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ORDER OF RECOUNT NOVEMBER 5, 2019 SPECIAL ELECTION 

A Recount Petition was received on Friday. November 15. 20 I 9 at 4:30 p.m. by Clean Water Fred 
Specific-Purpose Committee Campaign Treasurer Jeannette Hormuth. 

On Sunday. November 17. 2019 the Recount Petition was certified that all the requirement for a 
recount had been met. 

The manual Recount of the City of Fredericksburg cast ballots for Precincts 1-4 and Early Voting 
will be conducted on Friday. November 22. 2019 at 9:00 a.m. The Recount will take place in the 

Fire Training Room 
2nd floor of City of Fredericksburg City Hall 
126 W. Main Street. Fredericksburg, Texas 

The Recount will be conducted in accordance with the Texas Election Laws and the recount will 
consist of 2 teams with 3 members in each team. 

This Order is issued on November I 9, 2019. 

. 1) 

l t1-1.d t~ Zc H,L,,;t-, k-,ft,-;,v;_/. 

I 
Linda Langerhans. Mayor 
Recount Supervisor/Recount Coordinator 

ORDEN DE RECUENTO ELECCIONES ESPECIALES DEL 5 DE 
NOVIEMBRE DE 2019 

Una Peticion de Recuento fue recibida el viemes 15 de noviembre de 2019 a las 4:30 p.m. por el 
Tesorero de la Campana del Comite de Proposito Especifico de Fred de Agua Limpia Jeannette 
Hormuth. 

El domingo 17 de Noviembre de 2019, la Peticion de Recuento foe certificada de que sc habia 
cumplido con todos los requisitos para un recuento. 

El manual de Recuento de la Ciudad de Fredericksburg emitido votos para los distritos 1-4 y 
votaci6n anticipada se llevani a cabo el viemes 22 de Noviembre de 2019 a las 9:00 a.m. El recuento 
tendra lugar en el 

Sala de Entrenamiento contra Incendios 
2o piso del Ayuntamiento de Fredericksburg 
126 W. Main Street, Fredericksburg, Texas 

El recuento se llevara a cabo de acuerdo con las !eyes electorates de Texas y el recuento constara de 
2 equipos con 3 miembros en cada equipo. 

Esta Orden se emite el 19 de Noviembre de 2019. 

Linda Langerhans, Aldldesa 
Supervisor de Recuento/Coordinador de Recuento 
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STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.”

(PROPLIESTA NLIMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

UEnmienda constitucional que permite a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
coma juez municipal at misrrio tiernpo. 0)

0 For (A Favor)

‘- Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development ol certain
projects in economically distressed areas.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que prevé (a
emisián adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generates por pafle de ía
Junta de Desarrollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas por un monto que no exceda los
$200 millones, para brindar asistencia
financiera para el desarrolto de ciertos
proyectos en areas con dificultades
económicas. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
ía Legislatura considerar una exención
temporal de los impuestos ad valorem de
una pafle del valor de tasaciôn de ciertos
bienes danados par un desastre. ‘7

Official Ballot
(Boleta Oficial)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DETEXAS)

(0Enmienda constitucional que prohibe Ia
imposición de un impuesto sabre Ia renta
individuaL incluido un impuesta sabre los
ingresos de una persona participante en
una sociedad o en una asociaclén no
incorporada. ‘7

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
The constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing

i state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que asigna fos
ingresos derivados de los actuates
impuestos estatales sobre (a yenta y el uso

i aplicados a los art(autos deportivos. at
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia Comisión l-listôrica de
Texas para prateger las areas naturales, ía
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisición, gestión y
mejoramiento de los parques y sitios
histáricos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sabre Ia yenta ye1 usa. ‘9

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3.000 millanes
Ia cantidad maxima de bonos autorizada
para el Instituto de Prevencidn e
)nvestigación del Cancer de Texas. ‘9

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
“The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available

i school fund.’

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 7 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permite
mayores distribuciones at fonda escolar
disponible. ‘7

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 8
‘The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of drainage.
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO B DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
creatiOn del fondo de infraestructura
contra inundaciones pars ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado,
mitigación de inundaciones y control de
inundaciones. ‘9

Precincr c• i

__________

Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(Elecciôn de Ia Enmienda Constitucional y Enmienda de Ia Carta de ía Ciudad de Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval () provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

(Nota de InstrucciOn:)
(Vote por Ia declaratiOn de su preferencia en cads carrera ilenando completamente el espacio ovalada (e) a Ia izquierda de Ia
declaraciOn.)

constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sobre Enmiendas a Ia

ConstiluciOn)

11•

21

•40

— 41

42

a a
—

Constitutional Amendment Election Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElectiOn sabre Erimiendas a Ia (Election sobre Enmiendas a Ia

CouistituciOn) ConstitutiOn)

0 For (A Favor)

a Against (En Contra)

e— For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

S For (A Favor)

c:D’ Against (En Contra)

e For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

Precinct 1 — I

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

c
- Typ:OI Seq:000’ Sp:O1
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_ Prenct1

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Enrnieridas a Ia

Cons tituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
The constitutional amendment authorizing

the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enrnienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura eximir de irnpuestos ad
valorem a los metales preciosos
gua-dados en un depôsito de metales
preciosos con sede en este Estado. )

0 For (A Favor)

a Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSmON 10
‘The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda cons!itucional para permitir, en
ciertas circunstancias, Ia transferencia de
animales de las fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador calificado. ‘9

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
• CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, TX
(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA CE LA

CARTA
CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12. as setforth below:

“Sec. 11.12 - Fluoridation of Public Wa:er
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluoridation equipment to be
used in relation to the City of

i Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the Chy
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.’

