal top media influencer for a
debate of sorts.  

Priority is urgency of winning election. Also, penetrating liberals who are not comprehending threat now. Praying they
will choose an off ramp as the hammer may be coming down to shock their senses about election interference by
those who don’t care about liberals and more than conservatives. 

I’ll say it. This may be equivalent of voter ballot rape. 

Also praying serious investigative journalist will pick up on Dominion, Antifa intersection and Twitter suppression
related to Joe’s experience! 

Happy Daughter of the King Warrior!  Susan 

Please forgive typos and predictive text errors ....Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 25, 2020, at 8:55 AM, Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com> wrote:

Joe — Thanks so much for your kind words. I have no doubt that the Lord has raised you and me up for such a time
as this. And that He will lead us and guide us through it. I’m so grateful to Susan for connecting us and of course
whenever there is ANYTHING you’d like to share on my program, that’s why the Lord gave me the program. I find it
fascinating that Lin Wood is a VERY outspoken Christian and isn’t shy in tweeting about it. No wonder Chris Christie
thinks they’re all nuts. I’m amazed Guiliani can work with him. But imagine that Jenna Ellis and Sidney and Lin are all
STRONG believers. Staggering stuff. To be continued, brother! If you have anything you want to talk about email me
and we can get you on any time next week, of course. We weren’t planning any new shows tomorrow or Friday, but I’ll
have my mic with me and we CAN do a show Friday if you have any MAN WALKS ON MOON kind of headline info.
Blessings. Eric
[Quoted text hidden]

Susan Pausky <susanpausky@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 7:34 AM
To: Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>
Cc: Albin Sadar <asadar@srnradio.com>, Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>

Bless entire team! You are rocking it! 

!

[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

The dominion machines, cracked
1 message

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Tue, May 4, 2021 at 11:56 AM
To: Eric Metaxas <eric@ericmetaxas.com>

https://www.depernolaw.com/dominion.html

 

 

Eric,

 

I think you have probably already seen this but wanted to share it with you anyway. Matt DePerno has
been working with an election expert and cracked the Dominion Voting Systems wide open. They
know how the fraud was created and it aligns with everything I have said and…. Would have been
overseen by Eric Coomer, if security is what he does.

 

As a side note. Newsmax never reached out to me for any evidence. They made a statement that they
could not find any evidence… they never looked. The idea they would settle for an apology in an effort
to make me look bad, is embarrassing. I can unequivocally state, I spoke the truth, I had nothing to
gain from speaking the truth, and based on what happened to me and my family this Saturday, I do not
see the end in sight as a result of standing up. Pictures enclosed. I had Hazmat, the FBI and the
Sheriff’s office at my house Saturday night. Scared my wife and daughter, which is what they wanted, I
suppose.

 

I pray you are well.

 

 

 

Warm regards,

 

 

 

Joe Oltmann
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Chairman

e: joe@fecunited.com 

p: 303.502.5646

w: fecunited.com 

 

3 attachments

IMG_2423.heic
421K

IMG_2421.HEIC
568K

IMG_2416.mov
2271K
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Affidavit
3 messages

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Nov 19, 2020 at 9:24 AM
To: "sidney@federalappeals.com" <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Randy Corporon <rbc@corporonlaw.com>

Sidney,

 

Enclosed is the affidavit that I signed on Friday. I will send a couple other emails with the screenshots
of Eric Coomer’s Facebook pages and the information we have from Mongolia. I cc’ed Randy
Corporon who is assisting me in all this.

 

Appreciate all that you are doing. Thank you Sidney.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe Oltmann

Joseph Oltmann Affidavit.pdf
2940K

Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> Thu, Nov 19, 2020 at 9:49 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Randy Corporon <rbc@corporonlaw.com>

Thank you. Press conference shortly

Sidney Powell
www.SidneyPowell.com 
Federal appellate attorney and author of LICENSED TO LIE & co-author of CONVICTION MACHINE 
   
[Quoted text hidden]

Randy Corporon <rbc@corporonlaw.com> Thu, Nov 19, 2020 at 9:57 AM
To: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

On the RNC prayer call then. But will watch recording after. 

Sam meeting with our dominion lady along with a second lawyer at my office as we speak.
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God speed. 

Sent from my iPhone. Plz overlook typo or dictating spell errors. 

On Nov 19, 2020, at 9:49 AM, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> wrote:

[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

mongolia connections

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Nov 19, 2020 at 11:42 AM
To: "sidney@federalappeals.com" <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Randy Corporon <rbc@corporonlaw.com>

Sidney,

 

This is the screenshots of Eric Coomer in Mongolia in 2012. He was showing them how to use the machines and
signing contracts. They had massive issues (Mongolian officials words not mine) in the 2012 election. They had other
issues in 2017 and again in 2020. Frankly from a source that I have not verified at all, they stated that they had issues
with every election and are walking away from Dominion. They also said something about funding from a source such
as the IMF or some other global organization. That may or may not be important but what is important is that Eric
Coomer’s fingerprints are in every state, and seemingly every nation that Dominion is in for voting.

 

Please confirm receipt.

 

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

 

From: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Date: Monday, November 16, 2020 at 1:58 PM
To: Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com>, Lynda McLaughlin
<lynda@hannity.com>, Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com>
Cc: Randy Corporon <rbc@corporonlaw.com>
Subject: FW: mongolia connections

 

These links are from Mongolia. These pictures attached are from Eric while he was in Mongolia meeting with the
leadership there. I think you should have the conversation with them as well.  

[Quoted text hidden]

5 attachments
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Screenshot_20201109-133400_Facebook.jpg
561K

Screenshot_20201109-133355_Facebook.jpg
634K

Screenshot_20201109-133345_Facebook.jpg
607K

Screenshot_20201109-133405_Facebook.jpg
539K

Screenshot_20201109-133420_Facebook.jpg
680K
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

mongolia connections

Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> Thu, Nov 19, 2020 at 12:22 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Randy Corporon <rbc@corporonlaw.com>

Got it
[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Important: Joe Oltmann Recording Coomer
6 messages

Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 7:27 AM
To: Sidney Powell <Sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com>, Joe@fecunited.com

Hey Sidney- I copied Joe here. He does not have a recording of Coomer and never said he does, but the filing seems
to suggest otherwise. Is it possible to revise?  He already has people asking him for the recording.

Also, are you still working with Charles Faddis? He was in touch with Joe but he wants to make sure he should still be
talking with him.

Best,
Lauren

Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 7:46 AM
To: Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com>
Cc: Sidney Powell <Sidney@federalappeals.com>, Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>, Don Brown
<brownandassociatespllc@gmail.com>

Lauren,

Just talked to Sidney, and I spoke to Joe about this issue a couple of days ago. Unfortunately, with everything else
floating around,  I wasn't able to get to Sidney on that point soon enough. My bad. 

Don't worry Joe, that can still get cleared up. 

I know they just filed in Michigan and Georgia late last night, and we are hunting for new local counsel in Michigan.
May be possible to amend when new counsel is added to reflect that as a communications misunderstanding. 

One thing Joe does have, though.. Tons of Coomer FB posts, which he's supplied to me and I've organized and
forwarded to Sidney in memo form.

Thank you Joe for everything. You are a brave man, which makes you a patriot and a hero.

Happy Thanksgiving to all,

Don

http://www.donbrownbooks.com
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Don_Brown_(author) 
Fox News OPEDs https://www.foxnews.com/person/b/don-brown
Twitter:  https://twitter.com/donbrownbooks  
FB fanpage: https://www.facebook.com/donbrownbooks/
#LastFighterPilot https://goo.gl/xctXDP
#RememberExtortion17 https://goo.gl/PABx2i 
Amazon Author Page: https://www.amazon.com/Don-Brown/e/B001IODL9E 
New York Post Author Page: http://nypost.com/author/don-brown/ 
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[Quoted text hidden]

Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 9:28 AM
To: Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com>
Cc: Don Brown <brownandassociatespllc@gmail.com>, Joe Oltmann <Joe@fecunited.com>, Sidney Powell
<Sidney@federalappeals.com>

Thanks Don- Also it says Joe is a reporter, which he is not. 
[Quoted text hidden]

Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 9:56 AM
To: Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com>
Cc: Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com>, Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

No as to Faddis. Yes I too understood he had a recording. Will correct. 

Sidney Powell
www.SidneyPowell.com 
Federal appellate attorney and author of LICENSED TO LIE & co-author of CONVICTION MACHINE 
   
[Quoted text hidden]

Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 10:01 AM
To: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com>, Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Thank you. And joe is not a reporter, which it states as well. 

How should he handle when people/media ask him about the recording?
[Quoted text hidden]

Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 10:05 AM
To: Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com>
Cc: Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com>, Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Tell them a misunderstanding and pleading will be corrected 
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Re: Important: Joe Oltmann Recording Coomer. URGENT
2 messages

Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 9:54 AM
To: Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com>
Cc: Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com>, Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Don Brown
<brownandassociatespllc@gmail.com>

Dear All, we had a format disaster upon filing that caused all the errors you see. Need good local counsel immediately
and will amend in multiple ways on Friday. 

Sidney Powell
www.SidneyPowell.com 
Federal appellate attorney and author of LICENSED TO LIE & co-author of CONVICTION MACHINE 
   

On Thu, Nov 26, 2020, 9:47 AM Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com> wrote:
Lauren,

Just talked to Sidney, and I spoke to Joe about this issue a couple of days ago. Unfortunately, with everything else
floating around,  I wasn't able to get to Sidney on that point soon enough. My bad. 

Don't worry Joe, that can still get cleared up. 

I know they just filed in Michigan and Georgia late last night, and we are hunting for new local counsel in Michigan.
May be possible to amend when new counsel is added to reflect that as a communications misunderstanding. 

One thing Joe does have, though.. Tons of Coomer FB posts, which he's supplied to me and I've organized and
forwarded to Sidney in memo form.

Thank you Joe for everything. You are a brave man, which makes you a patriot and a hero.

Happy Thanksgiving to all,

Don

http://www.donbrownbooks.com
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Don_Brown_(author) 
Fox News OPEDs https://www.foxnews.com/person/b/don-brown
Twitter:  https://twitter.com/donbrownbooks  
FB fanpage: https://www.facebook.com/donbrownbooks/
#LastFighterPilot https://goo.gl/xctXDP
#RememberExtortion17 https://goo.gl/PABx2i 
Amazon Author Page: https://www.amazon.com/Don-Brown/e/B001IODL9E 
New York Post Author Page: http://nypost.com/author/don-brown/ 

On Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 9:27 AM Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com> wrote:
Hey Sidney- I copied Joe here. He does not have a recording of Coomer and never said he does, but the filing
seems to suggest otherwise. Is it possible to revise?  He already has people asking him for the recording.
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Also, are you still working with Charles Faddis? He was in touch with Joe but he wants to make sure he should
still be talking with him.

Best,
Lauren

Don Brown - Don Brown Books <donbrownbooks@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 26, 2020 at 10:38 AM
To: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lauren McLaughlin <lauren.mclaughlin117@gmail.com>, Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Don Brown
<brownandassociatespllc@gmail.com>

Sidney, I've reached out to local counsel in Michigan this morning that may be a better fit. but haven't heard back yet. 

Hopefully later in the day.

TNX

Don

http://www.donbrownbooks.com
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Don_Brown_(author) 
Fox News OPEDs https://www.foxnews.com/person/b/don-brown
Twitter:  https://twitter.com/donbrownbooks  
FB fanpage: https://www.facebook.com/donbrownbooks/
#LastFighterPilot https://goo.gl/xctXDP
#RememberExtortion17 https://goo.gl/PABx2i 
Amazon Author Page: https://www.amazon.com/Don-Brown/e/B001IODL9E 
New York Post Author Page: http://nypost.com/author/don-brown/ 

[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Arizona hearing tomorrow - I’m on Sidney Powell’s team 
7 messages

Juli Haller <HallerJulia@outlook.com> Wed, Dec 9, 2020 at 3:07 PM
To: "joe@fecunited.com" <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Abbie Frye <abbie@kraken-wood.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

Hi Joe, I work with Sidney Powell and our team on litigation regarding the election.  Abbie and Howard are on the
team as well.  We have a case in AZ where we have a evidentiary hearing tomorrow via zoom at 11:15 Eastern time.
It’s technically not confirmed, but we need to prepare.  

You gave us a strong affidavit but we would need to call you re Eric Coomer’s admission on the phone you talked
about.  I don’t think we’d need more than 10 minutes in court with you (via zoom) and we anticipate that any questions
from defendants will be limited due to time constraints.  
Can you be available?  It would be fundamental predicate in the case to motive and opportunity- to support the wide
spread fraud our other witnesses and experts can show... 

Thanks!  My cell is (202) 352-2615.  

Best,

Julia Haller

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Wed, Dec 9, 2020 at 3:35 PM
To: Juli Haller <HallerJulia@outlook.com>
Cc: Abbie Frye <abbie@kraken-wood.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

Hi Julia, 

I am available tomorrow but will need some verification of who you are. My apologies for having a bit of apprehension
but I have been approached by numerous people who were not who they said they were... I am currently home with
COVID so fairly open as I am under quarantine. 

Warm regards,

Joe 
[Quoted text hidden]

Juli Haller <HallerJulia@outlook.com> Wed, Dec 9, 2020 at 4:17 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Abbie Frye <abbie@kraken-wood.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

Hi Joe, I'm sorry to hear you have COVID!  I hope you have meds!  I'm adding Sidney Powell to the email, she may
not be immediately available.  I argued the motion hearing yesterday for Sidney and our team in Arizona case that we
filed, which you can probably see in the case in U.S. District Court for the District of Arizona, Boyer, et al. v. Doug
Ducey, in his official capacity, et al.  20-cv-02321-DJH.

 

And if you're available by zoom, we're grateful, because if this goes forward, you're important to the motive and
opportunity to the fraud we can show through others.   Please send you're phone # if you're comfortable, and we will
send you zoom info for the call in and it starts at 11:15 EST time, so you'd probably be on standby from that point for
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about an hour or so. 

 

Best,

 

Juli

 

Julia Haller

Cell (202) 352-2615

[Quoted text hidden]

Juli Haller <HallerJulia@outlook.com> Wed, Dec 9, 2020 at 4:19 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Abbie Frye <abbie@kraken-wood.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

And let me just add that we’re grateful to you for your availability! 

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Wed, Dec 9, 2020 at 4:25 PM
To: Juli Haller <HallerJulia@outlook.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Abbie Frye <abbie@kraken-wood.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

Hi Juli,

 

I am good. My number is 303-667-5105. Let me know if you want to connect before hand. I am walking away from the
computer at the moment but will have my phone with me.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

[Quoted text hidden]

Juli Haller <HallerJulia@outlook.com> Wed, Dec 9, 2020 at 4:30 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Abbie Frye <abbie@kraken-wood.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

Hi Joe, great, thanks!  I’ll call you soon, but busy with another witness. 

[Quoted text hidden]

Juli Haller <HallerJulia@outlook.com> Wed, Dec 9, 2020 at 4:55 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
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Cc: Abbie Frye <abbie@kraken-wood.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

Hi Joe, I’m sorry to do this to you, but the case just got dismissed before the hearing, so now no hearing tomorrow
morning! 

 

I hope you feel better and I’m grateful for your availability despite COVID!

[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Catching up.
23 messages

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Fri, Jan 22, 2021 at 10:15 AM
To: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>

Sidney,

 

Might be a good idea to connect. We have some interesting information on Eric Coomer. You also
need to be aware of what we are doing in Colorado in gaining access to the Dominion systems under
the radar. We have several county clerks cooperating. Need to settle down the chaos so you can get a
grasp on all of the information. The audit in Antrim county is something that will help in your lawsuit
against Dominion as well. They are puffing their chest but the reality is we already have the data to
show they are a fraudulent company with a system that is designed to defraud the American people.  

 

Also need to know who the attorney is that is representing you in the Coomer suit, which is a joke
BTW or if you are doing that yourself.. I can connect you to our attorney team as well. We are an ANTI
SLAPP jurisdiction so this should be interesting given the consequences of this for Eric including
attorney fees. Having talked to the lawyers for OANN, they want to get to discovery so need to know if
you want the same thing. Otherwise, a lawyer with a crayon will be able to dismiss this suit. Just want
to make sure we are all on the same page.

 

Look forward to connecting. Let me know what works.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> Fri, Jan 22, 2021 at 11:19 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall"
<jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye <afrye@harveybinnall.com>

Thank you Joe. I haven't been served and if I ever am, would be out for lack of personal jurisdiction.  Copying Howard
and Jesse who will help, and we have lot going.  Look forward to connecting.  Sidney 
[Quoted text hidden]
Sidney Powell
www.SidneyPowell.com 
Federal appellate attorney and author of LICENSED TO LIE & co-author of CONVICTION MACHINE 
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Fri, Jan 22, 2021 at 1:12 PM
To: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall"
<jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye <afrye@harveybinnall.com>

Howard, Jesse,

 

Good to meet you. Sidney is going to need the Antrim county raw files and the three other red team analysis for
Dominion. It should make this case stronger. I can give you access to those 103GB of data as well as the updated
Antrim County report. Enclosed is the one pager diagram. It is how they did the big con and the little cons. This is not
some guess as to the vulnerabilities or how they stole it, it is fact. I am, or was until the vile attacks on the left the CEO
of a data company (I still own 80% of the company so I am fine). You have to stack math and science on validated
data and you cannot look at Dominion state by state, so you have to stack the incidents AND all the states and
compress the system processes to expose the vulnerabilities and how they did it.  Unfortunately, it was not until the
final hour that everyone started listening and setting aside personal interest that made it impossible to stop the steal…
too little too late. it shows that Dominion is in fact a fraud as are the people in it. Available to help. Lyn will connect us.

 

God bless you all and in all this, He is at work.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe Oltmann

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Fri, Jan 22, 2021 at 1:21 PM
To: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall"
<jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye <afrye@harveybinnall.com>

Diagram attached. Apologies.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe  

 

From: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 at 11:19 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>,
"Jesse R. Binnall" <jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye <afrye@harveybinnall.com>
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Subject: Re: Catching up.

 

Thank you Joe. I haven't been served and if I ever am, would be out for lack of personal jurisdiction.  Copying Howard
and Jesse who will help, and we have lot going.  Look forward to connecting.  Sidney 

[Quoted text hidden]

Screen Shot 2021-01-05 at 8.00.00 PM.png
324K

Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com> Fri, Jan 22, 2021 at 1:22 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall" <jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye
<afrye@harveybinnall.com>, "julizhaller@protonmail.com" <julizhaller@protonmail.com>, Peter Haller
<peterhaller@hillstrat.com>

Joe:

 

Thanks for your message.  We definitely want your 103GB of data and your summaries.  We are preparing a new
case that will absolutely benefit from your analysis that stacks the states.

 

Copying Peter and Juli Haler here who I believe you have already worked with.

 

Thanks.

 

 

Howard Kleinhendler Esquire

369 Lexington Avenue, 12th Floor

New York, New York 10017

Office (917) 793-1188

Mobile (347) 840-2188

howard@kleinhendler.com

www.kleinhendler.com

[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Tue, Jan 26, 2021 at 12:46 PM
To: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall" <jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye
<afrye@harveybinnall.com>, "julizhaller@protonmail.com" <julizhaller@protonmail.com>, Peter Haller
<peterhaller@hillstrat.com>

Hey everyone. The case shows that Sidney was served through Lee Sparksman at 2911 Turtle Creek Blvd, Dallas
Texas 75219. It shows that this happened on the 6th of January. You need to get ahead of this.

 

 

 

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

[Quoted text hidden]

Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> Tue, Jan 26, 2021 at 7:38 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Thank you Joe. We had no idea! Sidney 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 26, 2021, at 2:46 PM, Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> wrote:

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 9:30 AM
To: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall" <jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye
<afrye@harveybinnall.com>, "julizhaller@protonmail.com" <julizhaller@protonmail.com>, Peter Haller
<peterhaller@hillstrat.com>

Howard,

 

I don’t know if I have worked with them. Apologies to both of you if I have. I will send you the USERNAME and
PASSWORD in separate emails.

 

USERNAME: access
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From: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>
Date: Friday, January 22, 2021 at 1:22 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall" <jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail
Frye <afrye@harveybinnall.com>, "julizhaller@protonmail.com" <julizhaller@protonmail.com>,
Peter Haller <peterhaller@hillstrat.com>
Subject: RE: Catching up.

 

Joe:

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 9:39 AM
To: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall" <jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye
<afrye@harveybinnall.com>, "julizhaller@protonmail.com" <julizhaller@protonmail.com>, Peter Haller
<peterhaller@hillstrat.com>

Password:

 

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 9:40 AM
To: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall" <jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye
<afrye@harveybinnall.com>, "julizhaller@protonmail.com" <julizhaller@protonmail.com>, Peter Haller
<peterhaller@hillstrat.com>

Website: www.bellrag.com

[Quoted text hidden]

Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 9:40 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall"
<jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye <afrye@harveybinnall.com>, JuliZHaller <JuliZHaller@protonmail.com>,
Peter Haller <peterhaller@hillstrat.com>, Wilson Powell <nosliwbp@gmail.com>

Include nosliwbp@gmail.com on data too please 
[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 9:43 AM
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To: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall" <jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye
<afrye@harveybinnall.com>, "julizhaller@protonmail.com" <julizhaller@protonmail.com>, Peter Haller
<peterhaller@hillstrat.com>

Need to make sure you notify me when you download and complete transfer. There is a password in the middle of the
page. Pay attention to those and the instructions. If you have any issue, please let Lyn, my PA know. We will be
monitoring IP address access, so please do not use VPN or it will shut down access.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

[Quoted text hidden]

Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 9:44 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>, Lyn Duden <lduden@pinbn.com>, "Jesse R. Binnall"
<jbinnall@harveybinnall.com>, Abigail Frye <afrye@harveybinnall.com>, JuliZHaller <JuliZHaller@protonmail.com>,
Peter Haller <peterhaller@hillstrat.com>, Wilson Powell <nosliwbp@gmail.com>

I suggest we have Wilson handle the data. Sidney 
[Quoted text hidden]

W <nosliwbp@gmail.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 12:04 PM
To: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>, joe@fecunited.com
Cc: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

Hi Joe, 

Howard mentioned you would have access to the files that are prompting passwords on the Thumb Drive downloads?
Do we have them?

Thank you, 

W

On Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 12:13 PM W <nosliwbp@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Howard,

I was able to log in and look at this info. 

My cell is 214-803-6477
and I will expect a call. 

Thank you, 

W

On Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 11:06 AM Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com> wrote:
Definitely. Wilson can coordinate 

Sidney Powell
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www.SidneyPowell.com 
Federal appellate attorney and author of LICENSED TO LIE & co-author of CONVICTION MACHINE 
   

On Thu, Jan 28, 2021, 12:02 PM Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com> wrote:
Whoever you designate is fine. But we have a working outline of our next steps. And I need specific
information. So whoever is reviewing this I think will be helped if I can talk to him/her first. 

Howard Kleinhendler Esquire
369 Lexington Avenue, 12th Floor
New York, New York 10017
Tel. (917) 793-1188
Mobile (347) 840-2188
howard@kleinhendler.com
www.Kleinhendler.com

From: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 12:00:40 PM
To: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>
Cc: Wilson Powell <nosliwbp@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Catching up.
 
Michael G is really good at data too. We will probably need both of them. 

On Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 11:58 AM Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com> wrote:

Wilson:

 

Can we talk for a few minutes so I can tell you what I am particularly interested in for the offensive moves we
are working on.

[Quoted text hidden]
-- 
Sidney Powell
Texas Attorney & Author of Licensed to Lie: Exposing Corruption in the Department of Justice, available on
Amazon or at www.LicensedtoLie.com + Senior Policy Advisor @AmericaFirstPol and Senior Fellow at the
London Center for Policy Research
www.FederalAppeals.com

-- 

For having lived long, I have experienced many instances of being obliged by better information, or fuller
consideration, to change opinions even on important subjects, which I once thought right, but found to be
otherwise. It is therefore that the older I grow, the more apt I am to doubt my own judgment, and to pay more
respect to the judgment of others.

Benjamin Franklin 

-- 

For having lived long, I have experienced many instances of being obliged by better information, or fuller
consideration, to change opinions even on important subjects, which I once thought right, but found to be otherwise.
It is therefore that the older I grow, the more apt I am to doubt my own judgment, and to pay more respect to the
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judgment of others.

Benjamin Franklin 

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 2:14 PM
To: W <nosliwbp@gmail.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

Absolutely.

 

 

Password on separate email to follow

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

[Quoted text hidden]

W <nosliwbp@gmail.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 2:54 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Thanks, it is actually for the files themselves, not the download site. 
Is there a PW for that?

Thank you, 

W

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 2:56 PM
To: W <nosliwbp@gmail.com>, Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>
Cc: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

[Quoted text hidden]

W <nosliwbp@gmail.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 2:57 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

Still says incorrect password when I try to open a file. 
It is after I get in and download a zip file. 
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Thank you, 

W

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 3:21 PM
To: W <nosliwbp@gmail.com>

It is on the page in the middle there are two passwords.

 

 

When you get on the page it is just above the files.

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Jan 28, 2021 at 3:21 PM
To: W <nosliwbp@gmail.com>
Cc: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>

These files contains raw images and data from Antrim election machines. The
passwords for the zip files are one of two:  -OR-  -
you must download all zip files together of a group before extracting them - they are
split only due to size.

[Quoted text hidden]

Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com> Fri, Jan 29, 2021 at 11:06 AM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Cc: Wilson Powell <nosliwbp@gmail.com>

Joe:

Is there a number you can be reached at?

Howard Kleinhendler Esquire
369 Lexington Avenue, 12th Floor
New York, New York 10017
Tel. (917) 793-1188
Mobile (347) 840-2188
howard@kleinhendler.com
www.Kleinhendler.com

From: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 5:21:39 PM
To: W <nosliwbp@gmail.com>

20CV34319-JOdisclosures-0872



Cc: Sidney Powell <sidney@federalappeals.com>; Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>
Subject: Re: Catching up.
 
[Quoted text hidden]

W <nosliwbp@gmail.com> Fri, Jan 29, 2021 at 12:11 PM
To: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>
Cc: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Hi Joe, 

I don't think a number sent through but mine is 214-803-6477. 

Thank you, 

W

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Fri, Jan 29, 2021 at 7:44 PM
To: Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com>
Cc: Wilson Powell <nosliwbp@gmail.com>

Just getting this Howard. Apologies. Yes. 303-667-5105

Joe

Sent from my Pocket so please excuse the errors... 

On Jan 29, 2021, at 11:07 AM, Howard Kleinhendler <howard@kleinhendler.com> wrote:

[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Voter Fraud Follow Up
3 messages

Taylor Scott <Taylor.Scott@herringnetwork.com> Tue, Nov 10, 2020 at 1:48 PM
To: "joe@fecunited.com" <joe@fecunited.com>

Good Afternoon,

 

We are following up regarding your email of Voter Fraud. Can you explain your story for us?

 

Do you have any hard evidence to prove this?

 

 

Best Regards,

Taylor Scott 

            

4757 Morena Blvd
San Diego, CA 92117

Office- 858-270-6900 x116 
Fax – 858-270-6901

Taylor.Scott@HerringNetwork.com;
www.oann.com
www.awetv.com

 

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Tue, Nov 10, 2020 at 2:27 PM
To: Taylor Scott <Taylor.Scott@herringnetwork.com>
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Hi Taylor,

 

Yes I do. What I have we did in the podcast at Conservative Daily yesterday. We have 80 screenshots of Eric
Coomer’s FB page that is private. I was also on an Antifa call where Eric Coomer stated that Trump cannot win, he
made sure of it. (paraphrased).

 

If this is not a smoking gun that connects a ANTI-Trump, erratic leader of Dominion, I don’t know what does. I am the
CEO of a data company. I know for a fact that you cannot secure an online voting system. I also know what pattern
algorithms can change the votes. The further you go down the line the more scary it gets. Eric Coomer was the
spokesperson in EVERY state that an RFP was written. He was the spokesperson for news articles. If you check the
patent office and do research on the others that hold patents, it will scare you what you will uncover.  Arizona,
Georgia, Pennsylvania, all on boarded in the last 3 years with their system.

 

We have begun talking to the Trump Attorneys and the interest in the story is growing dramatically nationally. There is
no way to explain away the anomalies, fraud and code glitches. I am in the software and AI business. As an aside,
when you add in the clear bias and essentric behavior of Dr. Eric Coomer and his finger prints as being responsible for
the security and strategy of Dominion, there is no way he is or would remain unbiased.

 

My name is Joe Oltmann, I am a two time EY Entrepreneur of the Year, and a 2020 finalist. I am a father of two,
married for 18 years, I give a ton to lots of organizations. My Dad is black, my Mom is white and I grew up in the DC
area. I in no way an eccentric or far right conservative. Quite the opposite actually.  I am also Joe Otto on
Conservative Daily. I started conservative Daily 11 years ago. We have 860,000 members. I also own 13 companies
and employ 194 people across different industries. Coming out from behind the vail and showing my face has had
consequences, but this is too important a time in my opinion not to speak up.  This is just a bit of background. IT in no
way makes my data less or more valid. The data speaks for itself.

 

Here is the beginning notes for the podcast. It could be the biggest tie to the validity of the voting system and turn the
tide of things, IMHO. But obviously I relent and give you the opportunity to decide if it is important. Here is the link to
the CD podcast as well. https://www.facebook.com/ConservativeDaily/videos/367415277670909

 

Thanks Taylor.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

 

The election was fixed. First, who is Dominion. Who runs the Company and why is that important. This
conversation will be about Eric Coomer. The Director of Strategy and Security for Dominion Voting Systems. 

 

I want to give you context on what we are going to discuss. About 3 weeks ago, I gave a speech at an FEC
meeting. As you may or may not know, I am in the data business. I have been incredibly focused on Antifa
and the threat of their infiltration of our journalism, and the Democrat party. 
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You all have seen the video of Kris Jacks, the Our revolution leader in Northern Colorado, who called for the
beheading of Americans. If you check out the video from project veritas, you will see that he stated they hold
a majority of the seats in the Democrat party across colorado. In a subsequent video, I observed a journalist
who has been known for being a rhetoric Junkie and Antifa member. She is a journalist and she is also a Our
Revolution leader in southern Colorado. She uses the systems in the Business Journal and Colorado Springs
Independent to gather and dox people in the community. In this use of gathering intel, infiltrating calls,
groups and collecting information on individuals we uncovered 13 antifa journalists across colorado. 

 

So let me back up after this short bit and tell you about a call I was able to listen in on. And why this is
important. Ok, So I was on a call discussing the “fascists” it was fascinating honestly how they thought and
spoke. It was downright scary. As the call carried on a person who called themself Eric was on the call. Now I
want to start that I cannot verify on this call that it is the same Eric but let me tell you as I jotted down notes
what I discovered. This is from my notes: 

 

I have a bunch to add. We have to be prepared for the new future where we put down these fascist fucks. 

 

Someone interrupts. Who is Eric? 

 

Someone answers, Eric is the Dominion guy. 

 

Go head Eric. 

 

Someone interrupts, What are we going to do if fucking Trump wins. 

 

Eric responds, (paraphrased) Don’t worry about the election. Trump is not going to win. I made fucking sure
of that.. hahaha”

 

Someone responds fucking right 

Eric continues with fortifying the groups and recruiting. He was eccentric and boisterous. I compared what I
remembered hearing with his videos I was able to find… and I think it is a match but not sure. 

