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This thread will debunk "the judges didn't look at evidence" nonsense that has
been going around.

Over and over again, judges have gone out of their way to listen to the evidence
and dismantle it, enjoy the carnage!

1/

Bowyer v. Ducey (Sidney Powell's case in Arizona)

"Plaintiffs have not moved the
needle for their fraud theory from conceivable to plausible”

This is a great opinion to start with. The Judge completely dismantles the nonsense brought before her.
2/

https://t.co/F2vIlUNM2G

King vs. Whitmer (Michigan, Sidney Powell case)

"Nothing but speculation and conjecture"

This is a good one to show people who think affidavits are good evidence. Notice how the affidavits don't actually say they
saw fraud happen in Detroit.

3/

https://t.co/NZAtqivWKL

Trump v. Benson (Michigan)

"hearsay within hearsay"
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Another good one to show people who think affidavits are absolute proof.

4/

https://t.co/17GeGhImHF

Stoddard v. City Election Commission (Michigan)

"mere speculation”

/5

https://t.co/ekgYEQqilL9

Law v. Whitmer (Nevada case backed by the Trump Campaign)

Literally the last four pages just show the utter lack of evidence of fraud of any kind. No point in highlighting everything!

/6

13 . Contestants did not prove that that “ihe clection board or any member
thereol was guilty of malleasance.”

157. Contestants evidence does nof establish by clear and convincing proof, or under
any standard of evidence, thet “the election board or any member thereof was guilty of
malfeasance.” NRS 293.410(2)a).

158, Under Nevada law, “malfeasance ... constinme{s] an act of commission as
distinguished from an ect of omission,” Jores v, Eighth fud. Dist. Cr, 67 Nev. 404, 408, 219 P.2d
1038, 1057 (1950).

159, “(Omissions to act are not acts of malfeasance in office, but constitate nonfeasance.
A distinet difference is recognized between the two, Conduct invoking one charge will not be
sufficient to justify the other.” Ruckingham v Fifth Jud Dis. Cr, 60 Mev, 129, 136, 102 P2d 632,
635 {1940),

160, Malfeasance requires, at the very least, &n allegation of knowledge that the act was
wrangful, if not a greater level of nefarious intent. See Jones, 67 Mev, ot 415-18, 219 P.2d a1 1060
62 (finding that compluint sufficienly alleged malfeasance by alleging knowledge and agresing

3

Constantio v. Detroit

This is another good one showing that the people being accused of fraud sign affidavits too. And they are far more
trustworthy than rumors and innuendo. If the accusers had just shown up to training!

17

https://t.co/Ci4ESGIN45
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Arizona Republican Party v. Fontes

"A theory for which no evidence exists"

"the real issue" was not fraud, but "the outcome of the election"

Damn.

/8
https://t.co/5aTdtXbcrv

Ward v. Jackson (Arizona)

"the challenge fails to present any evidence of misconduct [or] illegal votes”

/9
https://t.co/w16Cmnga9G

The Court concludes, unanimously, that the trial judge did not
abuse his discretion in denying the request to continue the hearing
and permit additional inspection of the ballots. The November 9, 2020
hand count audit revealed no discrepancies in the tabulation of votes
and the statistically negligible error presented in this case falls
far short of warranting relief under A.R.S. § 16-672. Because the
challenge fails to present any evidence of “misconduct,” “illegal
votes®™ or that the Biden Electors “did not in fact receive the
highest number of votes for office,” let alone establish any degree
of fraud.©er a sufficient error rate that would undermine the
certainty of the election results, the Court need not decide if the
challenge was in fact authorized under A.R.S. § 16-672 or if the

federal “safe harbor” deadline applies to this contest. Therefore,

| will definently add to this thread as | come across new cases. Please feel free to suggest them!

Also, | will probably do a thread that goes over the courts finding that the States did NOT break their own election laws, so
let me know if you will find that useful!
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