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de Ia Carla de Ia Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

estabiece a continuación:)

(‘Segundo. 11.12. - Prohibida Ia
fluorización del suministro pUblico de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, incluidos
sus departamentos, agentes y contra tistas,
NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DEAGUA o aceptaragua
fluorada pare su uso en el s/sterna de
agua pdblica de Ia Ciudad de
Fredericksburg, que inc/aye, entre otros, /8
ad/don de ac/do hidrofluorosilicico, ac/do
hexafluorosil/cico, Siliocofluoruro de sodio
o cualquier otro derivado de fluoruro. La
Ciudad de Fredericksburg no deberá
comprar, instalar ni permitir que ía
instalacidn de equipos de fluorizacidn se
use en relación con el surninistro de agua
municipal de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sisterna de distribución. A pesar de
cualquier otra disposiciOn de esta Sección.
Is iudad puede aceptar y usar agua
fluorada natural en el s/sterna püblico de
agua de (a Ciudad de Fredericksburg.

(Un voto de Si será para dejar de agregar
fluoruro.)

—
—
a
—
—

a
—

a

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

—
—
—
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

—
a

—
—
—
—
a
a
a
a
a

O YES (SI)

e NO (NO)

I Precinct 1 E F Typ:01 Seq:000l SpI 01

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

± ±
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+ Official Ballot +

PrAcinr.t 2 I I

(Boleta Oficial)
1

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permite a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
comojuez municipal al mismo tiempo. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

a Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
emisión adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generales por pane de ía
Junta de Desarrollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas por un monto que no exceda los
$200 millones, para brindar asistencia
financiera para el desarrollo de ciertos
proyectos en areas con dificultades
económicas. ‘9

CD For (A Favor)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura considerar una exenciôn
temporal de los impuestos ad valorem de
una pafle del valor de tasaciôn de ciertos
bienes danados por un desastre. ‘9

Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElecciOn sobre Enmiendas a Ia

Cons!ituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prohibe Ia
imposición de un impuesto sobre Ia renta
individual, incluido un impuesto sobre los
ingresos de una persona participante en
una sociedad o en una asociación no
incorporada. ‘9

S For (A Favor)

cD Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
“The constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que asigna los
ingresos derivados de los actuales
impuestos estatales sobre Ia yenta y el uso
aplicados a los articulos deportivos, al
Departamento de Parques y 1/ida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia Comisión HistOrica de
Texas para proteger las areas naturales, Ia
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisiciôn, gestión y
mejoramiento de los parques y sitios
históricos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia taa impositiva sobre Ia yenta y el uso. ‘9

O For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eieccion sabre Enrniendas a ía

ConstltuciOn

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones
Ia cantidad maxima de bonos autorizada
para el lnstituto de Prevención e
lnvestigacián del Cancer de Texas.”)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
“The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 7 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permite
mayores distribuciones al fondo escolar
disponible. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

fl Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 8
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
creación del fondo de infraestructura
contra inundaciones para ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado,
mitigación de inundaciones y control de
inundaciones. ‘9

O For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

—

e Against (En Contra)

— c Typ:O1 seq:0002 SpI:Ol

74.2.0 / 012503-14 © Electron Systems & Software, tic. 1981 2002

Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(Elección de Ia Enmienda Constitucional y Enmienda de Ia Carta de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval (0) provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

(Nota de InstrucciOn:)
(Vote por Ia declaración de su preferencia en cada carrera Ilenando completamente el espacio ovalado (0) a Ia izquierda de Ia
declaración.)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Enmiendas a ía

ConstituciOri)

Iiil

211

40•

41

42•

43—

52

0 For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

(S Against (En Contra)

0 For (A Favor)

Precinct 2

. Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos Iados)

-J
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— Precinct2 F

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sobre Enmiendas a Ia

Cons tituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
OF TEXAS)

rEnmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Is Legislatura eximir de impuestos ad
valorem a los metales preciosos
guardados en un deposito de metales
preciosos con sede en este Estado.’)

C) For (A Favor)

Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
“The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO OF TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional para permitir, en
ciertas circunstancias, ía transferencia de
animales de las fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador calificado. ‘9

O For (A Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY Of FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA OEM
CARTA

CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as setforth below:

“Sec. 11.12 - Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluoridation equipment to be
used in relation to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.”