 

I laughed at the time but did my intel research on him. I discovered an Eric Coomer who worked at Dominion
Voting Systems. I did not find anything out of the ordinary on Eric honestly. But noted that someone in
dominion leadership appears to be Antifa. I researched him, but did not realize that dominion was used by
many of the states in swing areas for elections till later. 

 

Fast forward to Friday. I get a text from a friend. He sends me over a story about Dominion Voting Systems
being tied to the Clinton Foundation, Dianne Feinsteins husband and long time campaign manager. The
information started to pour in. I then got another set of texts that had a story that talked about Dominion
Voting Systems and the name Eric Coomer popped up. I recalled that name and went into my notes… I was
astonished. here was seemingly the same guy I heard being bragedocious about making sure trump does not
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win and so I started digging into everything Eric Coomer. What I found out about this guy will scare you. This
is the guy responsible for system security. 

 

I then started using intel to get FB posts, and collecting information. He reposted Antifa manifesto. He posted
kill cops , fuck the USA. You cannot make this stuff up ladies and gentlemen… 

[Quoted text hidden]

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Tue, Nov 10, 2020 at 11:20 PM
To: Taylor Scott <Taylor.Scott@herringnetwork.com>

I gave you what I can. Been instructed not to talk about it any longer with you or anyone. Hope it leads you down a
path that helps you break open more. I will tell you to dig into the RFPs and the court cases in different states. Look
into Eric’s patents and his partners in those. Also look into his associates at Dominion.

 

Good luck Taylor. I do appreciate your network.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

 

From: Taylor Scott <Taylor.Scott@HerringNetwork.com>
Date: Tuesday, November 10, 2020 at 1:48 PM
To: "joe@fecunited.com" <joe@fecunited.com>
Subject: Voter Fraud Follow Up

 

Good Afternoon,

[Quoted text hidden]
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

This is Jim Hoft
3 messages

Jim Hoft <midwestjim@charter.net> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 6:34 PM
To: joe@fecunited.com

Joe - This is Jim Hoft. I have meeting until 8 central.

Can talk then.

314-304-0830

Jim

-- 

Virus-free. www.avg.com

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 6:36 PM
To: Jim Hoft <midwestjim@charter.net>

Sounds great. Thanks Jim.  I will call you a bit after 8.

 

303-667-5105

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe
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[Quoted text hidden]

Jim Hoft <midwestjim@charter.net> Sun, Nov 15, 2020 at 7:00 PM
To: Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Please try at 8:15

My call is going over.

Jim

[Quoted text hidden]
-- 

20CV34319-JOdisclosures-0879



Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Diagram

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Wed, Jan 6, 2021 at 7:46 AM
To: "emeraldrobinson@protonmail.com" <emeraldrobinson@protonmail.com>
Cc: "garrickdavis@protonmail.com" <garrickdavis@protonmail.com>, "mdeperno@protonmail.com"
<mdeperno@protonmail.com>
Bcc: grpennington@protonmail.com

I am publishing the Dominion audit raw data from Antrim County machines… Sitting with Matt
DePerno and his information overlays this diagram.. perfectly.

 

Warm regards,

 

Joe

Screen Shot 2021-01-05 at 8.00.00 PM.png
324K
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Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com>

Diagram

Joe Oltmann <joe@fecunited.com> Thu, Jan 14, 2021 at 4:23 PM
To: garrickdavis <garrickdavis@protonmail.com>, GRP3 <GRPennington@protonmail.com>,
"emeraldrobinson@protonmail.com" <emeraldrobinson@protonmail.com>
Cc: "mdeperno@protonmail.com" <mdeperno@protonmail.com>

Are we looking for all the information related to the GA, PA or all together? The team that Don, Justin and Lynda put
together has ROCK solid actual line by line data. IT is indisputable.

Warm regards,

Joe

[Quoted text hidden]
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Analysis of the Antrim County, Michigan
November 2020 Election Incident

J. Alex Halderman
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1 Overview

On the night of the November 3, 2020, general election, Antrim County, Michigan
published inaccurate unofficial results, attracting national attention (e.g., [29]).
Totals in the presidential race and other contests were initially misreported by up
to several thousand votes [3], and over the next three weeks, the county restated
its results four times to correct this and other errors [4–7].

Antrim’s presidential results have since been confirmed by examining the
paper ballots in a county-wide hand count [21] and further affirmed by a state-
wide risk-limiting audit [24]. Nevertheless, the incident in Antrim raises several
questions: What caused the errors? Are they evidence of a cyberattack or other
foul play? Have they been fully corrected? Could similar problems affect other
localities? What should be done to prevent such issues in the future?

The Michigan Secretary of State and the Department of Attorney General
asked me to perform a forensic investigation of the incident in order to answer
these questions. I analyzed data from Antrim County’s election management
system (EMS) and from the memory cards used in the county’s ballot scanners.
Using this data, I reconstructed the events that led to the initially erroneous
results. I was able to precisely account for the discrepancies and identify the
underlying causes. I also electronically recounted the votes using data from the
memory cards to further check the accuracy of the final reported totals.

1.1 Summary of Findings

On the basis of my investigation, I draw several main findings and conclusions:

– The explanations provided by the county [2] and the Department of State [23]
are correct that the inaccurate unofficial results were a consequence of human
errors, but the problems were somewhat more complicated than initially
understood. The human errors that initiated the incident were compounded
by gaps in election procedures and their adherence. The election software
also could have done more to help election staff avoid making mistakes that
could lead to erroneous results.

– Although vulnerabilities in election technology are well documented (see,
e.g., [11, 27]), the Antrim County incident was not caused by a security
breach. There is also no credible evidence that it was caused deliberately.
While this report is not a comprehensive security review of Antrim’s voting
system, I note in passing some opportunities for security improvements.

– The major discrepancies in Antrim’s results have been fully corrected. The
final results match the poll tapes printed by the individual ballot scanners,
and there is no evidence that the poll tapes are inaccurate, except for in
specific precincts where particular circumstances I explain affected small
numbers of votes, mainly in down-ballot races. These remaining errors affect
too few votes to change the outcome of any contest but the Central Lake
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Village Marihuana1 Retailer Initiative, for which the final reported outcome
is potentially incorrect due to the omission of a single vote because of a
separate human error.

– The incident in Antrim County arose due to the county’s mishandling of last-
minute ballot design changes, a circumstance that is unlikely to have occurred
widely in Michigan during the 2020 election. Nevertheless, in Antrim, several
layers of protections that are supposed to ensure accuracy broke down due to
human errors on multiple levels, including mistakes by county and township
staff while operating the election technology, procedural missteps while
processing ballots in some localities, and the failure of the county canvassers
to detect lingering discrepancies. These failings suggest a need for greater
oversight of county and local election administration in Michigan. I also
recommend several changes to election technology, training, and procedures
in order to better guard against similar problems in future elections.

1.2 Summary of the Incident

My analysis shows that the incident in Antrim County unfolded as follows:

1. In October, Antrim changed three ballot designs to correct local contests
after the initial designs had already been loaded onto the memory cards that
configure the ballot scanners. For technical reasons, all memory cards should
have been updated following the changes. Antrim used the new designs in its
election management system and updated the memory cards for one affected
township, but it did not update the memory cards for any other scanners.

2. When the changes were made, a small number of voters had already received
absentee ballots reflecting the initial designs. These voters were mailed revised
ballots, but some of the initial ballots were voted. Protections ensured that at
most one ballot was accepted from each voter, but there was no technical or
procedural mechanism in place to distinguish between the different versions
of the ballot designs.

3. Local staff performed logic and accuracy testing to ensure that the scanners
were working. However, testing was not repeated after the ballot design
changes, except in the one township where the memory cards were updated.
The county did not test loading scanner results into its election management
system, which the state recommends but does not require.

4. On election day, the scanners appear to have functioned normally for ballots
that matched the ballot designs on their memory cards. However, they were
not configured to handle the initial and revised ballot designs simultaneously,
which caused inaccurate results in specific down-ballot contests in the three
precincts where ballot designs had changed. In all other precincts, the results
on the poll tapes from individual scanners were unaffected by this problem.

1This is the spelling used in the title of the initiative and in Michigan statutes.
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5. After polls closed, the county loaded results from the memory cards into its
election management system for reporting. Three cards failed to load and
were entered manually from the poll tapes. The other 15 cards appeared to
load normally, but 13 had not been updated after the ballot design changes.

Internally, the Dominion voting system uses a sequence of numbers to identify
all available choices across all ballot designs. The scanners use these identifiers
to record voter selections. The ballot design changes had the effect of altering
the expected candidate identifiers in most of the county’s precincts. When
memory cards that used the old identifiers were interpreted by the election
management system using the new identifiers, votes were assigned to the
wrong candidates, causing large errors in the initial reported results for most
contests in all but a few precincts. The election management system did not
alert the operator about this problem while loading the results.

6. County staff, who finished generating the initial unofficial results at 4 a.m. on
election night, apparently did not review them closely enough to detect the ob-
vious discrepancies before publishing them. A few hours later, Antrim learned
that the initial results were erroneous and took them down. Staff manually en-
tered results from the poll tapes for the affected scanners, and the county pub-
lished revised unofficial results on November 5. However, county staff neglected
to remove some of the inaccurate data that had been loaded from the memory
cards, so the reported totals in some precincts were the sum of the corrected
and erroneous results. The county took down the results again to correct this.

7. In one locality, Central Lake Village, the election day poll tape showed
the wrong school board race, because, although the ballot design had been
changed to include the correct race, the scanner’s configuration had not been
updated to reflect this. On November 6, Central Lake rescanned its ballots
using the updated configuration, and the results were incorporated into the
county’s certified results published that day. However, the evidence I exam-
ined suggests that three ballots from Central Lake Village that were scanned
on election day were not rescanned—potentially due to human error—and
are not included in the final results. One of these ballots, if it is actually
valid, would likely change the outcome of the Central Lake Village Marihuana
Retailer Initiative, which was decided by a single vote.

8. Antrim’s November 6 certified results contained data entry errors that oc-
curred when results were entered manually to correct the initial reporting
problem. These errors should have been detected during the county canvass
but were not. The county restated its results on November 16 to correct some
of the data entry errors and again on November 21 to correct the reminder.

9. The final certified results match the scanner poll tapes in essentially all
cases. However, my analysis shows that both the poll tapes and the final
results are inaccurate with respect to a few down-ballot contests in the three
precincts where ballot designs changed, as a result of the county’s failure to
appropriately distinguish between ballots voted using the old and new ballot
designs. The largest discrepancy is in Central Lake Village, where the poll
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tape is inaccurate for the Central Lake Schools school board contest and
State Proposal 20-1. I estimate that approximately 72 ballots are affected.
Small numbers of votes may also have been affected in Mancelona Village for
the Village Trustee race and in Warner Township for the Boyne Falls Public
Schools Sinking Fund Millage Proposal. The circumstances that caused these
discrepancies did not affect any other contests and do not affect enough votes
to change the outcome of any contest.

10. In December, the state conducted a county-wide hand count of the presi-
dential contest that agreed with the final reported results to within 0.08%.
In January, the state conducted a state-wide risk-limiting audit of the pres-
idential contest that affirmed the reported outcome. These findings and my
analysis all support the conclusion that there are no significant errors in
Antrim County’s final presidential results.

1.3 Organization of this Report

In Section 2, I describe Antrim County’s voting system and the data from it
that I examined. In Section 3, I investigate and explain the discrepancies that
occurred during county-level reporting. In Section 4, I investigate and explain the
discrepancies that occurred on poll tapes from individual scanners. In Section 5, I
respond to the report prepared by Allied Security Operations Group. In Section 6,
I state additional conclusions, and in Section 7, I offer a series of recommendations
for preventing similar problems in future elections. My own qualifications and
background are stated in Appendix A.
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2 Background

2.1 Antrim County’s Election Technology

In 2017 and 2018, Michigan deployed new voting equipment [30]. County and
local clerks selected from among three approved systems produced by different
vendors. Antrim County adopted the Democracy Suite system produced by
Dominion Voting Systems, consisting of ImageCast Precinct (ICP) ballot scanners,
ImageCast X (ICX) ballot-marking devices (BMDs),2 and the Democracy Suite
election management system (EMS). As deployed in Antrim, the EMS consists
of a single desktop PC running specialized software for election preparation and
results aggregation and reporting. Antrim uses Democracy Suite version 5.5,
which is federally certified by the U.S. Election Assistance Commission [31].

During a typical election, Antrim’s equipment operates as follows:

1. Election preparation. Before the election, workers design the ballots using
Election Event Designer (EED), one of several modular components of the
EMS software [8]. They create an “election project” (a database corresponding
to the election) and define the contests and choices for each precinct. EED
then generates ballot designs for printing and election definition files (digital
descriptions of the ballot designs) for use by the scanners and BMDs.3

Like most Michigan counties, Antrim outsources these steps to a service
provider, in this case Grand Rapids-based ElectionSource. ElectionSource
sends the county an “election package”—a file containing the election project,
ballot designs, election definitions, and other associated data. The county
imports these into its EMS and loads the election definitions onto memory
cards used by the scanners and USB sticks used with the BMDs [8].

Finally, townships load the memory cards into their scanners and perform logic
and accuracy (L&A) testing. In this process, workers scan ballots with known
selections and confirm that the scanners produce accurate results [13, 19].

2. Voting and counting. Vote counting begins on election day. In-person voters
insert their ballots into the scanners, which tabulate the selections and retain
the physical ballots in a ballot box. To process absentee ballots, most localities
have poll workers feed them into the same scanners used for in-person voting.
Other localities operate separate absent voter counting boards (“AV boards”
or “AVCBs”) with dedicated scanners [15].

The scanners count votes by detecting marks in particular ballot locations
called “voting targets”, which are specified by the election definition on the

2In Michigan, most voters mark ballots by hand, but each poll place also provides
one or more touch-screen BMDs that voters may use to mark and print their ballots.
Michigan election procedures refer to the BMDs as “voter-assist terminals” or VATs.

3Although Michigan election procedures sometime refer to election definitions as
“programming” or “programs” [13, 14], in the Dominion system they are not computer
programs in the sense of “software” but rather collections of data files. It is incorrect to
characterize changing the election definition as a “software update.”
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scanner’s memory card. If the area within a voting target is darker than a
set threshold, the scanner treats the target as marked. For each ballot, the
scanner records which voting targets were marked on its memory card.4

After all ballots have been scanned, the scanner prints a “poll tape,” a paper
record showing the number of votes recorded for each choice. Poll workers
sign the poll tape and return it, along with the the scanner memory card,
to the county [14]. The paper ballots are retained by the locality.

3. Reporting. County workers use the EMS to aggregate results. An EMS appli-
cation called Results Tally & Reporting (RTR) [9] loads vote data from the
scanner memory cards and stores it in the election project database. Workers
then use RTR to generate a report containing results from the entire county.
Antrim publishes these result reports on its county website.

4. Post-election verification. Several post-election activities involve checks of
the accuracy of results. Before the Board of County Canvassers certifies the
results, it is supposed to compare the reported totals from the EMS to the
poll tape from each scanner [17]. The paper ballots and other records are
required to be securely retained, and candidates can petition for a hand
recount [16]. In addition, the state audits some selected precincts to verify
procedural compliance and accuracy [18]. The state also recently began con-
ducting risk-limiting audits, in which randomly sampled ballots are inspected
to confirm the accuracy of the reported outcome for particular contests [22].

2.2 The November 2020 Election in Antrim County

For the November 2020 election, Antrim used 18 scanners. Most of the 15
townships operated a single scanner, but Mancelona Township used two, and an
additional two scanners were used for AV counting boards in Elk Rapids and
Milton townships. Within each township, there were up to four ballot designs (for
residents of villages versus unincorporated areas, or for voters within different
school districts), for a total of 43 ballot designs. According to the final results,
16,044 votes were cast from among 22,082 registered voters, a turnout of 73%.

The county posted five sets of election results, dated November 4, 5, 6,
16, and 21 [3–7]. Each had widespread differences from the one before, and in
some instances candidates gained or lost more than 5000 votes. The results and
differences for the first four contests are summarized in Table 1.

2.3 Materials Examined for this Report

I examined a forensic image of the hard drive from Antrim County’s EMS. The
image was provided by the Department of Attorney General; it appears to be the
image described in §F and §G of the Allied Security Operations Group (ASOG)
report [1], which says ASOG collected it on December 6. I also examined forensic

4The ICP scanners can also store a digital image of each ballot, but this is an
optional feature that was not enabled in Antrim County during the November election.
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Results published on: Difference:

11/4 11/5 11/6 11/16 11/21
b− a c− b d− c e− d

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

President Biden 7769 7289 5960 5960 5960 −480 −1329 0 0
Trump 4509 9783 9748 9748 9748 5274 −35 0 0
Jorgensen 93 197 189 189 189 104 −8 0 0
Blankenship 20 22 16 16 16 2 −6 0 0
DeLaFuente 12 8 8 8 8 −4 0 0 0
Hawkins 20 28 28 28 28 8 0 0 0

U.S. Sen. Peters 7863 6807 5441 5758 5758 −1056 −1366 317 0
Squier 47 81 79 83 86 34 −2 4 3
James 4484 9345 9340 9924 9924 4861 −5 584 0
Willis 91 960 81 82 82 869 −879 1 0
Dern 19 26 26 27 27 7 0 1 0

U.S. Rep. Ferguson 7745 6603 5235 5235 5235 −1142 −1368 0 0
Bergman 4794 10344 10292 10292 10292 5550 −52 0 0
Boren 125 266 263 263 263 141 −3 0 0

State Rep. Burke 7697 6143 4800 4800 5578 −1554 −1343 0 778
Borton 4529 8772 8761 8761 9936 4243 −11 0 1175

Table 1: Election Results. Antrim published five results reports, two labeled
unofficial (a, b) and three labeled official (c, d, e). Results and differences for
the first five contests are shown here, but many others were also in error. The
initial report (a) was badly incorrect due to the election definition mismatch.
The second report (b) added results entered by hand from poll tapes but failed
to remove all of the bad data. The third (c) fixed this, but the manual inputs
contained data entry errors that were corrected in two subsequent reports (d, e).

images of the 18 compact flash memory cards used in Antrim’s ICP scanners.
At my request, Michigan Bureau of Elections personnel inserted each card into
a Digital Intelligence USB 3.0 Forensic Card Reader (in write-blocking mode,
to ensure the cards were not inadvertently modified) and used the AccessData
FTK Imager application to make a complete copy of the data. Table 2 lists the
hashes of these data sources.

Several kinds of data were relevant for my analysis. I will describe others later,
but one of the most important was the EMS database. Democracy Suite uses
the Microsoft SQL Server database engine, and data for each election project is
maintained in a separate database. I extracted the database corresponding to the
November 2020 election, which is stored in the files /Databases/Antrim November
2020-2020-08-03-12-38-25.mdf and .ldf. I analyzed it using Microsoft SQL Server
Management Studio and purpose-built software that I wrote in Python.

In reconstructing the sequence of events, I made repeated use of log files
stored in the EMS and memory cards. The election database records the actions
that users perform on the election project in a table named UserLog. These log
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Description SHA-256 Hash of Forensic Image

Computer hard drive:
County EMS 1d0d7248a0d1db99051a164766a08c895f67f358a58046102e06c20ad4785d81

Ballot scanner memory cards:
Banks 784ccc460346ba85554c4798f9a1711cd73c860eaea58fa458ac241b049d2510
Central Lake 5bd0798b4a21edd390bee784519764fccc4369bdda6dbe1cafbdf28c11a098bd
Chestonia 48a55e328dcf1816b42a0163a334bb4cf35fa964f1c5460ebc7a4b3fe1a2a474
Custer 1cc9a044a69567a7a38f45892b91c32a4acf631699ad1b4d9d9fbfe72e28e433
Echo 371eb895e922cd2d36cf1859c1d84df01e6fd9176132ec86c889930a20c1a8f8
Elk Rapids 1 ad69dfcadf17b5bb3a744417daae2251aca0f19ccf34af7b5e732a688a4f68f5
Elk Rapids AV 3d4ffc1d8f3ef2b336e5934f0ab98048ad0e24c96efd027f539c68239f6cdbac
Forest Home a93c1021367b93ebc89957b5d0c5df6828c885877b2640bf4495441bbe7df474
Helena 529bc91c0d012ef4df947898d8fbde3e0d1c5f430e374080c2e52fb29d02e565
Jordan c2fc4e0e50ca56d55cfa9b2111b120f319be602e357dd09fa12c14203297f3d7
Kearney 2cd3fccb9640738fb062da32d3bb1ea1e4bbafc2e97ca70d87863d12cc8fd38c
Mancelona 1 35f7d069f5556ea9aed3727a0433819b6940cb3474579cf969d2cc208324fbae
Mancelona 2 8931572f6aaeff7c7f80000ca6958da172660b9e3e8d40c073c48008593aa572
Milton 1 386390a3edfa366bb12c8263825d96b51d63a9a4711685edbd7c63fe38e2ba4a
Milton AV 255e1e27daadadbfc7ecc64d1a2c9a8e4f9cf7c65c21e9f18a2ff615dc041d09
Star 9aed3328e89ac4a98ac8ff8877a99b400f092f04a71b738b3e56579384a60379
Torch Lake 60bf46c9fb769fa6a2d238bb1d34387c0854594c9b83c72723ff306dd6abd775
Warner 8132a7e3bf7ac839152d7c6f6f68e9d1316911039241a49f23489a1c2d8e1801

Table 2: Data Sources. These are the hashes of the forensic images I examined.
The data was collected from the EMS hard drive and 18 scanner memory cards.

entries extended back to the creation of the election project. Each memory card
also contains a detailed log of events that occurred on the scanner, in a file named
slog.txt. These logs extend back to time that each card was initialized, and the
EMS stores a copy in the election database when each card is loaded.

I further analyzed the EMS by booting a copy of the hard drive in a virtual
machine and interacting with the software. Notably, I was able to do so without
Antrim County providing any passwords. The EMS runs Windows 10, and I
circumvented the Windows account passwords using a well-known technique [28].
Microsoft SQL Server Management Studio was already installed on the system,
and I found that I could use it to view and edit the election databases with
no additional passwords. Within the D-Suite application software, each election
project is individually password protected. However, I circumvented this by
creating a new project with a known password, extracting the password hash
from the project’s database, and copying it into the databases for the other
projects. Performing similar steps on the real EMS would require physical access
to the computer or the hard drive, and I have been informed that Antrim County
applies physical controls to limit such access to authorized personnel.
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3 Discrepancies in County-Level Reporting

The first part of my investigation concerns errors that were introduced in the
course of aggregating and reporting results from precincts across the county,
including the major discrepancies in the initial results posted on November 4.
I reconstruct the events that led to the errors, explain their causes, and verify
that they have been corrected. My analysis confirms that the final reported
results match the results obtained by the individual scanners.

3.1 Preparations for the Election

The sequence of events that led to the reporting discrepancies began long before
the election, during the process of designing the ballots. According to a timeline
produced by Antrim County [2], the county received initial proofs of the ballot
designs from ElectionSource on September 5. After a series of corrections, county
staff approved the designs on September 18 and received a flash drive from
ElectionSource containing the election package on September 29. County staff
loaded the election package into the EMS, copied the election definition files
for the scanners and BMDs to removable media, and distributed the media to
localities for use in the election. The memory card logs show that townships
loaded the media into their scanners and BMDs and performed logic-and-accuracy
testing on various dates in October.

Typically, the ballot designs and election definitions would have remained
unchanged from this point on. However, according to Antrim’s timeline, on
October 5 and 7, the county alerted ElectionSource about errors that had been
identified in three of the ballot designs, which affected parts of Central Lake,
Mancelona, and Warner townships. ElectionSource applied the corrections and
provided a revised election package on October 23. The election project log shows
that Antrim loaded the revised election package into its EMS that day.

At this point, county staff should have updated the removable media for every
scanner and BMD in the county to ensure that their election definitions matched
the EMS’s. In fact, the only scanners that were updated before election day were
the two in Mancelona Township. This would prove to be a consequential mistake.

Election Packages By inspecting the EMS image, I identified an election
package file with metadata indicating that it was created and last accessed
on September 29. The file is located at /Users/EMSADMIN/Desktop/Project
Package/Project Package/Antrim November 2020-2020-08-03-12-38-25 package.zip.
It appears to be a backup of the first election package provided by ElectionSource
on September 29. I will refer to this file as the initial election package.

I also identified an election package file with metadata indicating that it was
created and last accessed on October 23. It is located at /Users/EMSADMIN/
Desktop/Project Package/Antrim November 2020-2020-08-03-12-38-25 package.zip.
It appears to be a backup of the second election package provided by Election-
Source. I will refer to this file as the revised election package.
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Township

Nonpartisan Section
Judicial

Intermediate School District

Intermediate School District

Village

Local School District

Proposal Section
State

State

Village

Clerk
Vote for not more than 1

Judy Kosloski
Republican

Treasurer
Vote for not more than 1

Andrew Smith
Republican

Trustee
Vote for not more than 2

Patrick Hanlon
Republican

Pat Marshall
Republican

Justice of Supreme Court
Vote for not more than 2

Mary Kelly

Bridget Mary McCormack
Justice of Supreme Court
Kerry Lee Morgan

Katherine Mary Nepton

Brock Swartzle

Elizabeth M. Welch

Susan L. Hubbard

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 2

Michael J. Kelly
Judge of Court of Appeals

Amy Ronayne Krause
Judge of Court of Appeals

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Non-Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Michelle Rick

Judge of Circuit Court
13th Circuit

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Kevin A. Elsenheimer
Judge of Circuit Court

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
6 Year Term

Vote for not more than 3

Thelma A. Chellis

Jean E. Frentz

Mary P. Jason

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
Partial Term Ending 12/31/2024

Vote for not more than 1

Larry Cassidy

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
Partial Term Ending 12/31/2022

Vote for not more than 1

President
Village of Central Lake
Vote for not more than 1

Rob Tyler

Trustee
Village of Central Lake
Vote for not more than 3

Bill Chapman

John Michael Ring

Board Member
Ellsworth Schools
Vote for not more than 2

Mark Edward Groenink

Christopher Wallace

Proposal 20-1
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to allow money from oil and gas mining 
on state-owned lands to continue to be 

collected in state funds for land 
protection and creation and 

maintenance of parks, nature areas, and 
public recreation facilities; and to 
describe how money in those state 

funds can be spent

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Allow the State Parks Endowment Fund to ·
continue receiving money from sales of oil 
and gas from state-owned lands to 
improve, maintain and purchase land for 
State parks, and for Fund administration, 
until its balance reaches $800,000,000.

Require subsequent oil and gas revenue ·
from state-owned lands to go into the 
Natural Resources Trust Fund.

Require at least 20% of Endowment Fund ·
annual spending go toward State park 
improvement.

Require at least 25% of Trust Fund annual ·
spending go toward parks and public 
recreation areas and at least 25% toward 
land conservation.

Should this proposal be adopted? 

Yes

No

Proposal 20-2
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to require a search warrant in order to 
access a person’s electronic data or 

electronic communications

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Prohibit unreasonable searches or ·
seizures of a person’s electronic data and 
electronic communications.
Require a search warrant to access a ·
person’s electronic data or electronic 
communications, under the same 
conditions currently required for the 
government to obtain a search warrant to 
search a person’s house or seize a 
person’s things. 

Should this proposal be adopted?

Yes

No

A Proposed Initiated Ordinance to 
Authorize One (1) Marihuana Retailer 
Establishment Within the Village of 

Central Lake

This ordinance would:

Authorize one (1) marihuana retailer ·
establishment within the Village of Central 
Lake

 
Require a person to obtain a permit from ·
the Village before operating the 
marihuana retailer establishment within 
the Village.  The permit would be valid for 
one calendar (1) year and subject to 
renewal annually.  The permit must be 
displayed in a conspicuous location in the 
building.

 
Require, if more than one application is ·
submitted for the marihuana retail 
establishment, that the Village Council 
rank the applications based on the criteria 
specified in the ordinance.

 
Require that marihuana retail ·
establishment be located in the 
appropriate zoning district by amendment 
of the Village of Central Lake Zoning 
Ordinance.

 
Allow an issued permit from the Village to ·
be transferred to another location within 
the Village and to a different individual or 
entity upon written approval from the 
Village Clerk and the state, provided the 
different location is within an allowed 
zoning district and the different individual 
or entity complies with the requirements of 
the ordinance.

Impose a fee to help defray administrative ·
and enforcement costs for the initial permit 
and each renewal permit, but not to 
exceed $5,000 each.

 
Allow revocation or suspension of an ·
issued permit by the Village Clerk for any 
violation of the ordinance, after written 
notice and public hearing.

 
Make a violation of the ordinance a ·
municipal civil infraction, subject to a fine 
of not more than $500.

 
Should this ordinance be enacted?

Yes

No

VOTE BOTH FRONT AND BACK OF BALLOT
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Township

Nonpartisan Section
Judicial

Intermediate School District

Intermediate School District

Village

Local School District

Proposal Section
State

State

Village

Clerk
Vote for not more than 1

Judy Kosloski
Republican

Treasurer
Vote for not more than 1

Andrew Smith
Republican

Trustee
Vote for not more than 2

Patrick Hanlon
Republican

Pat Marshall
Republican

Justice of Supreme Court
Vote for not more than 2

Mary Kelly

Bridget Mary McCormack
Justice of Supreme Court
Kerry Lee Morgan

Katherine Mary Nepton

Brock Swartzle

Elizabeth M. Welch

Susan L. Hubbard

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 2

Michael J. Kelly
Judge of Court of Appeals

Amy Ronayne Krause
Judge of Court of Appeals

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Non-Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Michelle Rick

Judge of Circuit Court
13th Circuit

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Kevin A. Elsenheimer
Judge of Circuit Court

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
6 Year Term

Vote for not more than 3

Thelma A. Chellis

Jean E. Frentz

Mary P. Jason

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
Partial Term Ending 12/31/2024

Vote for not more than 1

Larry Cassidy

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
Partial Term Ending 12/31/2022

Vote for not more than 1

President
Village of Central Lake
Vote for not more than 1

Rob Tyler

Trustee
Village of Central Lake
Vote for not more than 3

Bill Chapman

John Michael Ring

Board Member
Central Lake Schools
Vote for not more than 3

Melanie Eckhardt

Keith Shafer

Proposal 20-1
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to allow money from oil and gas mining 
on state-owned lands to continue to be 

collected in state funds for land 
protection and creation and 

maintenance of parks, nature areas, and 
public recreation facilities; and to 
describe how money in those state 

funds can be spent

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Allow the State Parks Endowment Fund to ·
continue receiving money from sales of oil 
and gas from state-owned lands to 
improve, maintain and purchase land for 
State parks, and for Fund administration, 
until its balance reaches $800,000,000.

Require subsequent oil and gas revenue ·
from state-owned lands to go into the 
Natural Resources Trust Fund.

Require at least 20% of Endowment Fund ·
annual spending go toward State park 
improvement.

Require at least 25% of Trust Fund annual ·
spending go toward parks and public 
recreation areas and at least 25% toward 
land conservation.

Should this proposal be adopted? 

Yes

No

Proposal 20-2
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to require a search warrant in order to 
access a person’s electronic data or 

electronic communications

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Prohibit unreasonable searches or ·
seizures of a person’s electronic data and 
electronic communications.
Require a search warrant to access a ·
person’s electronic data or electronic 
communications, under the same 
conditions currently required for the 
government to obtain a search warrant to 
search a person’s house or seize a 
person’s things. 

Should this proposal be adopted?

Yes

No

A Proposed Initiated Ordinance to 
Authorize One (1) Marihuana Retailer 
Establishment Within the Village of 

Central Lake

This ordinance would:

Authorize one (1) marihuana retailer ·
establishment within the Village of Central 
Lake

 
Require a person to obtain a permit from ·
the Village before operating the 
marihuana retailer establishment within 
the Village.  The permit would be valid for 
one calendar (1) year and subject to 
renewal annually.  The permit must be 
displayed in a conspicuous location in the 
building.

 
Require, if more than one application is ·
submitted for the marihuana retail 
establishment, that the Village Council 
rank the applications based on the criteria 
specified in the ordinance.

 
Require that marihuana retail ·
establishment be located in the 
appropriate zoning district by amendment 
of the Village of Central Lake Zoning 
Ordinance.

 
Allow an issued permit from the Village to ·
be transferred to another location within 
the Village and to a different individual or 
entity upon written approval from the 
Village Clerk and the state, provided the 
different location is within an allowed 
zoning district and the different individual 
or entity complies with the requirements of 
the ordinance.

Impose a fee to help defray administrative ·
and enforcement costs for the initial permit 
and each renewal permit, but not to 
exceed $5,000 each.

 
Allow revocation or suspension of an ·
issued permit by the Village Clerk for any 
violation of the ordinance, after written 
notice and public hearing.

 
Make a violation of the ordinance a ·
municipal civil infraction, subject to a fine 
of not more than $500.

 
Should this ordinance be enacted?

Yes

No

VOTE BOTH FRONT AND BACK OF BALLOT
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(a) Central Lake, Precinct 1V

Township

Nonpartisan Section
Judicial

Village

Local School District

Proposal Section
State

Clerk
Vote for not more than 1

Michael Biehl
Republican

Treasurer
Vote for not more than 1

Jessie Ayoub
Republican

Trustee
Vote for not more than 2

Yousef M. Jabara
Democrat

Rod Vesey
Republican

Donna Gundle-Krieg
Libertarian

Constable
Vote for not more than 1

Linden M. Bielecki
Republican

Justice of Supreme Court
Vote for not more than 2

Kerry Lee Morgan

Katherine Mary Nepton

Brock Swartzle

Elizabeth M. Welch

Susan L. Hubbard

Mary Kelly

Bridget Mary McCormack
Justice of Supreme Court

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 2

Michael J. Kelly
Judge of Court of Appeals

Amy Ronayne Krause
Judge of Court of Appeals

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Non-Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Michelle Rick

Judge of Circuit Court
13th Circuit

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Kevin A. Elsenheimer
Judge of Circuit Court

Trustee
Village of Mancelona
Vote for not more than 3

Aaron Biehl

Steven Elder

Board Member
Mancelona Schools
Vote for not more than 3

Kim Musselman

Tom Ross

Burt Thompson

Proposal 20-1
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to allow money from oil and gas mining 
on state-owned lands to continue to be 

collected in state funds for land 
protection and creation and 

maintenance of parks, nature areas, and 
public recreation facilities; and to 
describe how money in those state 

funds can be spent

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Allow the State Parks Endowment Fund to ·
continue receiving money from sales of oil 
and gas from state-owned lands to 
improve, maintain and purchase land for 
State parks, and for Fund administration, 
until its balance reaches $800,000,000.

Require subsequent oil and gas revenue ·
from state-owned lands to go into the 
Natural Resources Trust Fund.

Require at least 20% of Endowment Fund ·
annual spending go toward State park 
improvement.

Require at least 25% of Trust Fund annual ·
spending go toward parks and public 
recreation areas and at least 25% toward 
land conservation.

Should this proposal be adopted? 

Yes

No

Proposal 20-2
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to require a search warrant in order to 
access a person’s electronic data or 

electronic communications

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Prohibit unreasonable searches or ·
seizures of a person’s electronic data and 
electronic communications.
Require a search warrant to access a ·
person’s electronic data or electronic 
communications, under the same 
conditions currently required for the 
government to obtain a search warrant to 
search a person’s house or seize a 
person’s things. 

Should this proposal be adopted?

Yes

No

VOTE BOTH FRONT AND BACK OF BALLOT
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Township

Nonpartisan Section
Judicial

Village

Local School District

Proposal Section
State

Clerk
Vote for not more than 1

Michael Biehl
Republican

Treasurer
Vote for not more than 1

Jessie Ayoub
Republican

Trustee
Vote for not more than 2

Yousef M. Jabara
Democrat

Rod Vesey
Republican

Donna Gundle-Krieg
Libertarian

Constable
Vote for not more than 1

Linden M. Bielecki
Republican

Justice of Supreme Court
Vote for not more than 2

Kerry Lee Morgan

Katherine Mary Nepton

Brock Swartzle

Elizabeth M. Welch

Susan L. Hubbard

Mary Kelly

Bridget Mary McCormack
Justice of Supreme Court

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 2

Michael J. Kelly
Judge of Court of Appeals

Amy Ronayne Krause
Judge of Court of Appeals

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Non-Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Michelle Rick

Judge of Circuit Court
13th Circuit

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Kevin A. Elsenheimer
Judge of Circuit Court

Trustee
Village of Mancelona
Vote for not more than 2

Aaron Biehl

Steven Elder

Eugene K. Kerr

Board Member
Mancelona Schools
Vote for not more than 3

Kim Musselman

Tom Ross

Burt Thompson

Proposal 20-1
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to allow money from oil and gas mining 
on state-owned lands to continue to be 

collected in state funds for land 
protection and creation and 

maintenance of parks, nature areas, and 
public recreation facilities; and to 
describe how money in those state 

funds can be spent

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Allow the State Parks Endowment Fund to ·
continue receiving money from sales of oil 
and gas from state-owned lands to 
improve, maintain and purchase land for 
State parks, and for Fund administration, 
until its balance reaches $800,000,000.

Require subsequent oil and gas revenue ·
from state-owned lands to go into the 
Natural Resources Trust Fund.

Require at least 20% of Endowment Fund ·
annual spending go toward State park 
improvement.

Require at least 25% of Trust Fund annual ·
spending go toward parks and public 
recreation areas and at least 25% toward 
land conservation.

Should this proposal be adopted? 

Yes

No

Proposal 20-2
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to require a search warrant in order to 
access a person’s electronic data or 

electronic communications

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Prohibit unreasonable searches or ·
seizures of a person’s electronic data and 
electronic communications.
Require a search warrant to access a ·
person’s electronic data or electronic 
communications, under the same 
conditions currently required for the 
government to obtain a search warrant to 
search a person’s house or seize a 
person’s things. 

Should this proposal be adopted?

Yes

No

VOTE BOTH FRONT AND BACK OF BALLOT
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(b) Mancelona, Precinct 1V

Township

Nonpartisan Section
Judicial

Intermediate School District

Intermediate School District

Local School District

Proposal Section
State

State

Clerk
Vote for not more than 1

Pamela =aremba
Republican

Treasurer
Vote for not more than 1

Lori A. Herman
Republican

Trustee
Vote for not more than 2

Linda M. Franckowiak
Republican

Robert K. Herman
Republican

Justice of Supreme Court
Vote for not more than 2

Mary Kelly

Bridget Mary McCormack
Justice of Supreme Court
Kerry Lee Morgan

Katherine Mary Nepton

Brock Swartzle

Elizabeth M. Welch

Susan L. Hubbard

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 2

Michael J. Kelly
Judge of Court of Appeals

Amy Ronayne Krause
Judge of Court of Appeals

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Non-Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Michelle Rick

Judge of Circuit Court
13th Circuit

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Kevin A. Elsenheimer
Judge of Circuit Court

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
6 Year Term

Vote for not more than 3

Thelma A. Chellis

Jean E. Frentz

Mary P. Jason

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
Partial Term Ending 12/31/2024

Vote for not more than 1

Larry Cassidy

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
Partial Term Ending 12/31/2022

Vote for not more than 1

Board Member
Boyne Falls Public Schools

6 Year Term
Vote for not more than 3

Laura Brunmeier

William Cousineau

Karena E. Haug

Barbara Loper

Board Member
Boyne Falls Schools

Partial Term Ending 12/31/2024
Vote for not more than 1

Proposal 20-1
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to allow money from oil and gas mining 
on state-owned lands to continue to be 

collected in state funds for land 
protection and creation and 

maintenance of parks, nature areas, and 
public recreation facilities; and to 
describe how money in those state 

funds can be spent

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Allow the State Parks Endowment Fund to ·
continue receiving money from sales of oil 
and gas from state-owned lands to 
improve, maintain and purchase land for 
State parks, and for Fund administration, 
until its balance reaches $800,000,000.

Require subsequent oil and gas revenue ·
from state-owned lands to go into the 
Natural Resources Trust Fund.

Require at least 20% of Endowment Fund ·
annual spending go toward State park 
improvement.

Require at least 25% of Trust Fund annual ·
spending go toward parks and public 
recreation areas and at least 25% toward 
land conservation.

Should this proposal be adopted? 

Yes

No

Proposal 20-2
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to require a search warrant in order to 
access a person’s electronic data or 

electronic communications

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Prohibit unreasonable searches or ·
seizures of a person’s electronic data and 
electronic communications.
Require a search warrant to access a ·
person’s electronic data or electronic 
communications, under the same 
conditions currently required for the 
government to obtain a search warrant to 
search a person’s house or seize a 
person’s things. 

Should this proposal be adopted?

Yes

No

VOTE BOTH FRONT AND BACK OF BALLOT

Township

Nonpartisan Section
Judicial

Intermediate School District

Intermediate School District

Local School District

Proposal Section
State

State

Local School District

Clerk
Vote for not more than 1

Pamela =aremba
Republican

Treasurer
Vote for not more than 1

Lori A. Herman
Republican

Trustee
Vote for not more than 2

Linda M. Franckowiak
Republican

Robert K. Herman
Republican

Justice of Supreme Court
Vote for not more than 2

Mary Kelly

Bridget Mary McCormack
Justice of Supreme Court
Kerry Lee Morgan

Katherine Mary Nepton

Brock Swartzle

Elizabeth M. Welch

Susan L. Hubbard

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 2

Michael J. Kelly
Judge of Court of Appeals

Amy Ronayne Krause
Judge of Court of Appeals

Judge of Court of Appeals
4th District

Non-Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Michelle Rick

Judge of Circuit Court
13th Circuit

Incumbent Position
Vote for not more than 1

Kevin A. Elsenheimer
Judge of Circuit Court

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
6 Year Term

Vote for not more than 3

Thelma A. Chellis

Jean E. Frentz

Mary P. Jason

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
Partial Term Ending 12/31/2024

Vote for not more than 1

Larry Cassidy

Board Member
Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate 

School District
Partial Term Ending 12/31/2022

Vote for not more than 1

Board Member
Boyne Falls Public Schools

6 Year Term
Vote for not more than 3

Laura Brunmeier

William Cousineau

Karena E. Haug

Barbara Loper

Board Member
Boyne Falls Schools

Partial Term Ending 12/31/2024
Vote for not more than 1

Proposal 20-1
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to allow money from oil and gas mining 
on state-owned lands to continue to be 

collected in state funds for land 
protection and creation and 

maintenance of parks, nature areas, and 
public recreation facilities; and to 
describe how money in those state 

funds can be spent

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Allow the State Parks Endowment Fund to ·
continue receiving money from sales of oil 
and gas from state-owned lands to 
improve, maintain and purchase land for 
State parks, and for Fund administration, 
until its balance reaches $800,000,000.

Require subsequent oil and gas revenue ·
from state-owned lands to go into the 
Natural Resources Trust Fund.

Require at least 20% of Endowment Fund ·
annual spending go toward State park 
improvement.

Require at least 25% of Trust Fund annual ·
spending go toward parks and public 
recreation areas and at least 25% toward 
land conservation.

Should this proposal be adopted? 

Yes

No

Proposal 20-2
A proposed constitutional amendment 
to require a search warrant in order to 
access a person’s electronic data or 

electronic communications

This proposed constitutional amendment would:

Prohibit unreasonable searches or ·
seizures of a person’s electronic data and 
electronic communications.
Require a search warrant to access a ·
person’s electronic data or electronic 
communications, under the same 
conditions currently required for the 
government to obtain a search warrant to 
search a person’s house or seize a 
person’s things. 

Should this proposal be adopted?

Yes

No

Boyne Falls Public Schools Sinking 
Fund Millage Proposal

Shall the limitation on the amount of taxes 
which may be assessed against all property in 
%oyne Falls Public Schools, Charlevoix and 
Antrim Counties, Michigan, be increased by 
and the board of education be authorized to 
levy not to exceed 2 mills ($2.00 on each 
$1,000 of taxable valuation) for a period of 10 
years, 2020 to 202�, inclusive, to create a 
sinking fund for the construction or repair of 
school buildings, for school security 
improvements, for the acquisition or upgrading 
of technology and all other purposes authorized 
by law� the estimate of the revenue the school 
district will collect if the millage is approved and 
levied in 2020 is approximately $353,�50?

Yes

No

VOTE BOTH FRONT AND BACK OF BALLOT

(c) Warner, Precinct 1BF

Figure 1: Ballot Design Changes. The designs of three ballots were changed
between the initial election package (left column) and the revised package (center
column). The differences are highlighted in red (right column). These changes
started a chain of events that led to the publication of erroneous results.
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Ballot Design Changes I extracted the contents of the election packages.
Among other files, each contains a PDF file of each ballot design. I compared the
PDF files in the initial election package to those in the revised election package
and found that exactly three ballot designs differed, as illustrated in Figure 1.
The differences match Antrim’s description of the ballot changes [2]. They are:

– Central Lake, Precinct 1V. On the ballot for Central Lake Village, the
school board contest was corrected from the Ellsworth School District to
the Central Lake School District, as shown in Figure 1a. The number of
choices remained the same, but the contest changed from vote-for-two to
vote-for-three, necessitating an additional write-in blank. This shifted the
position of the contest below, State Proposal 20-1, down by one row.

– Mancelona, Precinct 1V. On the ballot for Mancelona Village, a candidate
(Eugene K. Kerr) was added to the Village Trustee contest, shown in Figure 1b.
The contest was also changed from vote-for-three to vote-for-two, so there
was one fewer write-in blank and no change to the position of any contest.

– Warner, Precinct 1BF. On the ballot for part of Warner Township, a contest
was added for the Boyne Falls Public Schools Sinking Fund Millage Proposal,
as shown in Figure 1c. The new contest appears at the end of the last column
of the last page of the ballot, so no other contest changed position.

Scanner Election Definitions The election packages also contain election
definition files to be copied to each scanner’s memory card. I compared the
election definition files that are actually on the memory cards to those in the
initial and revised election packages.

Every memory card matched either the initial or the revised election package,
indicating that the election definitions on the cards were not altered after being
written. Four cards matched the revised election package: Banks Township, Cen-
tral Lake Township, and both precincts from Mancelona Township. The Central
Lake card contains the revised election definition because it was reinitialized
after the election in order to rescan the ballots. In Banks Township, the election
definitions from the initial and revised packages are identical (for reasons that
will become clear), so although the card was initialized using the initial election
package, it happens to match the revised election package as well. All of this
is consistent with Antrim’s claim that the only scanners that used the revised
election definitions on election day were those in Mancelona Township.

3.2 Events on Election Night

On the night of the election, November 3, county staff began loading results into
the EMS as scanner memory cards arrived from around the county. I reconstructed
events that night from the EMS user log, as summarized in Table 4.

The first card was successfully loaded at 9:49 p.m. The earliest sign of trouble
occurred when loading the next card, from Warner Township, at 10:31 p.m.:
despite multiple attempts, the EMS refused to accept the data. The log shows
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Hash of election definition files from:

Scanner Memory Card Initial Package Revised Package

Banks (a) ff03cbbb51cc3a5d ff03cbbb51cc3a5d ff03cbbb51cc3a5d
Central Lake (b) c00dcf4ca35ef7f6 7b8591f6740fb8f5 c00dcf4ca35ef7f6
Chestonia f391bbd613fdc6c4 f391bbd613fdc6c4 74a7117cfd151c4f
Custer bb84f43854455a1e bb84f43854455a1e ba8ae12c2be863bd
Echo 0ee14f49f5791a81 0ee14f49f5791a81 34715b0f5e2f0023
Elk Rapids 1 c02565674b0f5c98 c02565674b0f5c98 20070f5cbd169c97
Elk Rapids AV 112ec69d110e5a3b 112ec69d110e5a3b e7eec7a46e512890
Forest Home f78c3d04faf939d3 f78c3d04faf939d3 87619945510c2734
Helena 506f34c5dafa9089 506f34c5dafa9089 df345e890f6790ac
Jordan 564abac2dddffc0d 564abac2dddffc0d ee2ed5c613862e05
Kearney b21d1803326105b7 b21d1803326105b7 103428ac3f693dfe
Mancelona 1 (c) 1a98842abe440234 820b4e24a3794af3 1a98842abe440234
Mancelona 2 (c) f7261e8ce3d4e2f2 5de5f2843b9791f9 f7261e8ce3d4e2f2
Milton 1 d6707193f98ac434 d6707193f98ac434 13eafaa33fe413d1
Milton AV f12ae9d71f3e56fe f12ae9d71f3e56fe b61c12678d3e9279
Star 8137bf3b0ddc8769 8137bf3b0ddc8769 77c67db8aa97ef02
Torch Lake 2f2de2a0f8bfbdb8 2f2de2a0f8bfbdb8 b45c508fae9aa39f
Warner 850d06f4a744f588 850d06f4a744f588 3eb6246c63c5d88a

Notes: (a) Definition is same in both packages; (b) Used initial definition Nov. 3 but
rescanned Nov. 6 with revised definition; (c) Revised definition loaded before Nov. 3.

Table 3: Scanner Election Definitions. Only four of 18 scanners (Banks, Cen-
tral Lake, Mancelona 1 and 2) used election definitions that matched the revised
election package. Each entry shows the truncated SHA-256 hash of the election
definition files. Matching hashes (highlighted) indicate files that are identical.

that after successfully loading two further cards, at 11:03 p.m. a staffer began
manually entering the Warner results from the poll tape. At 12:28 a.m., the EMS
was unable to load any votes from the card from Elk Rapids Precinct 1, although
there was no problem with the Elk Rapids AV Board card. At 12:39 a.m., the
EMS similarly was unable to load votes from the card from Milton Precinct 1
even though the Milton Township AV Board card had loaded normally. The EMS
operator manually entered the results from these scanners. In all, 15 of the 18
cards loaded successfully, and three failed to load and were entered manually. The
last card was loaded at 3:44 a.m, and the EMS generated the initial unofficial
results report at 4:09 a.m. This report was printed, scanned, and uploaded to
the county website [3].

Antrim’s timeline states that it received the first reports of errors in the initial
results early the next morning, around 8:15 a.m. on November 4 [2]. The county
confirmed that the totals were widely inconsistent with the poll tapes, took down
the published results, and began manually entering results from the poll tapes
for the affected scanners that had not already been entered manually.
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Nov. 3 21:48 EMS begins loading results from scanner memory cards.

21:49 Chestonia Township Card loaded successfully.

22:31–22:38 Warner Township Failed to load, 7 attempts.

22:41 Banks Township Card loaded successfully.

22:53 Echo Township Card loaded successfully.

22:56 Warner Township Final failed loading attempt.

23:03–00:18 Warner Township Manually entered from poll tape.

Nov. 4 00:20 Helena Township Card loaded successfully.

00:23 Star Township Card loaded successfully.

00:26 Custer Township Card loaded successfully.

00:28 Elk Rapids, Precinct 1 Failed to load.

00:31 Elk Rapids, AV Board Card loaded successfully.

00:34 Torch Lake Township Card loaded successfully.

00:36 Forest Home Township Card loaded successfully.

00:38 Milton Township, AV Board Card loaded successfully.

00:38 Milton Township, Precinct 1 Failed to load.

01:10–01:41 Elk Rapids, Precinct 1 Manually entered from poll tape.

01:43 Central Lake Township Card loaded successfully.

01:48–02:04 Milton Township, Precinct 1 Manually entered from poll tape.

02:05 Jordan Township Card loaded successfully.

03:36 Kearney Township Card loaded successfully.

03:43 Mancelona, Precinct 1 Card loaded successfully.

03:44 Mancelona, Precinct 2 Card loaded successfully.

03:51–04:09 EMS produces unofficial results report for public distribution.

Table 4: Election Night Timeline. The EMS log shows that county staff worked
through the night of Nov. 3–4 to load results from scanner memory cards. Three
of 18 cards failed to load, and those results were entered manually from scanner
poll tapes. At 4:09 a.m., the EMS produced the unofficial results report posted
on Antrim’s website. Officials learned hours later that the results were erroneous.
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3.3 How the Voting System Represents Ballots and Votes

Antrim County and the Bureau of Elections have explained that the major
discrepancies in the initial results were caused by the use of mismatched election
definitions on the EMS and on some of the county’s scanners [23]. To verify this,
I first determined how Democracy Suite internally represents data about ballot
designs, voted ballots, and election results.

Election Event Designer (EED) is the component of the D-Suite EMS software
used to generate ballot layouts and election definition files [8]. Election workers
use EED to define contests and associated choices (e.g., candidates), then assign
each contest to one or more polling districts. Some precincts consist of only one
district, but others are split into multiple polling districts with different local
contests, e.g., if portions of the precinct fall within different school districts.
Based on this data, EED automatically generates the election definition and
ballot design for each polling district [8].

Internally, Democracy Suite represents the structure of the ballots using a
collection of database tables. Each row in the BallotManifestation table corresponds
to the ballot design used in a particular polling district; each row in the the
ContestManifestation table represents an instance of a contest appearing on a
particular ballot design; and each row in the ChoiceManifestation table represents
an instance of a choice appearing on a particular ballot design.

Every row in these tables is associated with a numeric identifier called the
internalMachineId. When EED generates election definitions, it automatically
assigns sequential internalMachineId numbers to every ballot design, to every
contest, and to every choice, across all polling districts. These sequences continue
from one polling district to the next, in alphabetical order. For instance, in the
initial election definition, the ChoiceManifestations for “Central Lake Township,
Precinct 1V” are assigned internalMachineId 820–961 and those for “Chestonia
Township, Precinct 1C7AL” (the alphabetically-next polling district) are assigned
internalMachineId 962–1091. The other two tables follow the same pattern.

Each memory card is loaded with a subset of the election definition data. For
each ballot design used in the polling place, this data specifies the coordinates of
each voting target and the internalMachineIds of the corresponding ChoiceMani-
festation, ContestManifestation, and BallotManifestation. The memory card also
contains names of the choices and contests and other data necessary to count the
votes, such as the maximum number of selections allowed in each contest and the
party affiliations of the choices in contests where straight-party voting applies.
This allows the scanner to tally the results itself and produce the poll tape.

The memory cards record results in two ways. First, each card contains a file
with a name ending in TOTALS.DVD that stores the scanner’s tallies. A second
file, with a name ending in DETAIL.DVD, stores the scanner’s interpretation of
each ballot, which is known as a cast-vote record or CVR. It records whether
or not the scanner detected a mark for each voting target on each contest on
each ballot. These files do not contain the names of the contests and candidates.
Instead, each result or selection is associated with the internalMachineIds of the
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corresponding BallotManifestation, ContestManifestation, and ChoiceManifestation
from the scanner’s copy of the election definition.

When the EMS loads results from the memory card, it interprets these files
using its copy of the election definition. As long as the scanner and the EMS
use copies of the same election definition, the files should be read correctly—as
will normally be the case when they are properly configured. However, the EMS
does not verify that the election definitions actually are the same. When they are
different—as was the case in Antrim County for scanners that were not updated
after the ballot design changes—this can lead to inaccurate results.

3.4 Effects of the Ballot Design Changes

The election project log shows that when Antrim requested the last-minute
corrections to the ballot designs, ElectionSource modified the election project in
EED and regenerated the ballot layouts and election definitions. I followed the
same steps, and the only indication given by the EMS software that the changes
might cause problems was a notice that “All previously created and deployed
election files will be unusuable”. The software did not warn that use of the old
files could potentially lead to inaccurate results. Antrim did use the previously
deployed election definition files in 16 of 18 scanners, which caused result data
from the scanners to be incorrectly interpreted by the EMS.

The way that ElectionSource regenerated the election definitions had the
side-effect of assigning different ChoiceManifestation identifiers to most voting
targets throughout the county, while leaving the BallotManifestation identifiers
and most of the ContestManifestation identifiers the same. This rendered the
revised election definitions subtly incompatible with those that had already been
deployed. I compared the databases from the initial and revised election projects
to determine precisely how the ballot design changes affected these identifiers.

Correcting the school board contest in Central Lake required adding a write-in
blank. When EED regenerated the election definitions, this addition caused the
ChoiceManifestation numbers assigned to all subsequent voting targets to increase
by one. This affected all choices in later contests on the Central Lake Precinct
1V ballot and all choices in all contests for alphabetically later townships.5

These changes to the identifiers, coupled with the county’s failure to update
the memory cards in most scanners, caused the major errors in the initial unofficial
results. Figure 2 illustrates what went wrong. Scanners using the initial election
definition recorded votes to the memory cards using the old ChoiceManifestation
numbers. The EMS interpreted the data using the revised election definition and
the new ChoiceManifestation numbers. Where these identifiers differed, the EMS
assigned the votes to the wrong candidates. If the voter marked the first choice
in an affected contest, the ChoiceManifestation identifier was no longer associated
with the same ContestManifestation under the revised election definition, and the

5This explains why the election definition for Banks Township did not change:
“Banks” comes before “Central Lake” in alphabetical sequence.
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Text

Central Lake, Precinct 1V
Initial Ballot Definition

Central Lake, Precinct 1V
Revised Ballot Definition

963
962

965
964

966
967
968

969

970

971

964
963

966
965

967
968
969

970

971

972

952
953
954
955

956
957

952
953
954
955
956

957
958

(1) The Central Lake, Precinct 1V 
ballot was modified to reflect the correct 
school board contest. This necessitated 

inserting an additional write-in blank. 

(2) The insertion 
incremented the 

ID number of every 
subsequent voting target.

(4) A scanner using the 
initial definition records 

this Trump vote as ID 970.
The EMS, using the 

revised definition, reports 
ID 970 as a vote for Biden.

(3) In alphabetically later 
townships, the change in 
Central Lake incremented 

the ID for every choice.

Figure 2: Explaining the Major Reporting Discrepancy. D-Suite automat-
ically assigns sequential ID numbers to voting targets across every ballot style.
Correcting the ballot design for Central Lake Village required adding a write-in
blank, which increased the ID number of every subsequent voting target by 1,
including all targets in alphabetically later townships. Scanners in most precincts
used the initial election definition (from before the change) and recorded votes
under the old ID numbers. The EMS interpreted these ID numbers using the
revised election definition, causing it to assign the votes to the wrong candidates.
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EMS ignored the selection. A mark for any other choice was interpreted by the
EMS as a mark for the choice above it on the ballot.

The changes to the other two ballot designs were less significant for reporting.
The correction in Mancelona Township left the number of choices the same, so it
did not change the identifier sequence. In Warner Township Precinct 1BF, the
addition of the missing Sinking Fund contest increased the identifiers of later
ChoiceManifestations and ContestManifestations. However, since Warner was the
last township alphabetically, and its results were entered manually on election
night, these changes had no effect on reporting.

3.5 Why Cards Failed to Load

In order to understand what the EMS operator saw when loading the memory
cards on election night, I followed the same steps, loading the memory card data
using the D-Suite RTR application running on a copy of the EMS. The Warner
Township card resulted in a generic error message, “Failed to load [filename].”
The Elk Rapids 1 and Milton 1 cards resulted in a somewhat similar looking
warning message with different text, “Result file [filename] has not been closed.
Result file will be loaded.” Despite this message, no votes were loaded from either
card. For all the other cards, the EMS reported, “Result file [filename] was loaded
successfully.” This message appeared even for cards which were loaded incorrectly
due to the mismatched election definitions.

I investigated why the three memory cards failed to load. The EMS error log
shows that the Warner Township card failed to load because of the mismatched
election definitions. Unlike in the other townships where ballot designs changed,
in Warner, there was a contest added to the ballot. This increased the identifiers
for subsequent ContestManifestations, including those in later polling districts in
Warner Township. Consequently, the Warner memory card contained votes for
which the ContestManifestation identifiers were no longer associated with the same
BallotManifestation under the revised election definition. The EMS apparently
detected this inconsistency and refused to load the card. 6

The Elk Rapids 1 and Milton 1 memory cards failed to load for a different
reason: they did not contain any election results. To determine why, I examined
the scanner logs on those cards. As shown in Figure 3, the logs indicate that on
election night, after closing the polls and printing poll tapes, workers in these
townships commanded the scanners to “re-zero” their memory cards, discarding
the results and resetting the cards to a pre-election state.

Re-zeroing the cards is a significant deviation from normal election procedures.
Although the poll tape contains a record of the scanner’s totals, manually entering
the results is a laborious (and error-prone) process. Moreover, the data on the
memory card is the primary electronic record of the votes and an important
source of evidence if the integrity of the physical ballots is called into question.

6This is analogous to the situation in other townships where ChoiceManifestation
identifiers were no longer associated with the same ContestManifestation. However, in
those cases, the EMS loaded the cards and simply ignored the affected selections.
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Nov 03/2020 06:46:02 ***********************************
Nov 03/2020 06:46:02 * System Starting
Nov 03/2020 06:46:02 * Model Type PCOS-320C (Rev 1072)
Nov 03/2020 06:46:02 * Serial Number: AAFAJHX0109
Nov 03/2020 06:46:02 * Protective Counter: 5360
Nov 03/2020 06:46:02 * Software Version: 5.5.3-0002 #2 Fri Jul 27 09:18:31 CDT 2018
Nov 03/2020 06:46:02 * Election Project: Antrim November 2020
Nov 03/2020 06:46:02 ***********************************

[...]
Nov 03/2020 06:47:54 Admin chose to Open Poll
Nov 03/2020 06:47:59 Printing 1 copy of ZERO TAPE
Nov 03/2020 07:22:26 Administrator declined to print another copy of ZERO TAPE.
Nov 03/2020 07:22:26 Poll Opened for Voting Location ID 6, Tabulator ID 6

[...]
Nov 03/2020 20:15:28 Total number of ballots = 1423.
Nov 03/2020 20:16:14 Administrator key for ’Admin’ detected.
Nov 03/2020 20:16:14 Administrative Key inserted
Nov 03/2020 20:16:18 Admin chose to Close the Poll
Nov 03/2020 20:16:38 Correct passcode entered for Close.
Nov 03/2020 20:16:38 Requesting confirmation to close poll.
Nov 03/2020 20:16:49 Starting election database close poll procedure.
Nov 03/2020 20:16:49 Saving Poll-Close time.
Nov 03/2020 20:17:38 Beginning to create Total Results file.
Nov 03/2020 20:18:45 - Successfully created Total Results file

’/cflash/1120_6_6_0_TOTALS.DVD’.
Nov 03/2020 20:18:46 Printing 1 copy of RESULTS TAPE
Nov 03/2020 20:21:44 Administrator chose to print another copy of RESULTS TAPE.
Nov 03/2020 20:21:45 Printing 1 copy of RESULTS TAPE
Nov 03/2020 20:24:57 Administrator chose to print another copy of RESULTS TAPE.
Nov 03/2020 20:24:57 Printing 1 copy of RESULTS TAPE
Nov 03/2020 20:29:11 Administrator chose to print another copy of RESULTS TAPE.
Nov 03/2020 20:29:11 Printing 1 copy of RESULTS TAPE
Nov 03/2020 20:31:53 Administrator declined to print another copy of RESULTS TAPE.
Nov 03/2020 20:31:53 Poll Closed for Voting Location ID 6, Tabulator ID 6
Nov 03/2020 20:32:59 Admin chose Utilities Options
Nov 03/2020 20:33:07 Admin chose to Rezero the Results.
Nov 03/2020 20:33:16 Correct passcode entered for Rezero.
Nov 03/2020 20:33:16 Start election database re-zero poll procedure.
Nov 03/2020 20:33:20 Comparing Raw Results files on primary and secondary cards...
Nov 03/2020 20:33:20 ... Raw Results files match.
Nov 03/2020 20:33:20 Comparing Detail Results files on primary and secondary cards...
Nov 03/2020 20:33:20 ... Detail Results files match.
Nov 03/2020 20:33:20 Comparing Write-in Image files on primary and secondary cards...
Nov 03/2020 20:33:20 ... Write-in Images files match.
Nov 03/2020 20:33:21 Image Partition reset.
Nov 03/2020 20:33:21 Results re-zeroed.
Nov 03/2020 20:33:32 Admin chose to Shutdown the Unit
Nov 03/2020 20:35:23 Shutdown system.
Nov 03/2020 20:35:24 >> DvsShutdown(fast:00000000).
Nov 03/2020 20:35:24 Creating total results file
Nov 03/2020 20:35:24 Beginning to create Total Results file.
Nov 03/2020 20:35:24 - Successfully created Total Results file

’/cflash/1120_6_6_0_TOTALS.DVD’.
Nov 03/2020 20:35:24 Total Results completed (rc=0)
Nov 03/2020 20:35:24 >> Shutting down AVS.

Figure 3: Memory Cards Mistakenly Re-zeroed. Scanner logs from Elk
Rapids Precinct 1 (excerpt above) and Milton Precinct 1 show that workers
at both locations made a serious procedural error. After closing the polls and
printing the poll tapes, they “re-zeroed” the memory cards, discarding the digital
results and resetting the cards to a pre-election state. This explains why the
EMS was unable to load the two cards, forcing results to be entered manually.
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It is noteworthy that workers in separate polling places re-zeroed the memory
cards almost simultaneously. Furthermore, this was not the first time that Antrim
poll workers made this mistake. I examined the election project database from
the previous election, in August 2020, which is present in the EMS image. During
that election, the memory card for the Elk Rapids AV Board was re-zeroed and
entered manually. This pattern of lapses suggests that there may be a serious
deficiency in the poll worker training or documentation employed in the county.

These procedural errors may have contributed to the publication of incorrect
results in November. Had the Elk Rapids and Milton cards loaded, the county-
wide discrepancies would have been even more stark, making it more likely that
county staff would have noticed before posting the report. Moreover, the EMS
error message when loading the Warner Township card might have alerted the
operator that there was a potentially serious problem, had not a superficially
similar issue occurred in August for which the solution was simply to enter
results manually. This appears to be an instance of “normalization of deviance”—
aberrant practices coming to be considered harmless if they do not immediately
cause a catastrophe—a phenomenon that has contributed to major disasters in
aerospace and other industries [33].

3.6 Effects on the Presidential Contest

To further understand the effects of the mismatched election definitions, I closely
examined how they impacted the initial results for the presidential contest.

The presidential candidates appeared in the same order on all ballots, begin-
ning with Biden, Trump, and Libertarian Party candidate Jo Jorgensen. The
ballots also contained a “Straight Party Ticket” option, for which the first three
choices were the Democratic, Republican, and Libertarian parties. If the voter
selected a party, that party’s presidential candidate would receive a vote unless
the voter selected a presidential candidate from a different party or a write-in.

The initial presidential results from several scanners were unaffected by the
election definition mismatch for various reasons:

– Banks Township. Since Banks comes first in alphabetical sequence—before
the townships where the ballot designs were altered—its election definition
did not change and initial results there were not affected.

– Central Lake Township. Although the modification to the school board race
in Central Lake Village affected all subsequent contests, it occurred after
every instance of the presidential contest in Central Lake Township, so the
initial presidential results there were not affected.

– Mancelona Township. Mancelona was the only locality to have its memory
cards provisioned with the revised election definition before the election, so
the initial results in all contests there were loaded correctly by the EMS.

– Elk Rapids 1, Milton 1, and Warner. Since the EMS could not load these
cards, results were entered manually and unaffected. (Initial results for the Elk
Rapids and Milton AV Boards came from other scanners and were affected.)
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Final Results Reproduced Error ∆

Biden Trump Jorgen. Biden Trump B T

Banks 349 756 11 (a) 349 756 0 0
Central Lake 549 906 16 (a) 549 906 0 2
Chestonia 93 197 3 ← 197 3 0 0
Custer 240 521 11 ← 521 11 2 0
Echo 198 392 8 ← 392 8 0 0
Elk Rapids 1 784 611 5 (b) 784 611 0 0
Elk Rapids AV 202 414 12 ← 414 12 0 2
Forest Home 610 753 19 ← 753 19 2 0
Helena 306 431 4 ← 431 4 1 0
Jordan 183 371 13 ← 371 13 1 0
Kearney 471 743 16 ← 743 16 1 0
Mancelona 1 276 835 20 (c) 276 835 0 0
Mancelona 2 247 646 13 (c) 247 646 0 0
Milton 1 143 478 12 (b) 143 478 0 0
Milton AV 626 543 6 ← 543 6 0 0
Star 161 462 10 ← 462 10 0 0
Torch Lake 462 526 7 ← 526 7 1 1
Warner 60 163 3 (b) 60 163 0 0

Total 5960 9748 189 7761 4504 8 5

Precinct notes: (a) IDs not shifted; (b) Entered manually; (c) Used updated card.

Table 5: Approximating the Erroneous Presidential Results. A simple
rule closely reproduces the erroneous initial presidential results. Working
backwards from the final results (left), shift Trump’s votes into Biden’s column
and Jorgensen’s votes into Trump’s (right), except for in precincts that were
unaffected by the election definition mismatch for reasons noted. This yields
totals that differ from the initial reported results by only 13 votes, or 0.1% (∆).

The initial unofficial results from all other scanners were impacted in a
consistent way, shown in Table 6. The EMS ignored selections for Biden, treated
selections for Trump as selections for Biden, and treated selections for Jorgensen
as selections for Trump. Other third-party candidates and write-ins were similarly
shifted. The same pattern occurred with the straight-party option. Considering
the effects on the straight-party and presidential selections together, the EMS
ignored most votes intended for Biden, reported all votes intended for Trump as
votes for Biden, and reported all votes intended for Jorgensen as votes for Trump.

This pattern lets us almost exactly reproduce the erroneous initial results
from the final presidential results by simply shifting the totals for each candidate
in the affected precincts, as shown in Table 5.7 Biden and Trump’s totals in

7In the table, I have split out the Elk Rapids and Milton AV boards from the rest
of these townships using data from the EMS, since only the AV boards were affected.
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Voter Marks Scanner Reads EMS Interprets

Straight
Party
Ticket

Democratic Democratic No selection
Republican Republican Democratic
Libertarian Libertarian Republican

U.S. Taxpayers U.S. Taxpayers Libertarian
Working Class Working Class U.S. Taxpayers

Green Green Working Class
Natural Law Natural Law Green

President
and Vice
President

Biden Biden No selection
Trump Trump Biden

Jorgensen Jorgensen Trump
Blankenship Blankenship Jorgensen
Hawkins Hawkins Blankenship

De La Fuente De La Fuente Hawkins
Write-in Write-in De La Fuente

Table 6: Misattributed Selections. As a result of the mismatched election
definitions, scanners that used the initial election definition read votes for most
contests correctly, but when their memory cards were interpreted by the EMS
using the revised election definition, selections were attributed to the wrong can-
didates. This table shows the effects in the straight-party option and presidential
contest, but others were similarly affected.

Voter’s Selection EMS Interpretation Voter
Intended

EMS
ReportedParty President Party President

No selection Trump No selection Biden Trump Biden
X Trump X − 1 Biden Trump Biden

Republican No selection Democratic No selection Trump Biden
Republican Biden Democratic No selection Biden Biden

No selection Jorgensen No selection Trump Jorgensen Trump
X Jorgensen X − 1 Trump Jorgensen Trump

Libertarian No selection Republican No selection Jorgensen Trump
Libertarian Biden Republican No selection Biden Trump

Table 7: Votes Reported for Trump and Biden. As a result of the
mismatched election definitions, when the EMS interpreted memory cards
from most scanners that used the initial election definition, Biden received the
votes intended for Trump plus those of voters who selected the Republican
straight-party option but split the ticket for Biden. Trump received the votes
intended for Libertarian candidate Jo Jorgensen plus those of voters who selected
the Libertarian straight-party option but split the ticket for Biden.
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this reconstruction differ from the initial results by only 13 votes (0.1%). This
demonstrates that the election definition mismatch caused the major errors.

The small differences between the reconstruction and the actual initial results
are due to unusual cases not covered by the rule above. Ballots with both the
Republican straight-party option and Biden selected were correctly reported
as votes for Biden, because the EMS misinterpreted the candidate selection as
blank but also misinterpreted the party selection as Democratic. Similarly, ballots
marked for the Libertarian straight-party option and for Biden were reported as
votes for Trump, since the EMS misinterpreted them as having the Republican
Party selected with no selection in the presidential contest. Table 7 lists all cases
in which the EMS attributed correctly marked ballots to Biden and to Trump.

The final circumstance in which the election definition mismatch caused the
EMS to misreport presidential votes is for certain kinds of overvotes. If the voter
made two selections in the straight-party option or the presidential contest, this
should create an overvote condition and lead to both selections being ignored.
However, if one of the marks was for the Democratic Party or Biden, the EMS
ignored that mark but accepted the second mark as if it had been shifted one place
up the ballot, leading to a complicated set of potential errors.8 Such overvotes
were extremely rare in Antrim County. In Section 3.9, I confirm that correcting
for the full effects of the election definition mismatch, including overvotes and
split-ticket votes, exactly reproduces the anomalous initial presidential results.

3.7 Anomalies in the Second Results Report

To correct the errors caused by the mismatched election definitions, county work-
ers manually entered results for all affected tabulators and published a second,
partial set of unofficial results on November 5 [4]. However, these results were still
badly erroneous, as shown in Table 1. Due to an operator error, totals for three
precincts included both the manually entered results and the incorrect results
loaded from the memory cards. This affected Custer, Echo, and the Elk Rapids
AV Board. By manually the data in the EMS, I confirmed that the presidential
results published on November 5 matched the sum of the results from the memory
card and the manually entered results for these three scanners.

This was a simple mistake to make. From the operator’s perspective, the
EMS stored each version of the precincts’ results as a separate “result file”. For
most precincts, there was one result file that had been loaded from the memory
card and a second that had been entered manually. To include result files in the
reported results, the operator sets them to the “published” state. After adding
the manual results, the operator should have set the memory card result files to
a “rejected” state. However, the EMS log shows that this step was missed for
the three scanners mentioned above.

8For example, ballots simultaneously marked for both the Democratic and Republican
straight-party options would be misreported as votes for Biden if the presidential contest
was marked in any of the following ways: Trump; Biden and Trump; any two candidates
except Biden; any combination of three or more candidates; or nobody.
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While manually entering the results, county staff discovered that the poll
tape for Central Lake Village contained the wrong school board race, because
the scanner memory card had used the initial election definition, from before
the race was corrected. To fix the problem, county staff reinitialized the Central
Lake memory card using the revised election definition, and the township used it
to scan its ballots again on November 6 [2].

3.8 Data Entry Errors Corrected After Certification

The County Board of Canvassers certified the official results late on November 6,
including the results from rescanning Central Lake. However, some contests in
the original certified results from several precincts did not match the poll tapes as
a result of data entry errors. The errors affected about 2.6% of votes county-wide.

Michigan canvassing procedures call for county canvassers to compare the
reported results to the poll tapes from individual machines [17], so these errors
should have been caught on November 6, but they were not. Checking the
poll tapes is important not only for catching data entry errors, but also as a
security mechanism. If results are carefully checked, it would be impossible for
an attacker to manipulate results during transmission from the polling places,
or by accessing the EMS after the election, without the changes being detected.
That this comparison was not correctly completed by the canvassers in Antrim
County is a significant procedural breakdown that warrants further investigation.

Antrim restated its certified results twice to correct the data entry errors:

1. On November 16, the county updated the certified results [6] to correct
Kearney Township, Precinct 1T. The EMS shows that the manually entered
results had omitted the U.S. Senate and Regent of the University of Michigan
contests and the number of write-ins in the presidential contest.

2. On November 21, Antrim corrected further data entry errors across several
more townships. Manually entered results in Chestonia Township, Precinct
1C7AL, had omitted the results for the State Representative contest and one
school board candidate. In Custer Township, Precinct 1C5BE, the number of
votes for two members of the State Board of Education had been transposed.
In Milton Township, Precinct 1, results had been omitted for State Represen-
tative, State Board of Education, Trustee of Michigan State University, and
a variety of county and local offices. In Star Township, Precinct 1, results for
State Representative and County Sheriff had been omitted. In Elk Rapids,
Precinct 1T, votes for a third-party U.S. Senate candidate had been omitted,
as was the number of write-in votes in the State Representative race in
Precinct 1V. Also in Elk Rapids, Precinct 1V, there were typographical errors
in results for County Drain Commissioner candidate Mark Stone (468 instead
of 488) and Village Trustee candidate Laura Shumate (163 instead of 168).

The County published the second amended certified results on November 21,
and they remain the final results [7]. The Board of State Canvassers certified
Michigan’s state and federal results on November 23 [12].
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3.9 Confirming that All Reporting Errors have been Corrected

I conducted a series of experiments to confirm that the explanations discussed
above fully account for the discrepancies between the county-level results and
the poll tapes and to verify that these discrepancies have been corrected.

Rectifying the Election Definition Mismatch

First, I used the EMS software to test whether loading the memory cards using
a matching election definition would produce the reported results. I restored
the initial election project from the first election package, thus ensuring that
the EMS was using the initial election definitions. I then used RTR to load the
memory cards from all scanners that had used the initial election definition and
for which electronic results were available. (That is, all but Central Lake and
Mancelona 1 and 2, which scanned using the revised definition, and Elk Rapids 1
and Milton 1, where the cards were re-zeroed at the polling places.) These 13
cards loaded successfully, including Warner Township’s, which had failed to load
on election night under the revised election definition.

Using a series of SQL queries, I compared the results obtained in this way to
the final certified results contained in the EMS database. The only discrepancy
was that the Boyne Falls Public Schools Sinking Fund Millage appears in the
reported results for Warner Township (with zero recorded votes) but is not
present on the Warner memory card. I explain this discrepancy in Section 4.

Next, I restored the revised election project and loaded the Central Lake
and Mancelona 1 and 2 memory cards under the revised election definition. I
used further SQL queries to compare the loaded results in this way to the final
certified results contained in the EMS database. There were no discrepancies.

These results demonstrate that using matching election definitions would
have prevented the reporting anomalies. They also confirm that the manually
entered results from the 16 scanners for which memory card data is available
do not contain further data entry errors and match the results that would have
been obtained from the memory cards.

Electronically Counting Votes without the EMS

In a second experiment, I created my own software to count the presidential
results from the memory cards, without relying on the software from the EMS.
This provides an independent check of the accuracy of the results aggregation.

Each memory card stores cast vote records (CVRs) in a file with a name
ending in DETAIL.DVD. The files are encrypted using AES in CBC mode, but the
encryption key and initialization vector can be retrieved from the ElectionEvent
table in the EMS database. I decrypted the files and determined the data
format. Each voting target is represented by the associated BallotManifestation,
ContestManifestation, and ChoiceManifestation identifiers and by a boolean value
that indicates whether the scanner detected that the target was marked.

I wrote Python programs to extract the set of marked targets from each
memory card and to count them using election definition data from either the
initial or the revised election project database. Producing correct counts required
several considerations:
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1. First, the program checks the EMS database to verify that each marked
ChoiceManifestation is in fact associated with the ContestManifestation and
BallotManifestation indicated in the CVR. Otherwise, it ignores the mark
completely. This appears to match the effects of database logic within the
EMS and is necessary to reproduce the erroneous results.

2. Next, the program checks for overvotes by determining whether the number
of valid marks in a given contest is greater than the allowed number of
selections. If so, the contest is skipped and no votes are recorded.

3. Finally, the program applies Michigan’s straight-party voting rules to all
partisan contests.

Using these programs, I first counted the CVRs on all cards using the revised
election definition, mimicking the behavior of the EMS on election night. As
expected, the presidential results were an exact match for the initial results for
every scanner except Elk Rapids 1, Milton 1, and Warner, for which results were
entered manually on election night, and Central Lake. (The Central Lake card
was reused to scan the ballots again on November 5, and the presidential results
from that card match the reported results of the rescan.) This confirms that the
mismatched election definitions caused the major errors in the initial results.

Next, to undo the effects of the mismatched election definitions, I used the
programs to count the CVRs for each card using the election definition version
found on that card, as shown in Table 3. This provides a form of confirmation of
the results that does not rely on the EMS’s counting and reporting logic. The
presidential results exactly matched the final reported totals for every card that
contained results data (i.e., all but Elk Rapids 1 and Milton 1). This further
confirms that all reporting errors in the presidential contest have been corrected.

Manually Comparing the Reported Results to the Poll Tapes

As a final confirmation, I manually compared the final certified results [7] to
copies of the poll tapes provided by the county.9 The results on the poll tapes
for all contests in all precincts are correctly reflected in the final results. This
confirms that the county-level reporting anomalies have been fully corrected.

9The final certified results as published on Antrim County’s website are missing
pages 47–48 of the 185-page report. These contain part of the Banks Township Trustee
contest and the Central Lake Township Supervisor contest. Other pages are out of order
or duplicated, so this omission is likely the result of human error or a mechanical error
while scanning the report for posting. Antrim provided the missing pages at my request.
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4 Discrepancies in the Scanner Poll Tapes

The analysis in Section 3 firmly establishes that the major reporting anomalies
on election night were caused by Antrim County’s failure to ensure that all
scanners used the same election definition as the EMS. I also showed that the
errors introduced during county-wide reporting have been corrected, and the
final reported results match the poll tapes produced by the individual scanners.

However, the poll tapes from certain precincts themselves contain errors
that affect smaller numbers of votes, mainly in specific down-ballot contests.
These errors have a different pattern than the major reporting anomalies. In
most precincts, the design of the printed ballots was not changed, and so the
individual scanners counted normally whether they were using the initial or the
revised election definition. But ballot designs were changed in parts of three
townships—Central Lake, Mancelona, and Warner—and I show that the changes
led to a small number of errors on poll tapes within these localities. I investigate
what caused the poll tape errors, determine the effects, and show that certain
errors affecting a small number of votes remain uncorrected in the final results.

4.1 Logic and Accuracy Testing

Logic and accuracy testing (L&A testing) is an important pre-election procedure
that is intended to check that polling place equipment produces accurate poll
tapes. In order to produce accurate counts, the scanners need to use election
definitions that are properly prepared and that match the design of the ballots
being scanned. Correctly performed L&A testing checks both. Although L&A
testing cannot protect against sophisticated attacks on voting equipment [10], it
should prevent both accidental and deliberate scanner configuration errors.

Michigan election procedures require L&A testing of all scanners and voter-
assist terminals [19]. Workers use a “test deck”, a set of ballots marked in advance
so that all voting targets are tested and the correct results are known. After
scanning the test deck, they verify that the poll tape matches the expected results.
Any deviations are a potential indication of an error in the election definition.

I examined the scanner logs from the memory cards to determine whether
L&A testing occurred.10 Every scanner was tested before the election, as shown
in Table 8. Notably, both Mancelona Township cards were tested after the cards
were updated with the revised election definition. Although the Central Lake
scanner was tested before election day, it was not tested again after the card was
reinitialized with the revised election definition prior to the November 6 re-scan.

Despite the fact that every scanner was tested prior to election day, the testing
was not successful at flagging certain problems. The poll tapes produced during
testing in Central Lake and Warner townships reflected the initial ballot designs,
so they contained an incorrect contest and were missing a contest, respectively.
By the time the testing occurred, the county was aware of the ballot design errors,

10The original log for Central Lake was erased when the memory card was reinitialized
for the November 6 re-scan, so I examined a copy of the log from the EMS database.
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Scanner L&A Test Dates Number of Test Ballots

Banks October 22 50, 256
Central Lake October 23 128
Chestonia October 19 262
Custer October 24 256
Echo October 14 and 21 192; 192
Elk Rapids 1 October 14 and 21 64, 64; 128
Elk Rapids AV October 14, 21, and 29 64, 64; 128; 8
Forest Home October 23 192
Helena October 20 64
Jordan October 28 192
Kearney October 27 192
Mancelona 1 October 24 126
Mancelona 2 October 24 127
Milton 1 October 17 64, 64
Milton AV October 17 64
Star October 20 64
Torch Lake October 21 64, 64, 64
Warner October 20 64, 192

Table 8: Logic & Accuracy Testing. L&A testing checks that scanners produce
correct poll tapes when tallying a “test deck” of ballots with known selections.
Every memory card used on election day was tested at least once. In Central Lake
and Warner, the testers should have flagged errors in the poll tapes but did not.

and so presumably were the townships. The workers who performed the testing
may have either ignored these discrepancies or failed to review the test decks and
poll tapes carefully enough to spot them. Had the townships reacted to these
errors by updating their election definitions, it would have prevented some (but
not all) of the residual anomalies described in this section.

Michigan only requires L&A testing at the local level. The Bureau of Elections
recommends, but does not require, further tests to confirm that loading results
from the scanner memory cards into the EMS produces correct results. The EMS
logs confirms that no such testing was conducted in Antrim County. Had the
county performed such “end-to-end” pre-election testing, it is likely that the
effects of the mismatched election definitions would have been detected, and the
county-level reporting anomalies might have been averted.

4.2 Use of Outdated Ballots and Election Definitions

The three townships where ballot designs were altered scanned ballots a total of
four times: once in Warner using the initial election definition, once in Mancelona
using the revised election definition, and twice in Central Lake using the initial and
then the revised election definition. Two factors led to inaccuracies in particular
down-ballot contests during these scans. First, the scans that used initial election
definitions necessarily produced results that omitted contests or candidates that
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were added when the ballot designs were revised. Second, some of the paper
ballots that were scanned themselves used the outdated designs.

The last-minute ballot design changes in Central Lake, Mancelona, and Warner
occurred after absentee voting had begun. For instance, according to Antrim
County, 224 absentee ballots for Central Lake Village had been sent to voters
before the change. Although these voters were later sent corrected ballots, some
of them voted using the initial ballot designs.11 There were procedures to ensure
that voters did not return more than one ballot, but there was apparently no
special process for handling the initial ballots that were received—they were
scanned mixed together with the revised ballots.

This was problematic, because ElectionSource had regenerated the ballot
designs in such a way that the initial and revised designs used the same ballot
design identifiers. Normally, every ballot design has a unique identifier that allows
the scanners to recognize it and correctly locate the voting targets, but there was
no way for the scanners to distinguish between the two versions of the ballots
where the design had changed. They treated them as if they were all using the
initial design or as if they were all using the revised design, depending on which
version of the election definition Antrim had loaded onto the memory card.

4.3 Effects in Warner Township

The ballot design for Warner Township, Precinct 1BF, was altered to add a
missing contest, the Boyne Falls Public Schools Sinking Fund Millage Proposal,
as shown in Figure 1c. The contest was added to the end of the last column
of the ballot, so no other contests or voting targets were affected. However, as
Warner scanner was never updated to read the revised ballot design, the votes in
this contest were not read or reported by the scanner at all. The contest does
not appear on the scanner poll tape and is not recorded on the memory card.

Only a small number of Warner Township voters live in the Boyne Falls
School District and were eligible to vote in the Sinking Fund contest. The final
results show that there were three registered voters and three ballots cast, but no
“Yes” or “No” votes were recorded in the contest. Some voters may have left the
contest blank, and any who voted absentee using the initial ballot design would
have returned ballots that lacked the contest entirely. Therefore, we can conclude
only that between zero and three votes in the Sinking Fund contest were never
counted. This is too few votes to affect the outcome.

4.4 Effects in Mancelona

The Mancelona, Precinct 1V (Mancelona Village) ballot was revised to add a
missing candidate for Village Trustee, Eugene K. Kerr. The contest also changed
from vote-for-three to vote-for-two, so the effect was that Kerr replaced a write-in
blank, and no other contests or choices changed position, as shown in Figure 1c.

11There is also no indication that Central Lake, Mancelona, or Warner Township
updated its voter-assist terminals (VATs) to reflect the revised ballot designs. If they
did not, voters who used the VATs would have been presented with outdated ballots.
However, according to Antrim County, no voters used the VATs in the affected townships.
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Mancelona’s scanners used the revised election definition, but some absentee
voters may have returned ballots that used the initial ballot design. Since the
scanners were not configured to read the initial ballot design, if any of these voters
selected the first write-in blank, the scanners would have misinterpreted the vote
as a vote for Kerr. Likewise, if any of these voters selected three candidates, the
votes would have been unexpectedly ignored as overvotes. The data I examined
is insufficient to determine how many votes, if any, were affected by these cases.
However, they are likely uncommon, and the Village Trustee contest was decided
by a large margin, so they are unlikely to have altered the outcome.

4.5 Effects in Central Lake

The effects of the ballot design changes in Central Lake were considerably more
complicated. Figure 1a shows how the ballot design in Central Lake Precinct
1V (Central Lake Village) was altered to correct the school board contest from
Ellsworth Schools to Central Lake Schools. This changed the name of the contest
and candidates and also the allowed number of selections, which increased from
two to three. The increase necessitated an additional write-in blank, which shifted
the position of the contest below, State Proposal 20-1, down by one row.

Central Lake used the initial election definition on election day, and results
loaded from the memory card were included in the first unofficial results. The
township then rescanned using the revised election definition on November 6,
producing a second poll tape, which was manually entered as part of the certified
results. Results in the three contests affected by the ballot design change differed
dramatically between the two scans, as shown in the poll tape excerpts in Figure 4.

Although most of the voted ballots in Central Lake Village used the revised
ballot design, a substantial minority used the initial ballot design. In neither scan
was the scanner properly configured to read both versions of the ballot design
simultaneously; as a result, both sets of scan results are partially incorrect with
respect to certain down-ballot contests. Those that used the revised design were
scanned incorrectly during the first scan, and those that used the initial design
were scanned incorrectly during the second scan. I explain these errors below.

Errors in the Election Day Scan

Central Lake used the initial election definition on election day, but most voted
ballots used the revised ballot design. This had several consequences for the
accuracy of the poll tape. First, the school board contests were affected as follows:

1. Central Lake Village votes were incorrectly included in the Ellsworth Schools
contest. For ballots that used the initial design, which incorrectly showed
the Ellsworth contest, votes were counted towards this contest even though
the voters were not eligible to vote in it. For ballots that used the revised
design, which showed the correct Central Lake Schools contest, votes were
incorrectly tabulated for the candidates in the equivalent ballot positions in
the Ellsworth contest. Thus, Groenink received Eckhardt’s votes on the poll
tape, and Wallace received Shafer’s votes.
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(a) Election Day Scan (Nov. 3) (b) Second Scan (Nov. 6)

Figure 4: Central Lake Poll Tapes. Central Lake scanned twice: on election
day using the initial election definition and on November 6 using the revised
election definition. The poll tapes from the second scan showed large differences
in three contests, excerpted above, due to the changes in the election definition.
Although the second scan is closer to the correct results, my analysis shows that
the Central Lake School Board and State Proposal 20-1 results are still in error.
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2. On ballots that used the revised design, any write-in selections that used
the third write-in blank were ignored, since there was no voting target in
that position in the initial ballot design. These were not reflected in the
election-day poll tape or on the memory card.

3. The revised ballot design allowed up to three votes for school board. However,
since the initial design had only allowed up to two, if a voter selected three
candidates, other than by using the third write-in blank, the scanner ignored
all the selections as if the contest had been overvoted, and they were not
included in the poll tape.

The poll tapes in Figure 4 reflect these errors. The numbers shown for each
school board contest are the total number of votes received in all precinct splits
in Central Lake: 1V (Central Lake Village), 1CENT (Central Lake Schools), and
1ELS (Ellsworth Schools, which has only a small number of voters). As a result of
the changes to the election definition, in the first scan, school board votes from 1V
were included in the Ellsworth totals, and in the second scan, they were included
in the Central Lake totals. Thus the second scan total for each of the two Central
Lake Schools candidates approximately equals the sum of the votes in the first
scan for the Central Lake and Ellsworth candidates in the equivalent position.

Due to the election definition mismatch between the EMS and scanner,
the election night results from the EMS were also wrong for these contests,
but in a different way than the poll tapes. The memory card used the initial
election definition, but the EMS used the revised election definition. Both election
definitions used the same ContestManifestation identifier for the Central Lake
Village school board contest and the same ChoiceManifestation identifiers values
for the four voting targets that were present in both ballot designs. Thus, ballots
that used the revised ballot design and only included marks among the first four
choices were reported correctly by the EMS. Those on which the fifth choice (the
third write-in blank) was selected were interpreted incorrectly, since the scanners
did not record marks for this target. Ballots that used the initial design (with
the Ellsworth contest) were also interpreted incorrectly by the EMS, with votes
counted towards the Central Lake Schools candidates in equivalent positions.

The first Central Lake poll tape also contains incorrect results for State
Proposal 20-1. In the revised ballot design, the voting target for “Yes” is in the
same position as the target for “No” was in the old design, and the target for
“No” is in a position that was unused in the old design, as depicted in the left half
of Figure 5. In the first scan, the scanner used the initial election definition. This
caused it to misread Proposal 20-1 selections for ballots that used the revised
design. For these ballots, the poll tape reported “Yes” votes as “No” and failed
to record “No” votes at all. Ballots using the initial design were read correctly.

When the EMS loaded the memory card from the first scan, Proposal 20-1
votes were additionally affected by the election definition mismatch. The net
effect was that both ballots using the initial design that were marked for “No”
and ballots using the revised design that were marked for “Yes” were reported
by the EMS as votes for “Yes,” and all other selections were ignored.
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Initial Ballot Design Revised Ballot DesignInitial Ballot Design

Yes Yes
No No

Revised Ballot Design

First Scan ?  Initial Election Definition

Yes No
No

Yes ?
No Yes

Scanner target 
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between the election 
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Second Scan ?  Revised Election Definition

Yes Yes
No No?

Initial Ballot
scanned with 

Revised Definition

Revised Ballot 
scanned with

Initial Definition

Initial Ballot 
scanned with

Initial Definition 

Revised Ballot 
scanned with

Revised Definition

Figure 5: How State Prop. 20-1 was Scanned in Central Lake Village.
Central Lake scanned ballots twice, once with the initial election definition (left)
and again with the revised definition (right). Some ballots used the initial design
and others used the revised design, with targets for Prop. 20-1 shifted down
by one row. In both scans, Prop. 20-1 selections on ballots that did not match
the election definition in use were miscounted (as shown in boxes at bottom).

Errors in the November 6 Scan

Central Lake completed a second scan on November 6, using the revised election
definition. This time, ballots that used the revised design were counted correctly,
but ballots from Central Lake Village that used the initial design were partially
misinterpreted, because the scanner was not configured to read them correctly.

The school board race was affected as follows:

1. The initial ballot design showed the wrong school board contest (Ellsworth).
The scanner interpreted these ballots as if they had votes for the Central Lake
Schools contest. Votes for Groenink were interpreted as votes for Eckhardt,
votes for Wallace were interpreted as votes for Shafer, and votes in the first
two write-in blanks were interpreted as write-ins.

2. The position of the voting target for the third write-in blank in the revised
ballot design lined up with the position of the darkly shaded “Proposal
Section” header on the original ballot. The scanner likely misinterpreted this
header as a mark in the third write-in target. The memory card records 10
write-ins cast using the first blank, 4 using the second, and 74 using the third.
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Choice
Poll Tape

First Second

Yes 61 370
No 371 69

Choice
Ballot Design

Total ∆
Initial Revised

Yes 61 a ≈ 359 420 +50
No b ≈ 11 69 80 +11

Table 9: Remaining Errors in State Prop. 20-1. Some voters in Central
Lake Village cast ballots using the initial ballot design. Their votes in State Prop.
20-1 were counted incorrectly when the ballots were scanned using the revised
election definition. My estimate (blue) is that approximately 61 votes are not
incorporated in the final results for this contest: 50 for “Yes” and 11 for “No”.

Since voters usually use earlier write-in blanks before later ones, this strongly
suggests that at least 70 ballots used the outdated ballot design.

State Proposal 20-1 was affected too during the second scan. This time, voters
who used the initial ballot design had their Proposal 20-1 votes misinterpreted,
as shown on the right side of Figure 5. Those who selected “Yes” had the votes
ignored, and those who selected “No” were counted for “Yes”. Since the final
reported results match the poll tapes, these errors have not been corrected.

Estimating the Size of the Error for State Proposal 20-1

The two scan results from Central Lake provide enough information to estimate
the number of ballots that used the initial ballot design and the size of the errors.

The first poll tape, based on the initial election definition, showed 61 votes
for “Yes” and 371 for “No” from Central Lake Village. Per Figure 5, the “Yes”
votes would have been only those marked for “Yes” and using the initial ballot
design, while the “No” votes would have been those marked “Yes” using the
initial ballot design plus those marked “No” using the revised ballot design. The
second poll tape, based on the revised election definition, shows 370 votes for
“Yes” and 69 for “No”. Votes counted for “Yes” would have been those marked
“Yes” using the revised ballot design plus those marked “No” using the initial
ballot design. Those counted for “No” would have been only those marked “No”
using the revised ballot design.12

We can use these facts to estimate the results without the error. Let a be the
number of votes for “Yes” cast using the revised ballot design, and let b be the
number for “No” cast using the initial ballot design. Based on the facts above,
a+ b ≈ 370. In the rest of Central Lake Township, which was unaffected by the
error,“Yes” received 84% of the votes. Under the assumption that Central Lake
Village voted for each option in the same proportion:

61 + a

(61 + a) + (b+ 69)
≈ 84%

12This implies that the 371 and 370 counts should be equal. The difference is due to
one of the three ballots that were not included in the second scan, as discussed in §4.6.
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By simple algebra, a ≈ 359 and b ≈ 11. This implies that approximately 61 +
11 = 72 votes were cast using the initial ballot design, and that approximately
50+11 = 61 votes are not incorporated in the final results for the contest. Table 9
summarizes this analysis.

Since State Proposal 20-1 was decided by a margin of more than 3 million
votes, the error could not have affected the outcome.

4.6 Additional Discrepancies in the Central Lake Scans

Beyond the discrepancies noted above, the poll tapes from the two Central Lake
scans show a large number of smaller differences. Many contests have one or two
fewer votes in the second scan. One of these differences potentially affected the
outcome of a contest. As shown in Figure 6, in the first scan, the Central Lake
Village Marihuana Retailer Initiative was tied (and thus defeated), but in the
second scan, which became the final result, it passed by a single vote.

The data I examined suggests that three ballots that were included in the first
scan were omitted when the ballots were scanned again, either correctly or due to
human error. The scanner log from election day, as recorded in the EMS database,
shows that 1494 ballots were scanned. Yet the log from the memory card shows
that only 1491 ballots were scanned on November 6. The memory card from the
first scan was overwritten to prepare it for the second scan, so the original digital
records of the ballots are not available. However, the EMS database contains

(a) Election Day Scan (Nov. 3) (b) Second Scan (Nov. 6)

Figure 6: Central Lake Village Marihuana Retailer Initiative. In this local
contest, the poll tapes differ by one vote—enough to change the outcome. The
data suggests that three ballots that were scanned on Nov. 3 were omitted when
the ballots were re-scanned on Nov. 6, either correctly or due to human error.
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Ballot 1—Central Lake Township, Precinct 1CENT
President and Vice President of the United States : Donald J. Trump / Michael R. Pence
United States Senator for State : John James
Representative in Congress 1st District : Jack Bergman
Representative in State Legislature 105th District : Ken Borton
Member of the State Board of Education : Tami Carlone, Michelle A. Frederick
Regent of the University of Michigan : Sarah Hubbard, Carl Meyers
Trustee of Michigan State University : Pat O’Keefe, Tonya Schuitmaker
Governor of Wayne State University : Don Gates
County Prosecuting Attorney : Write-in
County Sheriff : Write-in
County Clerk : Sheryl Guy
County Treasurer : Sherry A. Comben
County Register of Deeds : Patty Niepoth
County Drain Commissioner : Mark Stone
County Surveyor : Scott Papineau
County Commissioner 2nd District : Joshua E. Watrous
Township Supervisor for Central Lake Township : Write-in
Township Clerk for Central Lake Township : Judy Kosloski
Township Treasurer for Central Lake Township : Andrew Smith
Township Trustee for Central Lake Township : Patrick Hanlon, Pat Marshall
Justice of Supreme Court : Katherine Mary Nepton, Brock Swartzle
Judge of Court of Appeals 4th District Incumbent Position : Michael J. Kelly, Amy Ronayne Krause
Judge of Court of Appeals 4th District Non-Incumbent Position : Michelle Rick
Judge of Circuit Court 13th Circuit Incumbent Position : Kevin A. Elsenheimer
Board Member for Charlevoix-Emmet Intermediate School District 6 Year Term : Thelma A. Chellis
State Proposal 20-1 : Yes
State Proposal 20-2 : Yes

Ballot 2—Central Lake Township, Precinct 1V
[*No selections.]

Ballot 3—Central Lake Township, Precinct 1V
Straight Party Ticket : Republican Party
President and Vice President of the United States : Donald J. Trump / Michael R. Pence
United States Senator for State : John James
Representative in Congress 1st District : Jack Bergman
Member of the State Board of Education : Tami Carlone, Michelle A. Frederick
Regent of the University of Michigan : Sarah Hubbard, Carl Meyers
Trustee of Michigan State University : Pat O’Keefe, Tonya Schuitmaker
County Prosecuting Attorney : James L. Rossiter
County Sheriff : Daniel S. Bean
County Clerk : Sheryl Guy
County Treasurer : Sherry A. Comben
County Register of Deeds : Patty Niepoth
County Commissioner 2nd District : Joshua E. Watrous
Township Supervisor for Central Lake Township : Stanley A. Bean
Village President for Village of Central Lake : Rob Tyler
Village Trustee for Village of Central Lake : Bill Chapman
* School Board Member for Central Lake Schools : Melanie Eckhardt, Keith Shafer
* State Proposal 20-1 : —
* State Proposal 20-2 : —
* A Proposed Initiated Ordinace to Authorize One (1) Marihuana Retailer Establishment Within the Village of
Central Lake : No

* indicates contests that are potentially incomplete due to limited data.

Figure 7: Reconstructed Omitted Ballots from Central Lake. This figure
shows selections registered by the scanner on Nov. 3 for three ballots that were
not included when the ballots were scanned again on Nov. 6. It is possible that
these ballots were properly excluded due to some disqualifying defect. However, if
Ballot 3 was valid and omitted due to human error, it is likely that the outcome
of the Central Lake Village Marihuana Retailer Initiative is incorrect.

37



CVRs derived from the original memory card, in the CastVoteRecord table. Using
this data, I was able to reconstruct the scanner’s interpretation of the three ballots.

The CVRs in the EMS record the EMS’s interpretation of each ballot, which
was sometimes affected by the election definition mismatch. Within Central Lake,
only ballots from Central Lake Village are affected, and then only particular
contests. Selections for the third write-in blank in the school board contest were
never recorded. In subsequent contests, selections for the first choice were never
recorded, and those for any later choice were assigned to the preceding choice.

I extracted the CVRs for the first scan from the EMS database and corrected
for the election definition mismatch. I also extracted the CVRs for the second scan
from the memory card. Every ballot from the first scan also appears in the second
scan, except for three ballots. My reconstruction of these is shown in Figure 5.

The first ballot is from Central Lake Precinct 1CENT; the reconstruction is
complete, since this precinct was not affected by the election definition mismatch.
The second ballot is from Central Lake Village and so would have been affected
by the mismatch, but it was recorded by the EMS as blank. Since it is implausible
that the voter marked only choices that would have been omitted under the
EMS’s interpretation, the ballot very likely had no readable selections.

The third ballot is also from Central Lake Village. The contests marked
with an asterisk in Figure 5 are potentially missing certain selections due to the
election definition mismatch. For the school board contest, the reconstruction is
likely correct; neither of the first two write-ins was selected, so the third probably
was not either. The EMS did not record selections for State Proposal 20-1 or 20-2,
but it is impossible to determine whether this is because the scanner detected a
mark for “Yes”, which would have been omitted by the EMS, or because there
was no detected selection. Finally, the data indicate that the scanner detected a
mark for “No” in the Central Lake Village Marihuana Retailer Initiative.13

The data supports the conclusion that these three ballots fully account for
the residual differences between the poll tapes from the two scans. There are
multiple possibilities for why they were not included in the second scan. While it
is possible that they were ruled invalid due to some defect and properly excluded,
it is also possible that elections staff simply did not scan them the second time,
due to human error. If these ballots are valid, it is likely that the final reported
outcome of the Central Lake Village Marihuana Retailer Initiative is incorrect
and that the true result is a tie, as shown on the election day poll tape.

4.7 Results of the Presidential Hand Count

On December 17, the State Bureau of Elections conducted a county-wide hand-
count of the presidential contest [21]. It provides strong empirical evidence that
there are no significant errors in Antrim County’s final reported presidential
results. The results [20] showed a loss of 1 vote for Biden, a gain of 12 votes for
Trump, and gains of 1 vote for each of three third-party candidates. Although

13While it is possible that there was also a mark for “Yes”, which would not have
been recorded due to the election definition mismatch, such overvotes are uncommon.
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Figure 8: Examples of Marginal Marks. Hand counts often produce slightly
different results from machine counts due to “marginal marks”, instances where
voters fill in voting targets incompletely or otherwise deviate from the ballot
instructions. These images, from ballots cast in Georgia’s 2020 partisan primaries,
illustrate instances where a human might count the vote differently than would a
scanner that simply measures shading within the voting target ovals.

Trump’s total changed by more than any other candidate’s, it differed from the
county’s final reported result by only about 0.1%. (Trump lost state-wide by 2.8%.)

The precinct-level totals closely matched the scanner results. Within individual
precincts, Trump and Biden’s results changed by at most three votes, except in
Star Township, where Biden gained 5 votes and Trump gained 6. Eight precincts
showed no change for either Trump or Biden, and six (including Central Lake
and Warner) showed no net change for any candidate.

Small differences are common when ballots are counted by hand. Sometimes
workers counting ballots make mistakes. Humans also interpret some votes
differently than optical scanners, which merely sense the intensity of shading
within the voting targets. Scanners can misread votes when voters incompletely
fill-in voting targets or otherwise deviate from ballot instructions, as illustrated
in Figure 8. Such “marginal marks” can cause scanners to fail to count a valid
vote, count an invalid vote, or assign a vote to the wrong candidate.

Notably, the hand-count results from Central Lake agree with the results
of the township’s second scan, which found 906 votes for Trump, and not the
first scan, which found 908 votes for Trump. This may indicate that the three
ballots discussed in the previous section were not present during the hand count.
(Per my reconstruction in Figure 7, two of the ballots were marked for Trump.)
However, it is possible that this is a coincidence, and Trump lost two votes in
Central Lake during the hand count for unrelated reasons.
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5 Response to ASOG Report

I have reviewed the “Antrim Michigan Forensics Report—Revised Preliminary
Summary, v2”, dated December 13, 2020, prepared by Russell James Ramsland,
Jr. of Allied Security Operations Group (the “ASOG Report”, redacted version
available at [1]). The report contains an extraordinary number of false, inaccurate,
or unsubstantiated statements and conclusions, the most serious of which I refute
below. Paragraph numbers that follow refer to the unredacted report.

5.1 Claims Regarding Adjudication

Mr. Ramsland’s central conclusion is that “the Dominion Voting System is in-
tentionally and purposefully designed with inherent errors to create systemic
fraud and influence election results” (¶B.2). His reasoning is that the system
intentionally generates many errors while scanning ballots in order to cause the
images of the ballots to be reviewed by an EMS operator, a process known as
“adjudication” during which the votes can be manually edited (¶B.12). This pro-
vides an opportunity, Mr. Ramsland believes, for a malicious operator to change
votes without being detected. Citing his forensic examination, Mr. Ramsland
claims that a “staggering number of votes [in Antrim] required adjudication”
(¶B.12), and that “all adjudication log entries for the 2020 election cycle are
missing” and must “have been manually removed” (¶B.15).

There are several problems with this theory. First, adjudication occurs after
ballots are scanned and poll tapes are printed. In Antrim County, the final
reported results match the poll tapes in essentially all cases. Therefore, the final
results could not have been altered using adjudication.

Second, Mr. Ramsland mischaracterizes the adjudication process. Dominion’s
adjudication system produces detailed logs, which are recorded in the EMS to-
gether with the ballot scan and the scanner’s original interpretation, as illustrated
in Figure 9. Far from being an ideal way to cheat without possibility of detection,
adjudication creates abundant digital evidence.

Figure 9: An Adjudicated Vote. These are excerpts from a ballot that was
adjudicated after the 2020 presidential primary in Georgia. Dominion’s adjudica-
tion system stores the ballot image together with the scanner’s interpretation of
the votes and a log of any changes made by the system operator. Adjudication is
an optional feature of the Dominion system and was not used in Antrim County.
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Third, and fatally, adjudication functionality was not enabled at all in Antrim
County during the November 2020 election. The adjudication software application
is an optional component of Democracy Suite. Antrim did not purchase it, and
my examination of the EMS shows that it was not installed. There are no adjudi-
cation logs for the simple reason that adjudication was not used. Moreover, the
tabulators were not configured to store ballot images—a necessary precondition
for adjudication—and my inspection of the memory cards confirms that no ballot
images are present. This means that it would have been impossible to use the
adjudication feature even if the software were somehow installed after the election.
Far from a “staggering number” of ballots being adjudicated, the actual number
was zero. Therefore, Mr. Ramsland’s theories are completely inapplicable to the
incident in Antrim County.

5.2 Claims Regarding Errors and Error Rates

Mr. Ramsland claims that Antrim’s scanners exhibited a high rate of errors during
ballot processing as a means of enabling systemic fraud (¶¶B.2, B.12). Some
errors did occur during scanning, as I explained in Section 4, but they affected
only specific contests in a small number of precincts, and there is no reason
to believe they were intentional. However, Mr. Ramsland is largely referring to
others kinds of errors that he believes occurred on the basis of his mistaken
interpretations of the forensic evidence.

For instance, the report repeatedly refers repeated to an error rate of 68.05%
(¶¶B.6, B.8, J.1, J.3). Mr. Ramsland calculated this percentage from the scanner
log for the November 6 rescan in Central Lake, which contains 15,676 lines, 10,667
of which Mr. Ramsland classified as errors. “These errors resulted in overall
tabulation errors or ballots being sent to adjudication,” he says, concluding that
“[t]his high error rate proves the Dominion Voting System is flawed and does not
meet state or federal election laws” (¶B.8).

In actuality, the 68% figure is meaningless. Scanning a single ballot produces
a variable number of lines in the log file—ranging from two to dozens—often
including many benign warnings or errors. Many other entries and warnings
are generated during pre-election testing or while starting or shutting down the
machine. This means that the fraction of lines that are errors does not represent a
fraction of ballots or votes, the entities for which an error rate would be relevant.

Moreover, the errors in the log file do not mean what Mr. Ramsland purports
them to. He claims that “[i]n Central Lake Township there were 1,222 ballots
reversed out of 1,491 total ballots cast, resulting in an 81.96% rejection rate.
All reversed ballots are sent to adjudication for a decision by election personnel”
(¶B.10, emphasis in the original). This is referring to log entries like those in
Figure 10 that say “Ballot has been reversed”. However, these entries have nothing
to do with adjudication. They simply mean that the ballot has been returned to
the voter; i.e., the paper feeding mechanism has been reversed, as when a vending
machine returns a dollar bill that has been misfed. This is a common and benign
occurrence. In my experience, it often takes multiple tries to feed a ballot into a
scanner, particularly when using a secrecy sleeve like those provided in Michigan.
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Figure 10: Central Lake Scanner Log Entries. This log excerpt from the
Central Lake memory card shows several ballots being processed. The warning
messages relate to benign instances where ballots did not feed into the scanner
correctly and were ejected (“reversed”) for the voter to try again. This is analogous
to a vending machine returning a dollar bill that was inserted incorrectly.

By way of example, 11 of 26 lines in Figure 10 are classified by the scanner as
warnings, which might result in an “error rate” of 42% by Mr. Ramsland’s methods.
However, upon closer inspection, the log merely shows two instances where ballots
were misfed and returned to the voter. Both times, ballots were successfully
processed a few seconds later, so it is likely that the voters simply tried again.

5.3 Claims Regarding Log Entries

Mr. Ramsland makes several further mistakes in interpreting the election system
logs. He states that the scanner log shows that “Divert Options” were selected
and claims that this means “all write-in ballots were sent for ‘adjudication’ by
a poll worker or election official to process the ballot based on voter ‘intent’.
Adjudication files allow a computer operator to decide to whom to award those
votes (or to trash them)” (¶J.4). In reality, the divert option simply means that
when a voter has selected a write-in, the scanner directs the physical ballot into a
separate compartment within the ballot box. This makes it more convenient for a
worker to later read the name that was written in. All voter selections, including
the presence of a write-in, are processed normally by the scanner and reflected
on the poll tape. The setting has nothing to do with electronic adjudication.

Mr. Ramsland also points to scanner log entries that show “Override Options”
were enabled for several classes of ballots. He mistakenly claims that these
settings “allow[] any operator to change those votes” (¶J.5). “This gives the
system operators carte blanche to adjudicate ballots,” he further claims (¶J.6).
In actuality, the “Override Options” refer to situations where the scanner warns
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a voter that they may have made a mistake when marking their ballot, such as
an overvote or undervote. If the override option is enabled, voters are allowed to
acknowledge the warnings and cause the scanner to accept their ballots despite
the error conditions. These settings have nothing to do with “overriding” voters’
selections, and they do not mean the ballots will be sent to adjudication.

Mr. Ramsland further claims that the scanner log shows that “RCV or Ranked
Choice Voting Algorithm was enabled” which “allows the user to apply a weighted
numerical value to candidates and change the overall result” (¶J.2). In reality,
although some log entries reference the voting system’s RCV feature, they do not
indicate that it was enabled. The EMS and memory card data data show that RCV
was not in use, as do the results of the hand recount of the presidential contest.

Mr. Ramsland claims that on “November 21, 2020, an unauthorized user
unsuccessfully attempted to zero out election results” (¶B.17). The only evidence
he offers for this assertion is an EMS log file entry that reads “EmsLogger - There
is no permission to {0}”, which he claims “is direct proof of an attempt to tamper
with evidence” (¶J.8). This is absurd and misleading. A programmer would
immediately recognize that {0} is merely a placeholder, in this case one that was
intended to be replaced with a description of the attempted action [26]. It has
nothing to do with “zeroing” election results.

Citing another error message logged to the EMS, “XmlException: The ’ ’
character, hexadecimal value 0x20, cannot be included in a name”, Mr. Ramsland
concludes, “Bottom line is that this is a calibration that rejects the vote” (¶J.8).
This is completely baseless. The error refers to a field name in a data structure
(an XML entity), which the relevant programming standard does not allow to
contain a space. It has no relation to the names of contests or candidates, and
there is nothing that suggests the error resulted in a rejected vote.

5.4 Claims Regarding Software Updates

Mr. Ramsland repeatedly mischaracterizes the updates to the scanner election
definitions as “software updates” (¶¶B.9, B.18, D.14–17, E.1). Although some-
times referred to as “ballot programming”, election definitions in the Dominion
system are not software in the sense of a computer program but rather data
files that specify the content and layout of the ballots. In normal operation,
they do not change the scanner’s software, although they do affect its behavior.
Mr. Ramsland is wrong when he describes Central Lake Township as scanning
twice with “different software versions of the operating program to calculate, not
tabulate votes” (¶D.16). The scanner used the same software both times, but it
was configured using different election definition files.

Elsewhere, Mr. Ramsland seems to confuse ballot definition changes with
firmware updates, which do change the scanner’s software (¶D.17). Ballot defini-
tions are necessarily changed before every election, but firmware updates are a
relatively rare occurrence that typically requires re-certification of the software
under U.S. Election Assistance Commission guidelines. There is no evidence that
any firmware updates occurred during the 2020 election cycle in Antrim County.
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5.5 Claims Regarding Central Lake and Mancelona Townships

The report discusses the differences between the poll tapes from the two scans
in Central Lake Township (¶¶D.1–19). It points to three down-ballot contests
where there were large changes to the results: the Central Lake and Ellsworth
school board races and State Proposal 20-1. I explained in Section 4 precisely
how these changes resulted from revisions to the ballot design in Central Lake
Village. No other contests were affected by those revisions.

The report states that the Central Lake Township Clerk told the ASOG team
that three ballots that were damaged were not included in the second scan (¶D.3).
Elections staff transcribed them onto new ballots, but they were not reflected
in the final numbers (¶D.5). As I explained in Section 4.6, the data indicate that
three ballots were not included during the second scan. If those were the three
damaged ballots, this supports the conclusion that the ballots were omitted due
to human error by elections staff.

The report also discusses Mancelona Township and states that there is no
indication that logic and accuracy testing was performed there following the
update to the election definition (¶E.2). This is incorrect. The scanner logs
from the Mancelona Township memory cards clearly show that this testing was
performed. Lines 1–855 of the log from Precinct 1 and lines 1–971 of the log from
Precinct 2 indicate that testing was performed from approximately 2–3 p.m. on
October 24, the day after the county received the updated election definition.
During that time, each log shows 126 or 127 ballots being scanned, a poll tape
being printed, and the card being reset for use by voters. I discussed when logic
and accuracy testing was performed and its impact on the incident in Section 4.1.

Mr. Ramsland claims that “the Help America Vote Act, Safe Harbor provides
a 90-day period prior to elections where no changes can be made to election
systems” (¶D.17), and he says that the use of the revised election definition in
Mancelona Township violated this rule, calling it “an election de-certifying event”
(¶E.1). In fact, no such rule exists. Moreover, it would not have been possible for
Antrim to finalize any of its election definitions 90 days before the November 3
election, since many candidates were not determined until after the results of the
August 4 primary election were certified.

5.6 Claims Regarding Venezuela

Mr. Ramsland cites the work of Gustavo Delfino, who used statistical methods
to investigate election fraud in Venezuela in the early 2000s. Although Mr.
Ramsland writes that “[o]ur investigation into the error rates and results of the
Antrim County voting tally reflect the same tacticts” (¶B.24), the relevance to
Antrim is unclear. Venezuela uses completely different voting technology than
Michigan, produced by a different company and based on touch-screen direct-
recording electronic voting machines rather than hand-marked paper ballots. To
my knowledge, neither Mr. Ramsland nor Mr. Delfino has performed any credible
statistical analysis of the Antrim County results, let alone one that supports the
conclusion that there was fraud.
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5.7 Claims Regarding Security Problems

Some of the ASOG report’s claims about security problems in Antrim County
election equipment are correct or based in fact, but Mr. Ramsland draws several
incorrect conclusions.

Software Updates The report is correct that the EMS is missing important
Windows security updates, potentially leaving it vulnerable to various methods
of attack (¶I.2). The system is running Windows 10 version 1607, which was
released in 2016, and it appears not to have had any updates installed for at
least two years. The antivirus definitions are similarly out of date.

This is a serious security problem. However, Mr. Ramsland is wrong that
“[t]here is no way this election management system could have passed tests or have
been legally certified” (¶B.16). In fact, missing software updates are frequently
an unfortunate consequence of the federal certification process, under which
voting system vendors must obtain EAC approval for any changes to election
system software, including Windows updates [32]. If there are any security
updates that have been approved for the Dominion system, Antrim County
should promptly install them. However, installing unapproved updates, even for
critical vulnerabilities, would potentially violate the system’s certification.

Security Event Log The report is correct that the Windows security event log
in the EMS image only contains entries extending back to November 4, 2020, the
day after the election (¶B.16). However, the timing appears to be a coincidence.
The system is configured so that the maximum size for this log file is 192 MB,
and when it grows beyond this size, the oldest entries are automatically removed.
Nevertheless, security logs are important sources for forensic investigation and
should be retained for as long as they are potentially relevant. Having a fixed
maximum size is contrary to best practice.

Network Connectivity The report is correct that Dominion scanners have the
ability to be connected to external networks (¶B.20). Some Michigan jurisdictions
use this functionality to transmit preliminary results to their EMSes using
wireless modems. Connecting scanners or EMSes to the Internet or other external
networks creates significant risks. According to the Michigan Election Security
Advisory Commission, “[i]t is possible that unofficial results could be intercepted
or manipulated, that the locality’s election management system server could be
attacked remotely over the network, or that optical scanners could themselves be
remotely attacked” [25]. For these reasons, the Commission recommended that
jurisdictions discontinue wireless result transmission.

However, Antrim County did not purchase and does not use the Dominion
wireless results transmission functionality. Instead, results are returned by physi-
cally transporting the memory cards. Based on the EMS event log, it does not
appear that the EMS has ever been connected to a network.

Authentication and Access Control The report is correct that the authen-
tication and access control mechanisms on the EMS have serious weaknesses.
Antrim workers almost exclusively used a single Windows user account that had
full administrative privileges over the computer (¶I.10). This account has the nec-

45



essary privileges to alter log files and bypass other security controls. For instance,
anyone logged into this account has full access to the SQL server databases that
run the election, with no additional authentication required (¶I.4). This database
access can then be used to circumvent account passwords within the Democracy
Suite applications (¶I.5), as I did to conduct my tests in Section 3.

The report also states that the EMS hard disk was not encrypted (¶I.3). I
was unable to find evidence in the disk image to confirm or refute this. If it is
true, an attacker with physical access to the computer can bypass the Windows
account passwords, install malicious software, and read or change data arbitrarily.
Whether or not Antrim County maintains strong physical security for the EMS,
disk encryption should be enabled to provide an additional layer of defense.

These problems should be promptly mitigated. However, I am not aware
of any credible evidence that any security problem was ever exploited against
Antrim County’s election system. As my analysis shows, the anomalies that
occurred in the November 2020 results are fully explained by human error.
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6 Conclusion

My investigation shows that the Antrim County incident was initiated by unusual
circumstances that are unlikely to have widely affected other jurisdictions. After
making last-minute revisions to certain ballot designs, workers made two key
human errors that directly led to inaccurate results:

– County staff failed to ensure that all ballot scanners used the revised election
definition. This caused the EMS to misinterpret results from the scanners,
leading to major election-night reporting errors (that are now fully corrected).

– Township staff failed to ensure that all ballots used the revised ballot designs.
Ballots that did not match the scanner configurations were misread, leading
to smaller errors in specific down-ballot contests (that remain uncorrected).

Antrim could have discovered these problems before incorrect results were pub-
lished or deemed official, but several opportunities to do so were missed:

– Townships failed to notice poll tape errors during pre-election testing.

– Poll workers erased memory cards, making the reporting errors harder to spot.

– County staff did not adequately investigate EMS errors on election night.

– County staff failed to “sanity-check” the initial results before posting them.

To their credit, the county and state quickly understood the technical cause of the
major anomalies. However, during the process of correcting the original problems,
further human errors occurred that led to additional inaccurate results:

– County staff neglected to remove bad data before publishing updated results
on November 5, again causing widespread reporting errors (later corrected).

– County staffmade data entry errors when manually inputting results, affecting
more than 2% of reported votes across the county (now fully corrected).

– County canvassers failed to ensure that all results matched the poll tapes, al-
lowing data entry errors to affect some of the certified results (now corrected).

– Three ballots may have been omitted when Central Lake re-scanned on Novem-
ber 6, due to a separate human error. This possibly changed the outcome of the
Central Lake Village Marihuana Retailer Initiative (and remains uncorrected).

Some of these human errors would have been harmless individually, but their
combined effects undermined safeguards that should have ensured accuracy. Their
number speaks to the extreme pressures that election workers faced last year,
in the midst of a global pandemic and a bitterly contested presidential contest.

There is no credible evidence that the Dominion system was deliberately
designed to induce errors, but there were missed opportunities for the software
to do more to election staff avoid making mistakes:

– When modifying the ballot designs, the software stated that old ballots and
election definitions would be “unusable”. However, it failed to clearly warn
that using them anyway could result in erroneous results.
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– The EMS and scanners could have prevented or detected the use of incom-
patible ballots and election definitions. They did not and gave no indication
when incompatible ballots or election definitions were used.

Several of the election procedures that broke down due to human error are
important security protections. Furthermore, the EMS lacks important security
updates, has weak authentication and access control mechanisms, and is vulnera-
ble to compromise if an attacker has physical access to the computer. These are
serious vulnerabilities that should be mitigated on a priority basis, but there is
no evidence that any of these problems was ever exploited in Antrim County. My
analysis has precisely accounted for all known anomalies in Antrim’s November
2020 election results, and none was the product of a security breach.
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7 Recommendations

On the basis of my investigation, I offer the following recommendations to improve
the administration of future elections:

1. Michigan and other states should expand the use of risk-limiting audits (RLAs)
so that they occur in all major contests. RLAs provide a last line of defense
against error and fraud and provide an added basis for voter confidence.

2. The Bureau of Elections should require counties to perform end-to-end pre-
election testing, in which memory cards from L&A testing are loaded into
the EMS and the results report is check for accuracy. Such testing would
have detected the mismatched election definitions in Antrim County.

3. The Bureau of Elections should revise L&A testing procedures to ensure that
testing is repeated after any change to election definitions or ballot designs.

4. The Bureau of Elections should revise county canvassing procedures and
training to ensure that reported results in all contests are accurately compared
to the results on scanner poll tapes and any discrepancies fully explained.

5. States that do not require canvassers to compare results to poll tapes, as
Michigan does, should introduce this form of validation, which provides an
important safeguard against reporting errors.

6. The Bureau of Elections should revise procedures and training to clarify what
steps must be taken if absentee voters return ballots that use outdated designs.

7. The Bureau of Elections should revise training materials to include discussion
of lessons from the Antrim County incident, including the importance of
reviewing results for obvious errors or omissions before making them public.

8. Antrim County should provide additional training for county and township
staff concerning the correct operation of the Dominion voting system, includ-
ing proper procedures for operating the EMS and polling place equipment.

9. Dominion should revise its documentation to more prominently warn that
mismatched election definitions could lead to erroneous results.

10. Other voting system vendors should review their equipment to determine
whether reporting errors could potentially occur under similar circumstances.

11. Dominion should enhance D-Suite to verify that the election definition on
a memory card being loaded is compatible with the one used by the EMS.

12. Dominion should revise documentation and training to emphasize that routine
EMS tasks should not be performed from privileged user accounts.

13. Dominion should ensure that customers receive and are instructed to apply
all appropriate security updates affecting EMS software components.

14. Dominion should advise customers to enable disk encryption on EMS systems
and to increase the retention period of the Windows security event log.

15. The Bureau of Elections should audit the physical security of county EMSes.

16. The Bureau of Elections should require election technology, including EMSes,
to promptly receive all appropriate security updates.
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17. Counties that transmit scanner results over the Internet or using wireless
modems should discontinue these practices, as recommended by the Michigan
Election Security Advisory Commission [25].

18. Jurisdictions should consider enabling the capability of their scanners to save
ballot images. These could help resolve questions about the accuracy of results
in future incidents, especially if the integrity of the paper trail is questioned.

19. Jurisdictions should retain electronic election records, such as memory cards
and EMS data, for as long as physical records. These provide important ev-
idence for investigating (or disproving) problems later discovered or alleged.

20. When future election incidents occur, even if they receive less public attention
than the events in Antrim County, states should consider performing investi-
gations like this one, to ensure that the problems are well understood and that
any lessons are disseminated to help other jurisdictions avoid similar issues.

50



References

[1] Allied Security Operations Group. Antrim Michigan Forensics Report,
Revised Preliminary Summary, v2 (redacted version). Dec. 2020. url:
http://www.13thcircuitcourt.org/DocumentCenter/View/15743/Antrim-
Michigan-Forensics-Report-12-13-2020--v2-REDACTED.

[2] Antrim County. Election Timeline. Prepared by Antrim County Clerk
Sheryl Guy. Nov. 2020. url: https://committees.senate.michigan.gov/
testimony / 2019 - 2020 /Testimony, %20Antrim%20County%20Clerk%
20Sheryl%20Guy.pdf.

[3] Antrim County. Unofficial Election Results. Nov. 4, 2020. url: http://www.
antrimcounty.org/downloads/unofficial election results november 3 2020.
pdf.

[4] Antrim County. Partial Unofficial Election Results. Nov. 5, 2020.
[5] Antrim County. Partial Unofficial Election Results. Nov. 6, 2020.
[6] Antrim County. Official Election Results, 1st Amended. Nov. 16, 2020.
[7] Antrim County. Official Election Results, 2nd Amended. Nov. 21, 2020. url:

http://www.antrimcounty.org/downloads/official results 2nd amended.
pdf.

[8] Dominion Voting Systems. Democracy Suite EMS Election Event Designer
User Guide, Version 5.5::212. Oct. 10, 2017.

[9] Dominion Voting Systems. Democracy Suite EMS Results Tally & Reporting
User Guide, Version 5.5::16. Oct. 10, 2017.

[10] Ariel J. Feldman, J. Alex Halderman, and Edward W. Felten. “Security
Analysis of the Diebold AccuVote-TS Voting Machine.” In: Proc. USENIX/
ACCURATE Electronic Voting Technology Workshop (EVT). 2007.

[11] J. Alex Halderman. “Practical Attacks on Real-world E-voting.” In: Real-
World Electronic Voting: Design, Analysis and Deployment. Ed. by Feng
Hao and Peter Y. A. Ryan. 2016, pp. 145–171.

[12] Michigan Board of State Canvassers. Draft meeting minutes. Nov. 23, 2020.
url: https://www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/112320 draft minutes
708672 7.pdf.

[13] Michigan Bureau of Elections. Election Officials Manual, Chapter 10:
Preparation of Election Equipment. Feb. 2019. url: https://www.michigan.
gov/documents/sos/X Preparation of Voting Equipment 266000 7.pdf.

[14] Michigan Bureau of Elections. Election Officials Manual, Chapter 12:
Precinct Canvass – Closing the Polls. Feb. 2019. url: https : / /www.
michigan.gov/documents/sos/XII Precinct Canvass - Closing the Polls
266013 7.pdf.

[15] Michigan Bureau of Elections. Election Officials Manual, Chapter 8: Absent
Voter Ballot Election Day Processing. Oct. 2020. url: https : / /www .
michigan.gov/documents/sos/VIII Absent Voter County Boards 265998
7.pdf.

[16] Michigan Bureau of Elections. Election Recounts. Aug. 2018. url: https:
//www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/Recount Process Summary REV
August 2018 629821 7.pdf.

51



[17] Michigan Bureau of Elections. Manual for Boards of County Canvassers.
Oct. 2020. url: https://www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/BCC Manual
464331 7.pdf.

[18] Michigan Bureau of Elections. Post-Election Audit Manual. Jan. 2020. url:
https://www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/Post Election Audit Manual
418482 7.pdf.

[19] Michigan Bureau of Elections. Test Procedure for Tabulators and Voter
Assist Terminals (VAT). Jan. 2019. url: https://www.michigan.gov/
documents/test deck manual05 131814 7.pdf.

[20] Michigan Department of State. Antrim hand count tally sheet. Dec. 17,
2020. url: https://www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/AntrimCounty
Presidential Race Full Hand Count November2020 711027 7.pdf.

[21] Michigan Department of State. Final numbers from Antrim County audit
continue to affirm accuracy of election results. Dec. 18, 2020. url: https:
//www.michigan.gov/som/0,4669,7-192-47796-547970--,00.html.

[22] Michigan Department of State. General Election Audit Processes. 2020.
url: https://www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/2020 Gen Election
Audit Processes 711978 7.pdf.

[23] Michigan Department of State. Isolated User Error in Antrim County
Does Not Affect Election Results, Has no Impact on Other Counties or
States. Nov. 7, 2020. url: https://www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/
Antrim Fact Check 707197 7.pdf.

[24] Michigan Department of State. Statewide election audit process affirms
presidential election outcome. Feb. 2021. url: https://www.michigan.gov/
sos/0,4670,7-127--552029--,00.html.

[25] Michigan Election Security Advisory Commission. Report and Recommen-
dations. Oct. 2020. url: https://www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/
ESAC Report Recommendations 706522 7.pdf.

[26] Microsoft. C# Reference: String Interpolation. url: https://docs.microsoft.
com/en-us/dotnet/csharp/language-reference/tokens/interpolated.

[27] National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. Securing the
Vote: Protecting American Democracy. Washington, DC: The National
Academies Press, 2018. isbn: 978-0-309-47647-8. url: https://www.nap.
edu/catalog/25120/securing-the-vote-protecting-american-democracy.

[28] PCUnlocker. Reset Forgotten Windows 10 Password with Install Disk. url:
http://www.pcunlocker.com/reset-windows-10-password-with- install-
disk.html.

[29] Nicole Perlroth and Jack Nicas. No, Software Glitches Are Not Affecting
Vote Counts. The New York Times. Nov. 9, 2020. url: https://www.
nytimes .com/2020/11/09/technology/no- software - glitches - are - not -
affecting-vote-counts.html.

[30] Secretary of State Ruth Johnson. Media release: Secretary Johnson an-
nounces next-generation voting equipment. Jan. 2017. url: https://www.
michigan.gov/documents/sos/SecJohnsonAnnounce 549600 7.pdf.

52



[31] U.S. Election Assistance Commission. Democracy Suite 5.5–A (Modifica-
tion). Jan. 2019. url: https://www.eac.gov/voting-equipment/democracy-
suite-55-modification.

[32] U.S. Election Assistance Commission. Windows Update Critical FAQ. 2020.
url: https://www.eac.gov/windows-critical-update-faq.

[33] Diane Vaughan. The Challenger Launch Decision: Risky Technology, Cul-
ture, and Deviance at NASA. University of Chicago Press, 1996.

53



A Qualifications

My name is J. Alex Halderman. I am Professor of Computer Science and Engineer-
ing, Director of the Center for Computer Security and Society, and Director of the
Software Systems Laboratory at the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. I hold
a Ph.D. (2009), a master’s degree (2005), and a bachelor’s degree (2003), summa
cum laude, in computer science, all from Princeton University. My background,
qualifications, and professional affiliations are set forth in my curriculum vitae,
which is available online at https://alexhalderman.com/home/halderman-cv.pdf.

My research focuses on computer security and privacy, with an emphasis on
problems that broadly impact society and public policy. Among my areas of
research are software security, network security, computer forensics, and election
cybersecurity. I have authored more than 90 articles and books, and my work
has been cited in more than 11,000 scholarly publications. I have served as a
peer-reviewer for more than 35 research conferences and workshops.

I have published numerous peer-reviewed research papers analyzing security
problems in electronic voting systems used in U.S. states and in other countries.
I have also investigated methods for improving election security, such as efficient
techniques for auditing whether computerized election results match paper ballots.
I regularly teach courses in computer security, network security, and election
cybersecurity at the graduate and undergraduate levels. I am the creator of
Securing Digital Democracy, a massive, open, online course about computer
security and elections that has attracted more than 20,000 students.

I serve as co-chair of the State of Michigan’s Election Security Advisory
Commission, by appointment of the Michigan Secretary of State. I have also
performed security testing of electronic voting systems for the Secretary of State of
California. I have testified before the U.S. Senate Select Committee on Intelligence
and before the U.S. House Appropriations Subcommittee on Financial Service
and General Government on the subject of cybersecurity and U.S. elections.

I received the John Gideon Award for Election Integrity from the Election
Verification Network, the Andrew Carnegie Fellowship, the Alfred P. Sloan
Foundation Research Fellowship, the IRTF Applied Networking Research Prize,
the Eric Aupperle Innovation Award, the University of Michigan College of
Engineering 1938 E Award for teaching and scholarship, and the University of
Michigan President’s Award for National and State Leadership.

Affirmation

I declare under penalty of the perjury laws of the State of Michigan and the
United States that the foregoing is true and correct, and that this report was
executed this 26th day of March, 2021.

J. Alex Halderman

54



REPORT ON 

THE NOVEMBER 2020 ELECTION  
IN MICHIGAN

COMMITTEE MEMBERS
Senator Edward McBroom – Chair

Senator Lana Theis – Majority Vice Chair

Senator Je! Irwin – Minority Vice Chair

Senator John Bizon 



2

TABLE OF CONTENTS
LETTER FROM THE CHAIR – SENATOR EDWARD McBROOM ....................4

I. INTRODUCTION ..................................................................................................6

II. ACTIONS AND OBJECTIVES .........................................................................6

III. SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND ALLEGATIONS ............................................6

IV. INVESTIGATION AND FINDINGS..................................................................7

V. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION ........................................... 34

VI. APPENDIX



3

Without question, the increased political polarization of our nation has resulted in increasing public 
discontentment with the administration, and therefore results, of our elections. This discontent, 
which has been demonstrated on both sides of the aisle (see: Bush v. Gore 2000 and allegations of 
Russian interference in the 2016 election) culminated in public outcry of widespread fraud in 2020. 

Indeed, a recent Gallup Survey found as much as 59% of voters no longer trust our elections. Voting and 
the right to vote is absolutely foundational to our democracy. Without faith in our elections process, 
fewer members of the public will likely choose to exercise that right. Lowered confidence in our election 
system, and thereby lower turnout, is a threat to our democracy we should not take lightly. 

Many election administrators and o"cials have pointed to the fact that unprecedented turnout in 
2020 stress-tested our elections system. Still, around 40% of the eligible population did not cast a 
vote. For a robust democracy, we must invest in and build a system that can withstand ever greater 
turnout in future elections. 

In order to do this, this Committee undertook the foundational work of investigating the 2020 election 
— from both the perspective of election administrators, o"cials and workers and the perspective of the 
observing public. The Committee embarked upon hours of public testimony, the review of countless 
documents and presentations on the 2020 election, and careful review of the elections process itself. 

This Committee found no evidence of widespread or systematic fraud in Michigan’s prosecution of 
the 2020 election. However, we cannot and should not overlook severe weaknesses in our elections 
system. Whether it is lack of clarity in the tabulation of ballots, unnecessary barriers to ensuring 
that every lawfully cast ballot is counted, inconsistent poll worker or challenger training, or simply a 
system not primarily designed to handle ballots cast absentee or otherwise prior to Election Day, it 
is the opinion of this Committee that the Legislature has a duty to make statutory improvements to 
our elections system. 

This Committee exhausted every resource available to it to thoroughly and faithfully examine our elections 
process in Michigan and drill down on claims and testimony specific to the 2020 election. However, 
this investigation should not be considered exhaustive. Remaining conscientious of the limitations of 
this Committee, every possible investigative avenue was not undertaken. Nevertheless, this Committee 
stands steadfastly behind the recommendation that our current elections system requires change in 
order to meet the future challenges presented by modern voting preferences, behaviors, and threats. 
There are clear weaknesses in our elections system that require legislative remedy.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ON  

THE NOVEMBER 2020 ELECTION IN MICHIGAN
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LETTER FROM THE CHAIR 
SENATOR EDWARD McBROOM

When I agreed to begin investigating the election, rumors and uncertainty were rampant. 
Allegations of markers bleeding through ballots, voter intimidation, dead voters, mystery ballot 
dumps, foreign interference, and ballot harvesting were just a few of the issues during the first 
days following the November 2020 election. Emotions and confusion were running wild across the 
country. Fears and hopes were had by every person, including myself.   

On one hand was the hope some had to overturn the election. That hope was necessarily coupled 
with a dreadful reality that our elections were unsound. On the other hand was hope the election was 
accurate, coupled necessarily with those who feared the direction the victor would take the country.

I made it clear at the start that the investigation e!ort would be taken with a firm commitment to 
truth and a goal to reassure the citizens of this state that their votes counted. Within a few weeks, 
the State Board of Canvassers also unanimously requested the Legislature conduct a serious 
investigation into the election. 

I believe the people deserve to know all the truth and to see their representatives seeking answers. 
People were understandably confused by new laws, practices, orders and determinations from the 
governor and secretary of state and it is right and proper for them to demand answers. This right 
and obligation was unfairly and unfortunately discounted by many on my own side of the aisle 
after the 2016 election when the other party lost and felt sure some illicit or improper actions must 
have taken place. When they did regain power, they were quick to utilize all of it to spend two 
years chasing every conspiracy and specious allegation. I pray my own party will not repeat this 
mistake for the next four years.

Digging into the mechanics of the election was labor intensive, but very revealing. We found 
both real vulnerabilities and resiliency to the systems. We also discovered the extent to which our 
elections o"cials go to facilitate our elections. The report goes into considerable detail on many of 
these issues and I hope readers will be reassured by the security and protections in place, motivated 
to support reforms that are needed, and grateful to our fellow citizens that do the hard work.

The greater challenge to this e!ort has been seeking the truth amid so much distrust and 
deception. Our present times are full of reasons for citizens to distrust their government, 
politicians, and leaders. The last year has seen so much amplification of this distrust. Perhaps it has 
never been more rampant and, certainly, modern communication helps to fan the flames of lies and 
distrust into an unquenchable conflagration.

“All politicians lie” is the popular axiom. Unfortunately, lies and deceit are not exclusive to 
politicians. Throughout our investigation, members have been actively following and engaged with 
various persons and reports. We have collectively spent innumerable hours watching and listening 
and reading. Some of these people and reports are true. Unfortunately, many of them are not, 
either because of a misunderstanding or an outright deception. As is often the case, the truth is 
not as attractive or as immediately desirable as the lies and the lies contain elements of truth. 

Regardless of my status as a chairman, senator, politician, Christian, or human, I do not expect 
or desire my words in this report to be simply accepted. Instead, I ask all to simply put into 

(Continued)
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their determinations the same particular guidance all persons ought to consider when weighing 
evidence. We must all remember: “extraordinary claims require extraordinary proof” and “claiming 
to find something extraordinary requires first eliminating the ordinary.”  Also, sources must 
lose credibility when it is shown they promote falsehoods, even more when they never take 
accountability for those falsehoods. 

At this point, I feel confident to assert the results of the Michigan election are accurately 
represented by the certified and audited results. While the Committee was unable to exhaust every 
possibility, we were able to delve thoroughly into enough to reasonably reach this conclusion. 
The strongest conclusion comes in regard to Antrim County. All compelling theories that sprang 
forth from the rumors surrounding Antrim County are diminished so significantly as for it to be a 
complete waste of time to consider them further. 

Most of the rigorous debate over additional audits comes from fears surrounding the technology 
used and its vulnerabilities as allegedly demonstrated in Antrim County. Without any evidence to 
validate those fears, another audit, a so-called forensic audit, is not justifiable. Michigan’s already 
completed post-election audit and risk-limiting audit are also far more substantive than Arizona’s 
standard audit. However, I am keeping a close eye on the legislatively-initiated forensic audit in 
Arizona and will continue to ask questions regarding other election issues I feel are not settled. If 
genuine issues are shown in Arizona’s audit or from continued investigation here, I will not hesitate 
to ask the Committee to consider recommending an audit or amending this report.

I must acknowledge and thank my sta! including Je! Wiggins and Paul Burns that spent so 
much of their work and personal time on this report. I also want to thank my current Committee 
members, along with all of those that participated and served during these hearings last term, 
including Sens. Lucido, MacDonald, and Santana, as well as Representative Hall and the members 
of the House Oversight Committee. Sta! from those o"ces, the Senate, and the Committee’s 
clerk all went above and beyond to facilitate these hearings in very di"cult situations and deserve 
sincere thanks. Finally, as the report says in its conclusion, I want to thank the citizens of this state. 
Whether or not one agrees with the report or even the conducting of the investigation, those 
opinions were shared with myself and the Committee. An active and passionate public is critical to 
maintaining our republic and your participation is reassuring that attribute is alive and well.

  Sincerely,

  Sen. Ed McBroom, Chair
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I. INTRODUCTION
Beginning on Nov. 7, 2020, the Senate Oversight Committee (the “Committee”) commenced an inquiry 
into claims of election fraud and impropriety. Chair McBroom made clear that the purpose of this 
inquiry was not to change the outcome of the election for President of the United States. Rather, the 
goal of the Committee was to provide elected o"cials and Michigan residents a better understanding 
of where the administration of elections can be reformed and strengthened, ensuring that Michigan 
citizens can have confidence in our election processes. This report contains findings and suggestions 
developed from 28 hours of testimony from almost 90 individuals spanning nine committee hearings, 
the review of thousands of pages of subpoenaed documents from multiple government entities, 
hundreds of hours of Senate sta! investigation, and countless reviews of claims and concerns from 
Michigan residents. A detailed examination of all evidence presented to the Committee established   
an undeniable conclusion; while there are glaring issues that must be addressed in current Michigan       
election law, election security, and certain procedures, there is no evidence presented at this time 
to prove either significant acts of fraud or that an organized, wide-scale e!ort to commit fraudulent  
activity was perpetrated in order to subvert the will of Michigan voters.

II. ACTIONS AND OBJECTIVES
The Committee’s primary objective was to produce an informative and actionable report by undertaking 
the following actions: 1) Investigate claims of impropriety, fraud, error, and mismanagement of certain 
election processes; 2) Determine whether any of the claims brought forward were substantiated  
by evidence; and 3) Identify areas of Michigan election law where reform or an updating of the 
statute may be required in order to ensure transparency and confidence in the election process. 
The Committee made it clear that first-person accounts reporting alleged improprieties were given  
higher value as evidence to address these claims, in addition to professional and expert testimony 
regarding the technical operation of state and local election procedures and vote tabulation.

III. ISSUES AND ALLEGATIONS 
 1. Deceased and Non-Residents Voting
 2. Unsolicited Absentee Voter Ballot and Application Mass Mailings
 3. 3rd Party/Private Funds Used for Public Election Activities and Equipment
 4. Rights and Duties of Poll Challengers/Watchers Improperly and Unlawfully Restricted
 5. Antrim County Results
 6. Operating Issues with Tabulators and Precinct Computers
 7. Signature Verification Process
 8. Jurisdictions Reporting More Than 100% Voter Turnout
 9. Absentee Ballots Tabulated Multiple Times
 10. Thousands of Ballots “Dumped” at the TCF Center on Election Night/The Next Morning
 11.  Vote Totals Abnormal Compared to Past Presidential Election and Other Vote Count Irregularities
 12. Additional Issues
 13. Audits
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IV. INVESTIGATION AND FINDINGS 
OVERVIEW OF INVESTIGATION
The Committee received many complaints of election fraud throughout the state in the days 
following the 2020 election. The Committee reviewed these claims through several avenues, 
including but not limited to the manners outlined below:

 §  Engaged with local and county election o"cials to discuss the procedures utilized to administer  
the election, in addition to confirming certain vote totals where alleged misreporting occurred.

 §  Researched the claims of deceased individuals having a vote cast in their name by reviewing 
obituaries, various online databases, social media posts, as well as speaking with individuals 
who made the claims or were the subject of those claims.

 §  Called individuals who were said to have received unsolicited absentee ballots through the mail.

 §  Subpoenaed and reviewed documentation of communications from the secretary of state’s 
o"ce regarding pre-election mailings.

 §  Subpoenaed and reviewed documents and communications from the Livonia and Detroit city  
clerks related to election activities and vote tabulation.

 §  Received testimony from Kent County Clerk Lisa Lyons, Ingham County Clerk Barb Byrum,  
Lansing City Clerk Chris Swope, and Grand Rapids City Clerk Joel Hondorp, regarding the 
election processes in their respective municipalities and any reforms they would recommend.

 §  Received testimony from Antrim County Clerk Sheryl Guy, detailing the events that led to the  
reporting of incorrect, uno"cial vote tallies which cascaded into accusations of vote switching        
and machine tampering in Antrim County.

 §  Received many hours of first-hand testimony regarding the events that transpired at the TCF 
Center on and around Election Day. This testimony was in addition to the more than 200 
sworn a"davits submitted by first-hand and second-hand witnesses that were reviewed by the 
Committee.

 §  Received testimony from Chris Thomas, the Senior Elections Advisor for the city of Detroit at 
the time of the November 2020 election and former Michigan state director of elections, who  
was stationed at the TCF Center.

 §  Received testimony from Dominion Voting Systems CEO,John Poulus, on the company’s role in  
providing voting equipment to several Michigan municipalities and whether they played a role  
in the reporting of incorrect results in Antrim County. Testimony was also received from o"cials 
representing Dominion competitors, Election Systems & Software (ES&S) and Hart InterCivic 
regarding those same issues.

 §  The chair and individual committee members researched additional claims of election fraud or  
impropriety made by individuals in Michigan and from across the country.
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 §  Received testimony from Republican and Democratic party o"cials regarding election training      
for volunteers and workers, and how that training, or lack of, impacted the events at the TCF     
Center and other polling places.

 §  Received testimony from Monica Palmer, Chair of the Wayne County Board of Canvassers, on 
what she experienced during the canvassing process in the 2020 election and how it could be     
improved.

 §  Met with other canvassers from around the state to understand their process and receive their  
observations.

 §  The chair and individual committee members met with various clerks around the state to discuss 
problems, allegations, and solutions.

 §  The chair and committee members spent countless hours watching and reading documentaries, 
news stories, and presentations regarding election issues.

 §  The chair and committee members examined the testimony provided by witnesses in front of 
the House Oversight Committee.

 §  The chair followed many allegations to specific sources and involved parties to ascertain the 
veracity or feasibility of such allegations.
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FINDINGS
1. Deceased and Non-Residents Voting 
  The Committee researched these claims and concluded that most were false. There were two 

claims of deceased individuals casting votes that were found to be true; one was a clerical error  
while the other was a timing issue. The Committee concluded that none of these constituted 
fraudulent election activities or manipulations. The Committee also received claims of citizens 
who no longer live in the state of Michigan but had allegedly voted in the state’s elections. These  
claims proved to be false upon researching each incident brought to the Committee’s attention.               
An example of some of the claims are detailed below (the names of the individuals have been 
omitted to respect their privacy).

  A widow from the Grand Blanc/Burton area claimed her husband, who passed away in 2013,    
had voted in the 2020 election. Senate sta! searched the state database with the information 
provided by the individual and were not able to find her husband in the database. This would 
indicate that he had been removed from the voter database and his identity could not have been  
used to vote in the 2020 election.

  A husband and wife, formerly of Jackson County and now living in Louisiana, claimed they saw 
documentation online that they had voted in Michigan during the 2020 general election. After 
researching the claim, it was discovered that they were mailed an absentee ballot application and  
are still registered to vote in Michigan. However, the state website shows that the local clerk did  
not receive returned and completed absentee ballot applications in these voters’ names.

  The Committee was also provided a list of over 200 individuals in Wayne County who were 
believed to be deceased yet had cast a ballot. A thorough review of individuals on that list 
showed only two instances where an individual appeared to have voted but was deceased. The 
first individual was a 118-year-old man whose son has the same name and lives at the same 
residence. The Committee found there was no fraud in this instance but was instead a clerical error 
made due to the identical name. The second individual was a 92-year-old woman who died four 
days  before the November 2020 election. Research showed she had submitted her completed 
absentee ballot prior to the November 2020 election and prior to her death. Notably, research 
showed the secretary of state and clerks were able to discover and remove approximately 3,500 
absentee ballots submitted by voters while they were alive but died before Election Day, which 
is a commendable accomplishment.

  The Committee recommends county clerks be given the ability to assist in removing deceased  
voters from the Qualified Voter File (QVF). The Committee also recommends the secretary 
of state research and pursue methods, including statutory changes, that would prevent and 
identify those voting in multiple states.
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2. Unsolicited Absentee Voter Ballot and Application Mass Mailings
  Citizens across the state were left confused and frustrated by the arrival of applications for long 

deceased family members, those who have moved to other states, or persons never present at 
that address. It appears the lists chosen by the secretary of state’s Bureau of Elections were often 
older and previously purged. Local clerks were also frustrated as the applications duplicated 
some of their work and caused citizens to call on them for answers. Finally, the original mailing 
appeared to be not set up to return to the secretary of state to at least inform them of undeliverable 
applications. 

  The Committee subpoenaed the secretary of state for communications related to pre-election 
mailings. While a court ruled that the Secretary of State was permitted to send these mass 
mailings, there were significant communications between the department and Rock the Vote, a 
group which tends to target young persons and those with more left ofcenter political leanings.

  During the review of these communications, the Committee was simultaneously researching claims 
made in testimony and in court filings related to the absentee ballot process. Many court filings 
and individuals highlighted a data spreadsheet by an individual who claimed to have worked 
with “experts” to determine whether individuals had received an unsolicited absentee ballot. The 
spreadsheet indicated that “289,866 illegal votes” had been cast. This figure came from the Voter 
Integrity Project. To arrive at this number, the group used a methodology where they called 1,500 
voters and asked if they had received a ballot without requesting it, something that would be 
illegal although not specifically indicative of fraudulent voting. The number of a"rmative answers 
were then extrapolated out to 289,866 voters statewide receiving these ballots which are defined 
as “illegal ballots.” The repeated use of the terminology “illegal ballots” is misleading and causes 
significant confusion as it implies fraudulent votes or votes received that do not come from 
legitimate sources or should not be counted. However, while it may not be lawful to send ballots 
without first receiving an application, voting this ballot is not an illegal action by a lawful voter and 
it is not indicative of fraudulent or illicit behavior of the voter nor of an illegitimate vote.

  The Committee called forty individuals from this list at random. Only two individuals reported 
having received an absentee ballot without making a proper request. One of the two individuals 
is labeled as a permanent, absentee voter within the state’s QVF file, indicating that they had, at    
some point, requested to be placed on that list. The other individual voted via an absentee ballot  
in the August primary election, and it is possible they checked the box to vote absentee in the 
subsequent election and simply forgot they had chosen this option. Throughout discussions with  
these individuals, as well as others who claimed they had received an unsolicited ballot, it became  
clear that many equated receiving an absentee ballot application with receiving an absentee 
ballot. These are separate steps in the absentee voting process, with receiving an absentee ballot 
requiring that an application be completed and submitted by the voter. There was no evidence 
presented to the Committee indicating that hundreds of thousands of absentee voter ballots 
were mailed to Michigan voters without previously being requested.
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  Further inquiry conducted by the chair and committee members with county and local clerks 
confirmed how di"cult it would be for a citizen to attempt to fraudulently utilize the ballot of 
another, if the stolen application addressee voted at their actual, present location in Michigan. While 
the act of obtaining and submitting the ballot of another individual is not impossible, committing 
voter fraud in this manner undetected is unlikely, as the Qualified Voter File would immediately have 
a notation of the vote for the voter and the second attempt to request a ballot or to vote would not 
be allowed without investigation and explanation. Whether the real voter or the fraudulent 

  The Committee concludes this demonstrates a clear vulnerability for fraud that may be 
undetected, if the actual voter does not vote at all. If the actual voter does vote, it will create   
turmoil and draw attention from state and local o!cials. However, the lack of any such incidents 
or turmoil in the November 2020 election creates a clear probability that no such e"orts were   
committed to any significant extent. The chance of encountering the attempted double vote 
scenario is so statistically unlikely as to make impossible even a small e"ort to do so.

 
  Additionally, the mailing of unsolicited applications allows for two other related vulnerabilities. 

Applications sent to the former Michigan addresses of those moved out of state and applications  
sent to the new addresses of former Michigan citizens now registered to vote in another state 
constitute a real and virtually undetectable potential for fraudulent activity. The Chair’s research  
into this topic, as well as a review of testimony provided by the secretary of state’s director of  
elections to the Senate Elections Committee in October 2020, make it clear that there is essentially  
no mechanism in place to prevent counting votes from those who may be also registered and 
vote in another state, whether done by themselves or the recipient of an application at their 
former Michigan address. As there are no e"cient or established procedures to confirm or detect           
this, it is not possible for the Committee to report on any occurrences or to have confidence     
no such actions occurred. However, with mass mailings of absentee ballot applications being 
mailed across state lines to many who no longer reside or vote in Michigan and to thousands of   
former addresses in Michigan, the situation must be addressed to ensure that those individuals 
are voting only once in an election, are doing so only in the state of their residence, and that no 
one is impersonating them at their old address. 

  The serious, potential outcomes of these vulnerabilities versus the minor e!ort to request an 
application make a strong and compelling necessity to not provide such applications without a 
request from a voter - as was standard practice until this past year. Therefore, the Committee 
recommends the Michigan secretary of state discontinue the practice of mailing out unsolicited 
applications. The Committee also recommends only the current QVF being utilized by the 
state or locals when making mailings to registered voters of any nature.

  There were several reports of nursing home bound parents or other family members with 
dementia having a record of voting. While the Committee was unable to reach any conclusions  
regarding the extent of such claims, additional training and clear instructions to caretakers or  
facility sta" ought to be provided in such circumstances to clarify how and when such voting  
assistance is appropriate. The Committee also recommends pre-filled out applications from 
any source be disallowed as well.
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3. 3rd Party/Private Funds Used for Public Election Activities and Equipment
  A summary of the work and findings on this issue is not finalized at this time and may be amended  

to this report at a later date.

4. Rights and Duties of Poll Challengers/Watchers Improperly or Unlawfully Restricted
  The Committee received claims that challengers from the Republican party were discriminated 

against and removed from polling locations without cause. There were also claims that challengers  
were not allowed to return to counting rooms and were supposed to sign in and out of the room but 
had not received that instruction. They were frequently required to stand six feet or more away from 
tables and workers in the normal exercise of their duties, despite a court settlement that ensured 
their right to monitor election procedures, within six feet when necessary. The Committee also 
received testimony that contradicted some of these statements and provided a di!erent viewpoint. 
Volunteers and workers from both the Republican and Democratic parties made claims of hazing, 
rudeness, bigotry, racism, and other o!ensive behavior occurring while election activities were 
still underway. Several of the issues, such as the management of the o"cial record of challengers 
allowed in or out, may have been simply driven by the situation with COVID-19 and will not be 
relevant again. Reports were heard of calls to citizens, ostensibly made by Republicans, informing 
them to come and vote on Wednesday rather than Tuesday. While many accusations will remain 
just that, one thing is perfectly clear: the rights and duties of poll watchers and challengers must 
be better understood and reinforced in their respective training and must be protected equally by 
election o"cials. This is an area in need of much reform and greater clarification in election law.

  Additionally, there is significant evidence that the recruitment of Republican poll workers for 
Wayne County encountered significant obstacles. Many witnesses testified to volunteering but not 
hearing back from the county or being told there were already enough workers. Others testified to 
a particular moment at the TCF Center when workers were surveyed for party a"liation and only a 
few there raised their hands as Republicans. The Committee understands the logistics of recruiting 
Republicans for Wayne County and the city of Detroit can be di"cult but finds the repeated 
reports of volunteers not being accepted or not having their emails returned troubling. Obtaining 
the proper ratios of partisan workers is of critical importance, especially ones from the local area. 
The Committee encourages the Wayne County Republican Party and o!cials in the county and 
city clerks’ o!ces to work together to obtain the correct number of workers for each election. 
Further, the Committee asks the Bureau of Elections to investigate and provide to the Committee 
an evaluation of partisan poll worker recruitment in Wayne County and the city of Detroit.

  These issues were clearly reflected in the activities that occurred at the absentee counting 
board at the TCF Center. At one point, an audio recording was released of an apparent election  
training session in the city of Detroit where workers were instructed to maintain six feet between 
challengers and poll workers, due to COVID-19 precautions. Prior to the election, a court settlement  
ensured poll challengers could monitor election activities within six feet when necessary. After 
the settlement, clerk sta!, like other election sta! across the state, were to be informed of the 
ruling and how it would a!ect their activities on Election Day. Testimony was received by the 
Committee indicating that the settlement, which was reached after many workers completed 
their training, was not well known among the workers at the TCF Center. It is easy to see how 
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this led to significant confusion and conflict, particularly as many workers had genuine fear and     
concern over their proximity to persons during the pandemic.

  Contributing to the confusion and hostility of poll watchers and challengers was the di!ering 
opinions regarding the actual rights and duties of those individuals. These conflicts were only 
amplified by the partisan and ideological nature of the volunteers, despite some not a"liating 
with a political party. Multiple days of testimony from Republicans and Democrats made it    
clear that Republican challengers were committed to ensuring that challenges were issued and 
recorded when information was presented to indicate a voter was not, or may not be, eligible. 
Representatives of Michigan Democrats, however, indicated in testimony before the Committee  
that their specific training regarding the duties and obligations of challengers is to not ever 
challenge any ballots. While it was clear they recognized the legal reasons for challenging, they 
also called the law “archaic” and a"rmed they train their challengers to not issue any challenges. 
They believe their obligation is to assure no vote is disqualified. One Democrat o"cial even 
noted their reason for being there was to keep an eye on Republicans, not to challenge ballots. 
This significant di!erence of opinion and action contributed to some of the misunderstandings 
and tensions that occurred at the TCF Center, as each partisan observed the other failing to 
comprehend their duties or felt their duty was specifically to confront the other side.

  The concern of partisan volunteers cloaked as Independent challengers through non-profit or 
third-party entities only added to the accusations of an unfair or unbalanced election environment. 
The Committee heard testimony and saw evidence that independent observers and challengers    
were frequently operating for one of the two major parties making their labels as Independents  
confusing and unhelpful.

  It is apparent that the environment at the TCF Center became intolerable and the reactions to 
it must be understood in this light. While mistakes were clearly made by o"cials on all sides, it 
must be acknowledged that many of them were attempting to simply do their job during a time 
of increasing confusion and distrust. It is impossible for the Committee, or any legal entity, to sort 
through all the events or persons at fault. However, it appears obvious and reasonable to conclude 
that confusion, fear, misunderstanding, and even chaos occurred at the TCF Center to varying 
degrees on Nov. 3 and 4. The environment and those emotions were compounded by a lack of 
proper recruitment and/or training of election workers on the part of the clerk, as well as a failure 
of the Republican party to verify recruitment and training, supply an adequate number of election 
attorneys, and to properly train and counsel some of their volunteers and challengers. 

  Republican o"cials, along with some ostensibly Independent challengers, furthered the crisis by 
putting out the call to other members and citizens to descend on the location to stop what was 
described and presented as a stealing of the election. The descent into disorder with so many 
extremely concerned citizens elicited responses from poll workers that seemed necessary to them 
at the time, such as covering windows, calling police, denying lawful challenges, and removing 
challengers. Those actions by both sides were not always lawful or wise, and increased the angst 
and fears of the untrained challengers and observers, as well as the many in the public who t did not 
understand what was shown to them by the media. Despite these mistakes and, potentially, illegal 
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actions, the Committee found no evidence fraudulent activities were undertaken or that such 
actions led to irreparable harm to ballots or vote counting. Numerous safeguards, particularly 
the partisan make up of the election boards themselves, were not lost, despite these actions.

  Therefore, the Committee recommends updating the requirements for challengers including the   
tasks and duties they are to preform, standards of conduct, and party a!liation. Additionally, 
clerks and parties need to be held to recruiting adequate workers, providing appropriate and 
uniform training including any recent law updates, and being able to instruct law enforcement 
in lawful responses to workers or volunteers creating a disturbance in the process of carrying 
out their duties. O!cials need a clear chain of command in place for making decisions and 
being accountable, particularly if a crisis arises and if one of the leaders has left the premises. 
Finally, the Wayne County Republican Party and other, independent organizations, ought to 
issue a repudiation of the actions of certain individuals that created a panic and had untrained 
and unnumbered persons descend on the TCF Center. Both clerks and the parties need to take 
seriously their responsibilities of having properly trained and adequate personnel in place and 
the training ought to be uniform, regardless of party.1

5. Antrim County 
  Antrim County became the focal point of multiple theories and concerns surrounding the Nov. 3 

election, as the uno"cial results reported at the end of the tabulation for the county were later 
discovered to be in error. The common claim surrounding this mistake was that the votes for Donald 
Trump were switched with votes for Joe Biden, providing Biden with a win in heavily-Republican 
Antrim County. However, this claim is inaccurate and was explained before a joint hearing of the 
Senate and House Oversight Committees in November 2020 by the Antrim County Clerk, Sheryl Guy.

  Due to a series of errors made within the county clerk’s o"ce, the uno"cial votes received 
from polling places on election night did not transfer into their respective spreadsheet columns    
correctly. This shifted the vote totals over a column for several races across the ballot. These 
mistakes began months earlier when several late items were ordered onto the ballot in certain 
townships. Unfortunately, new logic and accuracy tests were not performed, as required by  
law. Programming at the clerk’s computer was not updated to reflect these changes; however, 
tabulators in the precincts were updated and had no problems processing ballots on Election 
Day. Tally sheets printed at the close of polls never reflected the errors reported in the clerk’s 
uno"cial results. On the morning of Nov. 4, once it become clear that the uno"cial results                  
were inaccurate and did not match the o"cial votes printed by the tabulators, e!orts began to  
discover the cause of the errors. The clerk and her sta! made several attempts to re-tabulate 
and resolve the problem before understanding the cause. This resulted in additional, incorrect 
vote counts being reported. Once the cause was isolated, ballots were re-tabulated and the 
correct results, which matched the original tabulator sheets from Nov. 3, were posted. Multiple 
checks were easily able to rectify the situation and later, a complete hand recount validated the  
original, o!cial results as accurate.

1 The Department of Attorney General informed the committee on June 15, 2021 that it has been investigating issues related to the events at the TCF Center, per an o"cial request of 
former Senator and Oversight committee member, Peter Lucido. It indicated a report on findings is forthcoming.
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  A prime example of a misrepresentation of facts that then mislead citizens is found on a chart 
on page two of Allied Security Operations Group’s (ASOG) Antrim County Forensic Report. The  
chart, shown below, and the accompanying information, led citizens to conclude the election           
results were suspiciously changing for over a month after the election. It also could lead one  
to believe election o"cials and the Dominion tabulators were dishonest in their work by not 
representing the source of the specific numbers shown, even though the information is readily 
available to the authors of the report. Further, the authors also chose to present only some of 
the information, leaving out specific data that would evidence something besides a massive 
conspiracy or computer hack created the problem.

  This second chart fills in relevant and critical information about the data and provides additional 
data points to provide greater context to the observer. This data was available to ASOG and others 
utilizing the previous chart, yet they chose not to provide the context nor the additional data.

Date Registered 
Voters

Total 
Votes 
Cast

Biden Trump Third 
Party Write-In

TOTAL 
VOTES for 
President

Note

1. Nov. 4 22,082 16,044 5,960 9,748 239 23 15,970
Tabulator tapes- 

o"cial results (Not 
reported on election 

night).

2. Nov. 4 22,082 16,047 7,769 4,509 145 14 12,437
Clerk’s computer- 
uno"cial results 

(publicly reported).

3. Nov. 5 22,082 18,059 7,289 9,783 255 20 17,347 First attempt to 
rectify discrepancy.

4. Nov. 6 22,082 16,044 5,960 9,748 241 20 15,969 Completion of  
re-tabulation.

5. Nov. 16 22,082 16,044 5,960 9,748 241 20 15,969 O"cial Vote report.

6. Nov. 21 22,082 16,044 5,960 9,748 241 20 15,969 Canvass/certification

7. Dec. 17 22,082 16,044 5,959 9,759 244 20 15,982 Hand Recount

Date Registered 
Voters

Total Votes 
Cast Biden Trump Third 

Party Write-In TOTAL VOTES 
for President

Nov 3 22,082 16,047 7,769 4,509 145 14 12,423

Nov 5 22,082 18,059 7,289 9,783 255 20 17,327

Nov 21 22,082 16,044 5,960 9,748 241 23 15,949

Dec 17 22,082 5,959 9,759 244 20 15,962
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  Row one shows the vote totals shown on the tabulator tapes at the close of the election. 
These numbers are critical as they demonstrate, when coupled with the hand recount, that no    
tampering or pre-installed, illicit programing ever took place on the tabulators. It also shows 
that no fraudulent ballots were added to the ballot boxes to cover up such hardware/software 
malfunctions. The minor changes from the first tabulation to the final canvas and hand recount 
are well documented by election sta! and result from several spoiled ballots that were not able   
to be processed in subsequent runs and from ballots that could not be electronically processed  
but could be hand counted.

  Row two contains the vote count reported by the Antrim County clerk’s o"ce on election night, 
which was the uno"cial vote count. As is detailed in this report, these results were incorrect 
because the programing to receive the data had not been properly updated after changes were 
made to the o"cial ballots in certain townships. The result was what amounts to a spreadsheet 
having its fields improperly aligned with the incoming data. This would have been caught by logic 
and accuracy tests. The discrepancies with the tabulator tapes should have been discovered 
before these results were reported.

  Row three shows the struggle faced by the clerk’s o"ce to determine what went wrong and how  
to correct it. These results show a series of urgent but mistaken attempts to address the errors 
that led to double counting of some precincts and absentee ballots. The contemporary poll 
books and worksheets are clear proof of what was happening, showing handwritten notes and 
commentary. The records also show who was there trying to figure out how to solve the issue.

  Row four shows the vote count after the errors were properly identified and ballots were  
re-tabulated. Clearwater Township was still experiencing issues and had to be added in by hand. 
Again, contemporary documents and worksheets are clear proof of the situation and work being 
done.

 Row five is the o"cial vote report filed with the state before the certification.

  Row six contains the certified election results. These were certified Nov. 21 by the county board of 
canvassers. The results are virtually the same as the tabulator slips produced on election night with 
the discrepancies identified and explained in the minutes of their meetings.

  Row seven is the results of the complete hand recount conducted on Dec. 17. When a hand recount 
is done, ballots that were previously unable to be tabulated electronically are sometimes able to be 
added. These changes are, again, well documented by the workers’ notes made during this process.

  The Committee states that the data this chart summarizes, coming from the actual election 
artifacts in Antrim County, clearly and concisely shows that ideas and speculation that the Antrim 
County election workers or outside entities manipulated the vote by hand or electronically 
are indefensible. Further, the Committee is appalled at what can only be deduced as a willful 
ignorance or avoidance of this proof perpetuated by some leading such speculation.
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  There were many groups and persons from around the country that focused their attention on Antrim 
County as the most central point in their arguments and speculation. The county was mentioned by 
o"cials at the White House, in media, at rallies, and in several, substantial online documentaries. The 
Committee investigated the claims made by some of the more prominent groups and individuals.

  The Allied Security Operations Group (ASOG) obtained access to the Antrim County voting 
tabulators and purported to perform a forensic audit. (ASOG and its co-founder were purveyors of 
the “fractional vote” and “more votes than registered voters” theories2). ASOG’s audit described  
stolen computer files, machines designed to provide incorrect results, manipulated software, and  
cyber-attacks. Utilizing the di!erence between the uno"cial vote count and the final, o"cial 
count, ASOG claimed the machines were inaccurate 68% of the time. However, ASOG never 
provided an explanation for how the o"cial vote was accurately obtained on the tabulator slips  
in the same physical count as the incorrect uno"cial results on which they focus. ASOG did not  
make any attempt to invalidate the claims of the clerk by demonstration. ASOG also claimed a 
loss of files regarding auto-adjudication, a method of curing absentee voter ballots that Antrim 
County does not utilize as further evidence of fraudulent activity. ASOG claimed the machines 
had “ranked-choice” balloting turned on when this is not possible on Michigan machines. Other 
entities (CyberNinjas and Halderman) showed this claim was untrue. ASOG ignored that the 
simple and most e!ective way to verify the results is to simply count all ballots by hand. Even 
after a hand recount verified the results in Antrim County, ASOG refused to retract its assertions.

  Attorney Matthew DePerno was retained by an Antrim County resident to pursue legal action 
against the county and the state regarding the results of the election. Mr. DePerno has subsequently  
released various reports, videos, and statements regarding the election results, presenting 
the ASOG report, as well as work by Dr. Douglas Frank and Je! Lenberg, as primary pieces of 
evidence. The Committee closely followed Mr. DePerno’s e!orts and can confidently conclude 
they are demonstrably false and based on misleading information and illogical conclusions. In 
one recent video, Mr. Lenberg demonstrated how a hacked machine will incorrectly count ballots 
(reporting it on the o"cial results printout) and how a hacked computer will show inaccurate 
results. However, neither of these demonstrations shows the explanation given by the clerk is 
untrue, nor do they explain how the actual o"cial results sheet did not match the inaccurate 
uno"cial results. Most critically, it does not explain how the hand recount verified the o"cial 
results reported by the tabulators on election night. They simply proved hacked machinery will 
perform incorrectly. This is not evidence machines were hacked, and it is certainly not evidence 
that machines that performed correctly were hacked.

  Further, the insinuations made depend on the tabulators being hacked after the logic and accuracy 
tests. Mr. DePerno, and others, insisted this was possible because the Dominion machines in Antrim 
County have modems or wireless chips installed. However, this is indisputably false. Antrim County 
did not utilize modems or any internet or wireless network to transmit voting results ever. This 
incredibly conclusive fact, along with the hand recount of the ballots, serve as the irrefutable 
bulwarks against all allegations. The cited proof of modems is from a quote for purchasing received 
by the county from Dominion, not an actual purchase receipt or physical sighting of any modems.

2 The “more votes than voters” theory, repeated by President Trump’s attorney, Rudolph Giuliani, was based on an a"davit from the ASOG co-founder that cites several Michigan 
counties where there were allegedly more votes than registered voters. However, the a"davit cited several townships in Minnesota, not Michigan. Even if the document referenced the 
right state, the claims regarding the Minnesota townships still were not accurate, according to data from the Minnesota Secretary of State. 
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  Mr. DePerno’s lawsuit, Exhibit 6, highlighted by former state Sen. Patrick Colbeck in a web 
post dated April 9, 2021 and entitled “Modem Chips Embedded in Voting System Computer 
Motherboards,” feature a voting machine that is not used by Antrim County. Yet the suit draws 
the connection that the existence of such a machine, one that is not in Antrim County and not 
manufactured by Dominion at all, is evidence that the Dominion tabulators in Antrim County 
have the same technology. Committee members and others have been frequently approached 
by constituents who have been convinced that this is true of the Antrim County machines and all 
Dominion machines in general.

  On June 11, internet and social media sources proclaimed the newest announcement from Mr. 
DePerno about Antrim County. However, the information provided appeared to be already 
available, but simply presented in a di!erent light. The first allegation related to evidence of the  
clerk’s Election Management System (EMS), a software package installed on her computer to 
manage the election. This is the same program that incorrectly reported the results on election 
night because it had not been properly updated with the late changes to ballots from certain 
precincts. EMS is not connected to the tabulators. The allegations focused on how the clerk’s 
computer and the program were remotely accessed in the days following the election. This 
should not surprise anyone as the clerk, secretary of state, and the software company sought to  
determine what went wrong and how to fix it. At no time would this connection or activity have  
had an impact on the tabulators. More relevant, it could not have changed the tabulator slips, 
shown in the second chart, line one.

  The June 11 video from Mr. DePerno also included what he concluded was dramatic evidence about 
specially made ballots, sent to Republican areas, that would more frequently fail in the tabulators. 
He then said such ballots would be sent to adjudication, where someone could determine them as 
Biden votes, even if they were not. This pronouncement is simply more blatherskite. Adjudication 
takes place with both Democrat and Republican workers, observers, and challengers present 
(Antrim County had no concerning or reported issues related to their challengers). Also, Antrim 
County did not have a high incidence of adjudicated ballots. Most important is the now repeated 
point of lines one and seven on the second chart above: the original tabulator slips and the hand 
recount match with only a few documented and easily explained ballot di!erences, dispelling any 
legitimacy to speculation of massive vote stealing by human or computer means.

  The Committee finds such actions to be misleading and irresponsible, diminishing the overall  
credibility of those asserting this conclusion.

  Dr. Frank has also worked independently of Mr. DePerno, appearing in various other reports and 
programming. He claimed his findings of patterns in voting demographics and results, along 
with disparities between census, registration, and ballot totals in given areas were conclusive 
evidence of a complex computer hack and conspiracy to manipulate vote counts around the 
nation. This theory, like Dr. Shiva’s, alleged the installed “algorithm” switches or steals votes just 
enough to succeed while not being enough to raise suspicions. However, Dr. Frank’s conclusions  
are not sound for several reasons. Census data is not recent, and people do not only move away  
(as he frequently contends) but others do move into an area. Coupled with same day registration,    
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the notable red flags he spotted in the data are easily explained, e.g. young people do not vote  
as readily as older citizens, people’s movements create disparities between registrations and the          
census, etc. The patterns he sees are not unexpected or unusual to elections or human behavior   
in general. His theories depend on the ability to hack into the tabulators before or during and/or  
at the end of the election. Many of the counties he and others identified as having been hacked  
do not even have modems or make any online connection to submit results. Those that do, do 
not connect the modem, which is physically separate from the Dominion tabulator, until after the 
polls are closed and the tabulators have printed the o"cial results.

  Events in Antrim County sparked a significant amount of concern about the technology used to 
count ballots. This concern led to much speculation, assumptions, misinformation, and in some 
cases, outright lies meant to create doubt and confusion. The many hours of testimony before the 
Committee showed these claims are unjustified and unfair to the people of Antrim County and  
the state of Michigan. It has also been unfair to people across America. The simple answer to all of  
this remains the most reasonable conclusion: human error and lack of training are the factors that  
contributed to inaccurate uno"cial vote counts. These errors were quickly discovered and rectified 
by the protective and redundant systems our state has built to verify and protect election integrity, 
including re-countable, paper ballots. Even more significantly, the o"cial vote count was never in 
doubt and was validated several times, including during a complete, hand recount.

  While extremely disappointed and frustrated with the obvious avoidable errors, the Committee 
commends the e"orts of the Antrim County clerk, sta", and many volunteers that corrected these 
errors and gave their time for the canvass and hand recount. The Committee also recommends 
legislation strengthening the law regarding the conducting of logic and accuracy tests prior to 
the election, including penalties for failing to do so. The Committee recommends the attorney 
general consider investigating those who have been utilizing misleading and false information 
about Antrim County to raise money or publicity for their own ends. The Committee finds 
those promoting Antrim County as the prime evidence of a nationwide conspiracy to steal the 
election place all other statements and actions they make in a position of zero credibility. 

6. Operating Issues with Tabulators and Precinct Computers
  Speculation and theories of fraud in the election appear most prevalent in the areas concerning  

voting tabulators, computers, software, hardware, and cybersecurity. In the testimony and 
information reviewed by the Committee, claims ranged from something as simple as “spikes”  
in the vote count that exceeded the physical capacity of the tabulators to machines that were 
simply inaccurate. However, more complex claims also emerged, claiming that tabulators were 
intentionally designed to manipulate the tally through fractional voting or swapping by hand, 
through software, or by cyber attacks that based their manipulation on the votes necessary to 
overcome candidate Joe Biden’s early deficit to President Trump.

 Dominion Voting Systems, Election Systems & Software (ES&S), Hart InterCivic
  Michigan utilizes tabulators and election services provided through three di!erent vendors, with  

the individual counties determining which vendor to use. All vendors must meet the specifications  
of the state’s election laws which requires vendors to meet guidelines provided by the United 
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States Election Assistance Commission (EAC). The EAC has rigorous standards regarding  
construction, material and code sourcing, reviews, and independent auditing conducted by 
certified third parties.

  The Committee interviewed, under oath, the CEO of Dominion Voting Systems and the vice 
president of systems security & chief information security o"cer from ES&S. Hart InterCivic 
submitted written testimony. Despite many public denunciations of their collective testimony as 
inaccurate, no individual has provided any evidence to the Committee of such perjury or has filed 
any action in a court of law asserting such.

  Mr. John Polous, Dominion CEO, denied multiple rumors regarding the company and provided 
references to verify his testimony that the company was not involved in elections in Venezuela 
and had no connection to Hugo Chavez, Nancy Pelosi, Diane Feinstein, or George Soros. He also   
denied the existence of Dominion servers in Spain and Germany, emphasizing that ballots remain  
local, are counted locally, and are not moved over state lines, let alone overseas.

  Mr. Polous explained in detail how the operations of the Dominion machines are not compatible    
with the various theories being promoted, and that any of the accusations regarding counting 
ballots multiple times or scanning surplus ballots would easily be uncovered due to the poll books  
being unbalanced. Further, ballots that required auto-adjudication or duplication are accounted 
for in the poll books and create a computer log that is checked to prevent or detect double counts. 
Damaged ballots that require duplication are logged and could not be accidentally tabulated due  
to the damage that required the duplication.

 Fractional Voting
  The early allegation of fractional voting was supported by a few photographs which appeared 

to be screen shots from computer screens running the Dominion software. The chair specifically  
called for this information during public testimony as its existence would have been a profound 
demonstration of proof. However, despite numerous, repeated requests from the chair and 
assurances from those making the allegation, no proof, whether by demonstration or verifiable 
citation, was ever o!ered to or obtained by the Committee.

 Internet Connections
  Many observers insisted the vote tabulators at the TCF Center were connected to the internet. 

Chris Thomas, who served as the senior elections advisor for the city of Detroit, has asserted that 
this is simply not true. Other individuals who were at the TCF Center, such as former state Sen. 
Patrick Colbeck, insist that they were. It is true that every tabulator was connected to a local area 
network (LAN), which would create the same icon on a computer screen indicating a network 
connection as is shown by an internet accessible network. This may be a source of some of the 
confusion. Computers at the central control center, which were not connected to each precinct’s 
LAN, were connected to a network that was connected to the internet, which may have also 
contributed to the confusion. Regardless, no evidence has been o!ered that the tabulators were 
connected beyond each LAN, and, in fact, the results from the tabulators at the TCF Center were 
transmitted to the clerk’s o"ce via flash drives, not electronic or cellular connection. Furthermore, 
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and more importantly, there has been no evidence provided that such a purported connection 
led to alterations to machine programming, hardware, or the tabulated results or could have 
led to such changes. Finally, logic and accuracy tests are conducted on each tabulator prior to 
the election to confirm that pre-election procedures were followed properly. During the post-
election audits, clerks verify that those tests were performed and that the machines and their 
programming were not tampered with during the election.

  Many theories and speculation regarding tabulators not at the TCF Center also include a component 
that necessitate an internet connection. It is particularly important to note that Dominion voting 
machines that are not part of an absentee voter counting board do not have built in modems 
or wireless internet. Reports to the contrary are false, with some falsely labeling non-Dominion 
machines as Dominion machines to make it appear as if they do have wireless internet capabilities. 
The secure cellular modems some clerks use to transmit the uno"cial results to the county clerk 
are not even turned on or connected to the tabulators until after the o"cial results are printed by 
the individual machine.

  Tabulator/Software Integrity
  There is no link in the election process chain more susceptible to unprovable and un-refutable 

speculation and suspicion than those involving the invisible lines of code and panels of circuits. 
These vulnerabilities can include tampering with machine code on site, via cyber attack, or by 
malicious programming by the proprietors of the machines.

 
  There are many theories as to how compromising the integrity of the machines and software 

could have taken place, making it impossible to delineate each one separately. However, the 
answers and evidence against nearly all theories is generally the same. Reasonable deduction 
and logic stand to refute nearly all possible outcomes of a hack or attack, including the following  
theories: whether files including ballot images were hacked, a malicious algorithm was installed  
to switch votes, or a hostile, foreign force obtained a connection into a tabulator before, during,  
or after the election. In all of these situations, a simple recount or re-tabulation by the machine,    
after a logic and accuracy test, or by hand would demonstrate the theory to be consistent or 
inconsistent with the facts. This has been undertaken in multiple jurisdictions, both those in 
question and those not, all providing verification of the original, o"cial results. Not one of these   
e!orts demonstrated a problem with the tabulators or the software. There is no evidence to 
suggest the original, o"cial results reflected anything but what was marked on the ballots.

  Videos and reports of the ease of hacking current Dominion voting machines from outside of 
Michigan, e.g. Georgia, never demonstrated a vulnerability of the vote counting software or the  
tabulators. The chair contacted various o"cials from Georgia to understand the testimony and  
events in question there. Particularly, the testimony of Jovan Pulitzer, which purported to have 
on-the-spot access to manipulate voting files and vote counts, has been demonstrated to be 
untrue and a complete fabrication. He did not, at any time, have access to data or votes, let alone  
have the ability to manipulate the counts directly or by the introduction of malicious software to    
the tabulators. Nor could he spot fraudulent ballots from non-fraudulent ones. Notably, Georgia  
did conduct a complete, statewide, hand recount that validated the tabulators’ o"cial results.
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  Many of the theories surrounding cyber attacks were consolidated into the visuals and narratives    
included in the “Absolute Proof” video series first presented in January 2021 and continuing into  
June 2021 by Mike Lindell (the video relied heavily on the situation in Antrim County and the 
report from ASOG). In summary, Mr. Lindell claims that attacks by foreign and domestic enemies 
were successful in obtaining access to the computers containing results at local and county 
clerks’ o"ces, as well as the secretary of state. In some cases, the supposed access included the 
actual tabulators.

  However, this narrative is ignorant of multiple levels of the actual election process. Upon completion 
of the election, tabulators print the final results on paper. Clerks then connect a modem and 
transmit by secure, cellular connection or transfer by flash drive the uno"cial results to the 
county clerk.3 County clerks then report these uno"cial results both locally and to the secretary 
of state. The secretary of state releases the uno"cial results to media and their own page. Clarity, 
a Spanish based company, also takes in these uno"cial results from the county or the state. This  
company, which is based in Spain and has servers in Europe, makes the uno"cial results available 
to multiple users, especially media subscribers who utilize the uno"cial results in their election 
night prognostications. Scytl and others are companies that provide similar services. All of these 
activities, especially due to media inquiries, constitute a significant explanation for much of the 
cyber activity across the country and the globe on election night.

  Terminologies about the equipment used in elections leads to much of the confusion, particularly 
when used carelessly. Various documents, emails, and manuals discuss connectivity and servers.   
Certain persons have used these as proof that tabulators were connected during the election. 
However, the capabilities of the machines do not denote all of those options were operating during 
the election itself. Server connections and vulnerabilities, even errors, at clerk’s o"ces are not 
indicative that tabulators themselves were vulnerable or hacked. The presence of IP addresses do 
not prove votes were altered or programming was hacked. Servers have nothing to do with regular 
tabulators during the election.

  While the clear and constant presence of cyber criminals is real, the exchange of “packets” of  
information between two computers speaking to each other is not evidence of successful hacking  
or changing of data. Moreover, it is not possible for anyone to now determine what might have been 
in those packets of information unless granted specific access to one of the two computers involved 
in the transaction. All the while, the o"cial results remain on a printed piece of paper at the local 
clerk’s o"ce and are not alterable to any reverse cyber attack. Most importantly, the paper ballots 
in the box are available for re-tabulation or recount at any time. Where this was done, no evidence 
of hacking or attack was ever shown. Nor did any o"cial representative of the losing party call 
for a hand recount in any precinct so to prove an instance of such. If the losing party had been so 
confident of any of these cyber attack theories or software-based vote switching, simply asking for 
several hand recounts or re-tabulations in the various precincts would have demonstrated a genuine 
hack had happened and that there was necessity for additional recounts and investigations.

3 ES&S and Hart InterCivic tabulators have internal modems, but not Dominion. However, they are not turned on until the polls are closed and tabulation has concluded. It is worth noting 
that these machines will likely have to be recertified, depending on whether they have 4G or 5G capabilities when the technology changes. 
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  Further, the graphics and charts in various videos claim very specific access and vote count 
changes in specific counties across Michigan but do not provide any references or evidence 
to demonstrate how that information was acquired. As mentioned above, once the data is 
transmitted, there is no way to know what was sent without access to a computer on either 
side. No clerk or election o"cial in any of these counties was informed how these numbers were 
calculated or known (except the numbers shown for Antrim County, which mirror the numbers 
shown to have occurred by human error). While showing these numbers is compelling, there is 
no source provided, but the viewer is led to believe Mr. Lindell’s experts have received access to 
each of these counties’ or precincts’ computers and discovered a connection and hack occurred 
along with exactly what data was transmitted. No such activities took place at any of these 
locations with which the Committee had contact.

  The chair spoke with clerks in several of the counties listed by Mr. Lindell’s experts. These clerks 
had no explanation for numbers his reports show as being flipped votes, nor had they had 
any interaction with any persons making these allegations. Moreover, clerks in these counties 
performed random hand recounts in various precincts or townships and found zero change to the  
o"cial, canvass results. Other clerks did full county re-tabulations and found zero change. For 
these actions to not contradict Mr. Lindell’s allegations would mean all the clerks surreptitiously or 
incidentally chose precincts or townships that were not involved with the hack his experts claim 
occurred or allowed their tabulators to be compromised. The Committee finds this is beyond any 
statistical or reasonable credulity.

 Canvassing and Out of Balance Precincts
  The canvassing process that is conducted at the county level in each of Michigan’s counties 

always serves as the check on most irregularities that may occur during the initial tabulation. If 
paper ballots are significantly unbalanced when compared with the number of votes reported in       
poll books, this constitutes a clear indication that something went wrong. Often, the imbalance 
arises when workers do not immediately account for the necessity of copying overseas ballots or        
damaged absentee voter ballots. It also occurs when a voter decides to leave the polling place 
without correcting a spoiled ballot or submitting their ballot. Other causes come from empty 
absentee voter ballot envelopes, or couples including both of their ballots in one envelope.

  Some of the highly out-of-balance precincts at consolidated Absentee Voter Counting Boards 
(AVCB) were likely from mistakes made with the high-speed tabulators, something that several  
citizens swore to have witnessed in a"davits and other testimony. When these imbalances 
appear after Election Day, it is the board of canvassers, or in Wayne County, their chosen agent,   
the clerk, that can make the decision to perform a further review to correct any irregularities that         
are discovered. Re-tabulation of the paper ballots and a thorough examination of the poll books       
are critical parts to the canvass process, allowing the books and ballot boxes to reach balance.

  Technically, the imbalances that remain after the canvass could exist due to fraudulent activity.     
Unbalanced precincts are unfortunate and are something that should be addressed in the future.  
However, the unbalanced precincts in Michigan counties were marginal and, in no way, would have 
impacted the outcome of the Presidential election. There were fewer precincts with an imbalance  
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in this election than in previous ones. Developing best practices and training election workers 
on how to maintain balanced precincts is recommended. There is much discussion on allowing 
some out-of-balance precincts to be eligible for recount but testimony the Committee heard  
from several clerks indicated they did not support this. Therefore, the Committee makes no 
recommendations on this issue.

  The Committee did learn during testimony that Wayne County’s Board of Canvassers operates 
di!erently than most other counties, shifting the actual canvass responsibilities to the county 
clerk and their sta!. Once the canvass is complete, the board receives a report, that is unusually  
anemic in its details of how imbalances were rectified. This is unfair to those serving on the board,   
as well as the voters of Wayne County, despite being permitted by law. A transparent canvass, 
overseen by those not responsible for the actual election process, allows citizens to understand    
how imbalances occurred and how they were rectified while having confidence that there was 
not a conflict of interest for those preforming the canvass.

  Canvassers ought to be intimately involved in the process and the law should be changed to 
provide consistency and transparency in the canvassing process. Furthermore, it would be 
wise to allow for larger boards in higher population areas and to provide additional time to 
complete the canvass to rectify any irregularities.

7. Signature Verification Process
  The Committee was made aware of claims that election workers at the TCF Center in downtown   

Detroit were instructed to not match signatures on envelopes and furthermore were instructed      
to “pre-date” the received date of absentee ballots. To the contrary, these processing steps — 
signature matching and verification of the date received — occurred at another location and 
were completed by other employees prior to the time the ballots were sent to the TCF Center for 
counting. Workers at the AVCBs are to check for the clerk’s signature and time stamp as well as 
making sure the voter signature is present. However, the validation of the voter signature by the 
clerk’s o"ce is indicated by the clerk’s signature and stamp. As for the “pre-dating” allegation, 
Detroit Senior Election Advisor Chris Thomas explained this date field is necessary for processing 
the ballot. Without the voter present, there is no way to have that date, which was recorded into the     
QVF by the o"cial who took the same day registration at another location. Since the poll books at  
the AVCB are not connected to the QVF during Election Day, there is no way to check what was    
entered at the site where the voter registered. Therefore, a “placeholder” date is entered, and the  
poll worker assumes the o"cial accepting the registration did their due diligence.

  Kent County Clerk Lisa Lyons, and Ingham County Clerk Barb Byrum, both testified regarding the 
possible requirement of a “real time” signature when applying for an absentee ballot, indicating 
it would be highly preferred rather than performing the application process online. In addition 
to the preferences of election o"cials, the Michigan Court of Claims struck down Secretary of 
State Benson’s guidance on signature matching, which required workers to presume the validity 
of signatures, ruling that the required presumption of validity is found nowhere in state law and 
mandating such was a direct violation of the Administrative Procedures Act.
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  After reviewing these facts and receiving the testimony of experts and clerks, it is abundantly 
clear that the signature verification process is one of significant importance. With new policies in  
place due to the adoption of Proposal 18-3, current election procedures do not require a new voter 
to, potentially, ever make face-to-face contact with an election o"cial or sta! throughout the 
process of registration, requesting an absentee ballot application, or completing and submitting 
their ballot. Therefore, requiring a voter to confirm their identity at some point during the process 
is imperative. Whether providing a “real time” signature, a government-issued photo identification      
card, or other unique personally identifying information, like a driver’s license number or a state 
identification number, requesting that a voter provide one of these easily-accessible identifiers 
will go a long way to strengthen the integrity of our system, while supporting the new, more 
e"cient way of administering our elections.

  Therefore, the Committee recommends that the secretary of state begin the process of 
establishing actual rules for examining and validating signatures consistent with a ruling of the  
Michigan Court of Claims. The Committee also recommends that statewide measures be put in  
place to ensure eligible voters are not unreasonably denied access to vote if there is an issue with   
their signature. Finally, the Committee recommends that reasonable measures be put in place to  
ensure voters can easily and properly identify themselves when exercising their right to vote.

8. Jurisdictions Reporting More Than 100% Voter Turnout
  The Committee received and heard claims that jurisdictions had more than 100% of registered 

voters voting. Here are some of the local municipalities that had claims of a higher voter turnout  
than there were actual registered voters:

Municipality Claim Actual

Oneida Township 118% Approximately 80%

Zeeland Township 460.51% Precincts ranged from 74.46% – 84.80%

Spring Lake Township 120% Precincts ranged from 66.74% – 84.15%

Gladwin Township 215.21% 67.23%

Summit Township Over 100% 71%

Detroit More Votes than Voters 
(Trump Claim)

250,138 votes = Under 50% of 
registered voters in the city and only 

37% of the total population. 
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9. Absentee Ballots Were Tabulated Multiple Times, Increasing Vote Total
  Some individuals claimed that many ballots were counted multiple times when they were re-

submitted through the high-speed tabulation machines. The Committee heard from several 
persons and read many a"davits claiming to have first-hand knowledge that this issue occurred. 
Investigation does show it is possible to cycle a completed stack through the tabulator multiple 
times as long as no errors occur. Bundles of ballots go through the tabulator so quickly that a 
simple jam or other error necessitates the entire bundle being restarted. Workers cannot restart 
the stack unless they first clear the partial count and start from zero by pressing a button. 

  If ballots were counted multiple times, this would have created a significant disparity in the 
o"cial pollbook. This was the testimony of several witnesses, including Chris Thomas and Monica  
Palmer, Republican chair of the Wayne County Board of Canvassers. Specifically, the pollbook 
would show that many more votes were cast than the number of people obtaining a ballot. This  
was the case at several counting boards at the completion of the original tabulation. However, the  
actual imbalances that remained after the canvass show this problem was rectified. Rectifying 
precincts where this mistake happened is usually not di"cult to do and involves taking the ballots  
out of the box, counting the total number to see if it matches the poll book, and processing all 
the ballots through the tabulator again. The balanced poll books and the remaining imbalances 
do not indicate this problem any more, showing it was corrected. Remaining imbalances are 
likely connected to some of the other reasons addressed in finding number six, namely, empty 
envelopes, ruined ballots, etc.

  The Committee recommends that tabulator companies develop machines that place tabulated  
ballots into a box that has no access for poll workers while placing uncounted ballots in another 
tray to be checked and placed in the tabulator when ready. This would assure such an error 
cannot occur and that no reset and restarting of a full stack is necessary.

10. Thousands of Ballots Were “Dumped” at the TCF Center on Election Night/The Next Morning 
  Several individuals testified and claimed that tens of thousands of ballots were “dumped” at the  

TCF Center on election night, when reported vote tallies showed that President Trump was still 
in the lead. They allege this occurred between 3 – 5 a.m. and that they were brought onto the  
floor to be counted. Chris Thomas, the senior elections advisor for the city of Detroit, stated he  
estimated 16,000 ballots were delivered to the TFC Center around that time. Some other persons          
and media speculated it was nearly 100,000, but most reported about 30,000-45,000. These 
ballots were submitted throughout Election Day at di!erent locations, such as drop boxes, in the   
mail, and at the clerk’s main and satellite o"ces. After the ballots were compiled and processed 
at the clerk’s o"ce, after the closing of polls at 8 p.m., they were brought to the TFC Center for    
counting. These ballots were not brought in a wagon as alleged, but via delivery truck and then     
placed on carts. A widely circulated picture in media and online reports allegedly showed ballots  
secretly being delivered late at night but, in reality, it was a photo of a WXYZ-TV photographer     
hauling his equipment.
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   Others claimed that the TCF Center security camera footage around the same time showed 
some type of “ballot dump.” While the video in question confirms that a number of ballots were  
delivered at the time alleged, it provides no evidence of fraudulent or wrongful conduct. In the 
video, the van arrived around 3:30 a.m. and unloaded the absentee ballots. Once unloaded, the 
van left around 3:55 a.m. to go back to the satellite o"ce where the processing was occurring.                 
The van arrived back once again around 4:30 a.m. to unload the final ballots.

  This theory, like many of the other theories proposed as evidence of fraud, does not constitute 
actual evidence on its own. Those drawing such conclusions in their a"davits and testimony 
were asked to provide proof that something illegal actually occurred but no proof that ballots 
were fraudulent was provided or found by the Committee in testimony or in subpoenaed records.        
However, this situation does raise issues with the delayed and cumbersome process of obtaining 
absentee ballots from drop boxes on election night, when many other activities and processes 
are also ongoing. The Committee recommends that drop boxes not be utilized or be closed 
earlier than 8 p.m. on Election Day so that the time taken to collect such ballots will not, by 
necessity, extend processing and tabulating of such a large volume so long into the night. At       
the least, appointed sta" should be on-hand to immediately collect ballots from drop boxes at 
8 p.m. Additionally, the process of transferring ballots from the clerk’s o!ce to other locations 
must be done with greater security and manifests so that there can be an accounting  for each 
ballot sent and received between the two locations, establishing a chain of custody.

11.  Vote Totals Were Abnormal Compared to Past Presidential Elections and Other Vote Count 
Irregularities

  Several claims were made regarding the voter turnout in the November 2020 election in which 
the statistical data was cited as a source to show widespread election impropriety. Comparing 
historical results casts serious doubt over any claims of widespread impropriety in the Michigan  
2020 election. In fact, turnout in 2020 increased less in Wayne county (11.4%) than in the rest of         
the state (15.4%) and President Trump won a greater percentage of votes there than he did in 
2016 (30.27% vs 29.3%). 

  Additionally, the data suggests that there was no anomalous number of votes cast solely for the 
President, either in Wayne County or statewide:

 2020       2016
 Statewide      Statewide
 President: 5,539,302     President: 4,799,284
 Senate: 5,479,720     Congress: 4,670,905
 Di!erence: 59,582 (1.08% di!erence)  Di!erence: 128,379 (2.67% di!erence)

 Wayne       Wayne
 President: 874,018     President: 782,719
 Senate: 863,946      Congress: 754,560
 Di!erence: 10,072 (1.15% di!erence)   Di!erence: 28,159 (3.60% di!erence)
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 Other Irregularities
  Several published reports, particularly “Case for Michigan Decertification” presented charts of 

vote sub-totals and totals that were adjusted during the night and sometimes subtract votes 
from previous totals. The report also shows the increase in absentee votes tabulated was greater  
than the usual amount able to be processed in the given time frame. These reports require partial  
or incremental vote counts and totals. Finally, the report included final vote counts that include    
enormous spikes of final votes with a very high percentage for one candidate. Attempts by  
the chair to acquire the sources and citations of this data from the author were not able to be 
fulfilled. The author insisted that he cannot answer the questions about the origins of these data 
points, which he uses as evidence, without others investigating the issue or granting him access 
to a wide range of materials.

  The reports containing these impossible mathematical counts rely on partial or incremental vote  
counts which are not available from any county or state o"cial. Detroit does set up its own, uno"cial 
vote reporting site. Incremental vote counts are reported during the process at the TCF Center. 
This additional level of complexity for reporting and handling, along with corrective actions that 
may be occurring onsite after an incremental data dump, can lead to multiple inaccuracies and 
discrepancies. There is additional confusion about counts and potential increases or decreases 
as the city merges actual precinct votes with AVCB votes. Allowing Detroit to announce partial 
or incremental vote counts when no other community does, does not promote a uniform, 
statewide system. Further, not aligning each AVCB with each precinct creates an additional, 
complexity leading to an unnecessary vulnerability for errors in the uno!cial, election night 
vote reports. Finally, media outlets frequently make substantial errors or propagate the errors of 
others and then must adjust and retract data. 

  Large spikes in the vote count are not necessarily unexplainable or unusual. They do not alone 
constitute evidence of fraud and can be reasonably expected. Large precincts, particularly with  
the highest absentee voter turn out ever, took much longer to complete and then reported all 
their results at once. Further complicating this issue is that the absentee voter ballots counted 
at a consolidated counting board had to be merged with the votes submitted on Election Day 
at the corresponding, in- person voting precincts. This makes the spike larger than just the final 
count from the AVCB. No evidence has been presented to refute this as the legitimate reason for 
the dramatic jumps in vote counts seen in Michigan.

  Regardless, the Committee can only speculate on this because the author of the referenced 
report cannot provide sources that the Committee can pursue. Without provision of a source  
to investigate from the author, and as no confirmation of these numbers was provided nor can  
be ascertained, the Committee does not believe a wide-ranging, blanket allowance to search  
materials is justifiable or responsible, particularly in light of the  extent of the post-election state 
audit performed and the lack of red flags from the final results in Detroit or Wayne  County.
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12. Additional Issues

 Ballot Box Construction
  Testimony was heard from Monica Palmer regarding the roll of boards of canvassers in verifying    

the construction of ballot boxes. Her board made significant e!orts to require repairing or 
replacing poorly constructed boxes. This e"ort is commendable and ought to be extended 
to the construction of drop boxes, as well. Testimony was also shared that boxes disallowed 
by the Wayne County Board of Canvassers and labeled to not be used were still being used 
on Election Day. This is not acceptable, and the Committee asks the secretary of state or the 
attorney general to investigate who is responsible for this serious breach.

 Modem Usage on Tabulators
  Testimony was given regarding the wisdom and necessity of modems for vote tabulators. There 

was not consensus amongst the clerks and the Committee makes no recommendation at this 
time. However, the external, detachable modem does provide a reassuring and genuine physical      
barrier to cyber attacks during the voting process.

 Ballot Harvesting
  Testimony and allegations of ballot harvesting were made, although no evidence of such was 

presented. Ballot harvesting has been caught at times in the past, but none was in this election.   
Drop boxes and prepaid postage do present a greater vulnerability to ballot harvesting. Others 
have made the argument that prepaid postage might also reduce the likelihood of an individual 
waiting for someone to collect their ballot. It is worth noting that ballot harvesting, while illegal 
due to its vulnerability to fraud, is not necessarily indicative of fraudulent voting. 

 Allegations of Illegal Votes 
  Testimony and reports of illegal votes, out of state votes, non-residents voting, and deceased 

voters are prolific, and the numbers included are substantial and compelling. However, no source   
or reliable method for determining these numbers is presented. References to “317 voters also 
voting in other states” do not come with explanation or source. Other numbers reported as 
evidence of fraudulent addresses or issues with residency fail to consider the complications and 
realities of same day registration (a real problem in its own right, but one voters created through  
adopting Proposal 3 in 2018). These same day registrations, also addressed earlier in this report,  
necessitate methods to enter voters into the database while also flagging them for additional 
checks and verifications later. This is particularly true at the AVCBs as they do not have access 
to the QVF and their electronic poll books are disconnected during the election. New registrants 
need lines filled in, but also must be flagged to be connected with the actual entry made in 
the QVF by the clerk’s o"ce prior to issuing the ballot. Impossible, and obviously contrived, 
birthdates serve as a rational and simple method for flagging these voters.

  Many of the reports and allegations of illegal votes or fraudulent votes conflate issues of illegal or 
improper process with fraud or illegal votes. Many of these claims ignore the specific and legally 
required partisan makeup of the  election workers and immediately assume that illegally removing  
watchers and challengers means fraud is occurring and that all ballots should be disqualified. 
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Not only would this disenfranchise thousands of legitimate voters by no fault of their own, but it  
demonstrates a significant leap of logic and an unjustified mistrust of the bipartisan poll workers 
themselves. The outcome alleged to have occurred during these improperly supervised moments,  
namely the addition of tens of thousands of prepared ballots, would require a conspiracy of 
immense proportions: individuals at multiple levels and locations, massive resources of ballot 
production and pollbook manipulation, and an outcome that does not contain a final number 
count outside the realms of believability. All of this under the noses of hundreds of bipartisan 
workers and watchers (as not all were ever dismissed) and without a whisper from the huge pool 
of people who would know. And all of this to theoretically run up the Biden total in a precinct 
where he traditionally should have expected better than 90% of the vote but received 88% amidst 
a relatively unremarkable turnout. The Committee finds these postulations strain credulity and 
are simply preposterous. The Committee also notes this theory would directly conflict with the  
idea the machines were tampered with to miscount the ballots.

 Suspicious Communications
  Communications with Dominion to local clerks have been utilized to cause additional fear and 

mistrust of the company, its equipment, and the election results. While the Committee has not 
examined or received every document, a small sampling of the most often cited communications  
are only troubling if considered with the pretext that Dominion is part of a conspiracy to defraud      
voters. One email after the August primary regarding not saving images is highlighted as evidence 
of a cover-up. The context in the email, to make electronically transmitting the results after the 
election with the attachable modem function better, makes the instruction to turn o!   transmitting 
the image a reasonable instruction when coupled with there being no law in Michigan to save 
the images. Emails and communications with Dominion to Antrim County after Nov. 3 are also 
reasonable as the clerk and others attempted to determine how the tabulators correctly counted  
the ballots while the clerk’s computer showed them incorrectly. (The saving of ballot images 
so the ballots can be publicly examined by digital means may be an issue Michigan should 
consider. Other states are doing this with success.)

 Chain of Custody and Election Material Security
  Frequent demands to decertify all or a portion of the vote are accompanied by high sounding 

language regarding the “chain of custody.” This verbiage evokes images of evidence utilized    
in trials, such as sealed envelopes and locked evidence rooms with sign-out sheets. However, 
investigating the claims regarding problems with the chain of custody usually finds highlights 
about the handling and transmission of the uno"cial vote counts and the computer systems used  
to handle them. While concerns about these systems may be justified, it is incredibly misleading 
and irresponsible to imply this holds any danger to the o"cial vote counts, the tabulators, or 
the ballots themselves. Similarly, unfair allegations have been leveled against the secretary of 
state and county and local clerks regarding the instruction to, and deletion of, e-poll book data.  
The letter instructing this and the action itself is a standard practice, ordered by the federal 
government and carried out shortly after every election. The law and the letter sent also provide  
specific instruction not to do so should there be an ongoing legal action regarding the data. All  
evidence the Committee found shows the law was followed. The Committee finds insisting this  
is evidence of a cover up, “Destruction of election artifacts prior to end of 22-month archival 
requirement,” is incredibly misleading, demeaning, and irresponsible.
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 Confusing Terminology
  Many of the allegations simply utilize semantics and the confusing, technical nature of elections  

to drive up doubt. Claims such as “fake birthdays,” “unsupervised ballot duplication,” “system 
manuals explicitly refer to internet and ethernet connectivity,” and “unsecured and illegal ballot  
boxes” are just a sampling of the terminologies used. However, each of these has legitimate 
explanation. The birthday issue is explained elsewhere in this report and involves same day 
registrations on Election Day. “Unsupervised ballot duplication” is referring to times challengers   
were unable to watch or were prevented from watching (which were not legal actions) but is  
misleading because the bipartisan election inspectors/workers were still watching and verifying 
each other’s work. “System manuals” refer to connectivity because the machines are specifically 
designed to be connected to transmit the uno"cial results and to be connected for other 
functions – this is not proof they were connected during tabulation. “Unsecured and illegal ballot 
boxes” refers to the transporting of absentee ballots to the counting board in postal trays. Sealed 
ballots have never been considered to need to be in a secured and approved container because 
the envelops are still sealed. The Committee recommends this practice be made more secure 
with manifests and a record of custody, but it is wrong to accuse anyone of violating the law that 
was written to address open ballots, not those in sealed envelopes.

 Blank Ballots and Military Ballots 
  The presence of blank ballots also provides significant confusion, despite being necessary for 

the duplication of military ballots and damaged absentee voter ballots. It is noteworthy that 
attempting to utilize these ballots for any significant level of fraud would require perfectly 
matching precincts to voters, manipulating poll books with fake dates for requests and receipts 
of the ballots, voter’s signatures, and the clerk’s signature and time stamp.

 
  One witness testified that none of the military ballots at her table being duplicated were for  

President Trump. However, upon questioning, the witness recounted she only witnessed a few 
dozen ballots. This is a very reasonable outcome given the overall performance of the candidates 
in these precincts and the amount witnessed, which is not statistically significant.

13. Audits
  The demand for audits regarding the election began soon after the November election and has  

continued until now. Several entities have undertaken to conduct audits, sometimes referring       
to their e!orts as “forensic audits.” One of these is detailed earlier in this report, particularly in 
Finding 5. Several lawsuits regarding audits have been filed.

  Proposal 18-3, which was approved by the voters of Michigan and amended the state constitution,  
guarantees every Michigan elector the right to request an audit, stating that each “elector qualified 
to vote in Michigan shall have…(t)he right to have the results of statewide elections audited, in 
such a manner as prescribed by law, to ensure the accuracy and integrity of elections.” The 
central clause, “in such a manner as prescribed by law,” has resulted in the dismissal of demands 
of citizens to execute this provided right because the audit performed by the Michigan secretary 
of state was determined to satisfy this right. Much has been made by several persons that the 
hand recount in Antrim County was not truly an audit. This is, and was, admitted by the secretary 
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of state’s o"ce as true in that it was not a precinct audit, but a risk-limiting audit with a risk 
limit of zero, because all of the ballots were recounted and not just a sample. Furthermore, this 
does not diminish the profound value of hand recounting every ballot and race in the county as 
evidence against fraud or other illicitness. However, the actual, mandated audit detailed below 
was eventually conducted in Antrim County as it was in all Michigan counties.

  The audits performed by the Michigan secretary of state and facilitated by county clerks and local 
o"cials has faced significant derision by citizens, lawyers, and activist leaders. The accusation 
is that the secretary of state has a conflict of interest in the result as it is her role as chief 
election o"cer which is being judged. However, such allegations demonstrate a significant lack of 
understanding regarding the rigor and depth of the audit performed, especially its decentralized   
nature. Auditing of the results is undertaken and administered by the county clerks, with aid and 
assistance provided by the local city and township clerks, and is another step removed from the 
secretary of state. The clerks at each of these levels, excepting municipal, are partisans from both 
major parties.

  The extent of the audit is also critical to understanding its dependability and credibility. There 
are 66 steps clerks are instructed to undertake in the process. The “Post-Election Audit Manual,” 
available online at www.Michigan.gov/sos/post_election_audit_manual_418482_7.pdf, lays 
out several critical points as to purpose and goals. Notably, they include pre-Election Day and 
Election Day procedures’ fidelity to law and rules. Precincts and races are selected randomly in 
each county across the state. The audit examines notices, appointments and training, e-Pollbook      
security, test deck procedures (logic and accuracy testing), military and overseas applications, 
poll books, and ballot containers. The audit checklist contains 66 points of examination to meet 
these goals and includes the hand counting of the randomly selected races in randomly selected  
precincts. Pictured is a completed audit for East Grand Rapids Precinct 5. Citizens can obtain 
these audit results across the state from their county clerks.
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  The Committee concludes these audits are far from the worthless exercises they have been 
castigated as being. Many of those criticizing them are misleading concerned citizens to believe   
the only audit done is the “risk limiting audit.” The risk limiting audit is also performed on top of       
the major, statewide county audit detailed above. Its purpose is to perform an additional spot 
check on the accuracy and function of the tabulators, but it is not the main audit done.

  The Committee recommends providing live video feed and recordings of the audit procedures.     
The public should have access to view the audit in person when possible and results should be  
posted online. The Committee also recommends that the Legislature fulfill the commitment of  
Proposal 2018-3 to guarantee an audit upon request of any elector.
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION
Recommendations

 §  Place in statute the rights and duties of challengers and poll watchers, requiring they be    
uniformly trained and held accountable.

 §  Ensuring combined AVCBs  can have more than one challenger per party, with the ability to 
replace challengers who exit the AVCB  location after the sequester  is lifted.

 §  Allow for bipartisan election inspectors for all audits and require the process be open to the 
public.

 §  Prohibit the unsolicited mailing of absentee voter ballot applications from the secretary of 
state to limit the potential for non-Michigan residents voting in elections.

 §  Establish signature verification requirements via the administrative rules process or statute  
in order to provide clarity and uniformity to election workers on the proper way to ensure 
signatures match.

 §  Require video security on all drop boxes and require all drop boxes be emptied and secured 
immediately or earlier than  8 p.m. on Election Day to help expedite the processing and 
tabulation  of ballots.

 §  In order to ensure more accurate voter rolls, allow county clerks greater authority when  
removing deceased individuals from the Qualified Voter File.

 §  Allow for the continued pre-processing of absentee ballots the day before Election Day, so  
long as stringent security measures are kept in place. Pre-processing must occur on the site of     
tabulation.

 §  Consider allowing tabulation, which is more secure, to begin in the week preceding Election Day 
as long as results may not be released until polls are closed on the completion of Election Day.

 §  Require that best practices for maintaining a balanced precinct on Election Day be part of the 
necessary training for all precinct workers. Establish a public, published record of all clerks 
who fail to provide the appropriate training or continuing education to themselves or their 
employees.

 §  Reform the canvassing processes by requiring canvassers be present during the canvass    
activities, expanding certain county boards where population requires it, and provide for 
additional time for the process to be completed.
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Conclusion

The Committee can confidently assert that it has been thorough in examination of numerous 
allegations of unlawful actions, improper procedures, fraud, vote theft, or any other description 
which would cause citizens to doubt the integrity of Michigan’s 2020 election results. Our clear 
finding is that citizens should be confident the results represent the true results of the ballots cast 
by  the people of Michigan. The Committee strongly recommends citizens use a critical eye and 
ear toward those who have pushed demonstrably false theories for their own personal gain. We 
also conclude citizens should demand reasonable updates and reforms to close real vulnerabilities 
and unlawful activities that caused much of the doubt and questionability to flourish and could, if 
unchecked, be responsible for serious and disastrous fraud or confusion in the future. 

Further, we commend the innumerable clerks, canvassers, sta!, workers, and volunteers across 
Michigan that make the enormous complexity of elections operate so smoothly, so often. The 
complexity of the work and the dedication we discovered are astounding and worthy of our sincerest    
appreciation. We also commend the diligent citizens that took time to report problems and concerns   
they saw because they want and value fair and free elections above party or personal gain. If all 
citizens remain vigilant and involved, we will emerge stronger after any challenging time.
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Scott, Taylor

From: Joe Otto <joeotto@conservative-daily.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2020 6:15 PM
To: Taylor Scott
Subject: RE: Voter Fraud Follow Up
Attachments: Capture31.PNG; Capture32.PNG; Capture33.PNG; Capture34.PNG; Capture35.PNG; 

Capture36.PNG; Capture37.PNG; Capture38.PNG; Capture39.PNG; Capture40.PNG; 
Capture41.PNG; Capture42.PNG; Capture43.PNG; Capture44.PNG; Capture45.PNG; 
Capture46.PNG; Capture47.PNG; Capture48.PNG; Capture49.PNG; Capture50.PNG; 
Capture51.PNG; Capture52.PNG; Capture53.PNG; Capture54.PNG; Capture55.PNG; 
Capture56.PNG; Capture57.PNG; Capture58.PNG; Capture59.PNG; Capture60.PNG

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

From: Joe Otto <joeotto@conservative-daily.com> 
Date: Sunday, November 8, 2020 at 8:23 PM 
To: Aven Lyons <aven@cuttinpen.com>, Andrew Lyons <alyons@transwest.com> 
Subject: FW: ERIC COOMER 3 

Joe Otto
e: joeotto@conservative-daily.com
w: advocacytoaction.com

conservative-daily.com

From: Joe Otto <joeotto@conservative-daily.com> 
Date: Sunday, November 8, 2020 at 3:22 PM 
To: Max McGuire <maxjmcguire@gmail.com> 
Subject: ERIC COOMER 3 
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Joe Otto
e: joeotto@conservative-daily.com
w: advocacytoaction.com

conservative-daily.com
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JOINT STATEMENT FROM ELECTIONS
INFRASTRUCTURE GOVERNMENT COORDINATING
COUNCIL & THE ELECTION INFRASTRUCTURE
SECTOR COORDINATING EXECUTIVE COMMITTEES
Original release date: November 12, 2020

WASHINGTON – The members of Election Infrastructure Government Coordinating Council (GCC)
Executive Committee – Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security Agency (CISA) Assistant Director
Bob Kolasky, U.S. Election Assistance Commission Chair Benjamin Hovland, National Association of
Secretaries of State (NASS) President Maggie Toulouse Oliver, National Association of State Election
Directors (NASED) President Lori Augino, and Escambia County (Florida) Supervisor of Elections
David Sta�ord – and the members of the Election Infrastructure Sector Coordinating Council (SCC) –
Chair Brian Hancock (Unisyn Voting Solutions), Vice Chair Sam Derheimer (Hart InterCivic), Chris
Wlaschin (Election Systems & So�ware), Ericka Haas (Electronic Registration Information Center),
and Maria Bianchi (Democracy Works) - released the following statement:

“The November 3rd election was the most secure in American history. Right now, across the country,
election o�icials are reviewing and double checking the entire election process prior to finalizing the
result. 

“When states have close elections, many will recount ballots. All of the states with close results in the
2020 presidential race have paper records of each vote, allowing the ability to go back and count
each ballot if necessary. This is an added benefit for security and resilience. This process allows for
the identification and correction of any mistakes or errors. There is no evidence that any voting
system deleted or lost votes, changed votes, or was in any way compromised.

“Other security measures like pre-election testing, state certification of voting equipment, and the
U.S. Election Assistance Commission’s (EAC) certification of voting equipment help to build
additional confidence in the voting systems used in 2020.

“While we know there are many unfounded claims and opportunities for misinformation about the
process of our elections, we can assure you we have the utmost confidence in the security and
integrity of our elections, and you should too. When you have questions, turn to elections o�icials as
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trusted voices as they administer elections.”
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