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de Ia Carla de Ia Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

establece a continuatiOn:)

(“Segundo. 11. 12. Prohibida Ia
fluorizaciOn del suministro pdblico de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, incluidos
sus departamentos, agentes y con!ratistas,
NQ DESE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DEAGUA o aceptaragua
fluorada para su uso en el sistema de
agua pUblica de ía Ciudad de
Fredericksburg, que incluye, entre otros, Ia
adicion de acido hidrofluorosilicico, ácido
hexafluorosilIcico, Siliocofluoruro de sodio
o cualquier otro derivado de fluoruro. La
Ciudad de Fredericksburg no deberá
comprar, instalar ni permitir que ía
instalacian de equipos de fluorización Se
use en relación con el suministro de agua
municipal de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sistema de distribución. A pesar de
cualquier otra disposicion de esta Secciôn,
Ia Ciudad puede aceptar y usar agua
fluorada natural en el sistema pdbIico de
agua de ía Ciudad de Fredericksburg. ‘9

(Un voto de Si será para dejar de agregar
fluoruro.)

.

o YES (Si)

O NO (NO)

Precinct 2 — I

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

— Typ:O1 Seq:0002 SpI:O1 -J

+
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STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
‘The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.’

(PF?OPUESTA NLJMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permite a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
como juez municipal al mismo tiempo. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
‘The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance for the developmen: of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.’

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
emisidn adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generates por pane de Ia
Junta de Desan’ollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas per un monto que no exceda los
$200 mi//ones. para brindar asistencia
tinanciera para el desarrollo de ciertos
proyectos en areas con diuicultades
econOmicas. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.”

(PROPUESTA NÜMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura considerar una exención
temporal de los irnpuestos ad valorem de
una pafle del valor de tasaciOn de ciertos
bienes danados por un desastre, ‘9

Official Ballot
(Boleta Oficial)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccidn sabre Enmiendas a (a

Cons:itución)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prohibe Ia
imposición de un impuesto sobre Ia renta
individual, incluido un impuesto sobre los
ingresos de una persona participante en
una sociedad o en una asociación no
incorporada. ‘9

a For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
“The constuIional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que asigna los
ingresos dorivados do los actuates
impuestos estatalos sobre Ia yenta y el uso
aplicados a los artIculos deportivos, al
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia Comisión Histórica de
Texas para proteger las areas naturales, Ia
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante ía adquisiciOn, gestiOn y
me)oramiento de los parques y sitios
históricos esta tales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sobre Ia yenta yet uso. ‘9

Consthutional Amendment Election
(EleociOn sobre Enmiendas a Ia

CanstituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones
Ia cantidad maxima de bonos autorizada
para el Instituto de Prevención e
lnvestigación del Cancer de Texas.’)

0 For (A Favor)

‘ Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION?
‘The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.’

(PROPLIESTA NUMERO 7 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que permite
mayores distribuciones al tondo escolar
disponible. ‘9

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 8
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que preve ía
creación del fondo de infraestructura
contra inundaciones para ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado,
mitigación de inundaciones y control de
inundaciones. ‘9

CD Against (En Contra)

(Vote arnbos lados) J
i — Precinct 3 Typ:O1 seqc003 SoI:ol —i

72.0 / 012503-14 C Eleclior Systems & So’tware. Irc 98’ 2002

Ii•

rA Precinct 3

+

I_
Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment

Election
(Elecciôn de ía Enmienda ConstituCional y Enmienda de Ia Carta de ía Ciudad de Fredericksburg)

Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas
(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de FrederiCksburg. Texas)

November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)
Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in cacti race by darkening in :he oval (C) provided to :he left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

(Nota de Instrucción:)
(Vote por Ia declaración de su preferencia en cada carrera Ilenando completamente el espacio ova/ado (C) a Ia izquierda de Ia

21 • declaración.)

Consthutlonal Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Enrniendas a ía

Constitucion)

a
a

40

41

42

a 43•

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
i•
i•

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

0 For (A Favor)

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

—I

No. 000851
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Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sobre Enmiendas a Ia

Cons titucion)

STATE OF TEXAS pRopoSmoN 9
The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.”

(PROPLIESTA NUMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura eximir de impuestos ad
valorem a los metales preciosos
guardados en un depOsito de metales
preciosos con sede en este Estado. ‘9

D For (A Favor)

Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
‘The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer ol a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO BE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional para permitir, en
ciertas circunstancias, Ia transferencia de
animates de las fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador caliticado,’)

For (A Favor)

CD) Agast (En Contri)

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY Of FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA DE LA
CARTA

CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as setforth below:

‘Sec. 11.12- Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any 9uoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation ot fluoridation equipment to be
used in relation to the City o’
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.’

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de ía Carta de ía Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

establece a continuaciOn:

(‘Segundo. 11. 12. - Prohibida ía
IuorizaciOn del sum/n1stro pübhco de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, inciuidos
sus departamentos, agentes y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DEAGUA o aceptaragua
fluorada para su uso en el sistema de
agua pJblica de Ia Ciudad de
Fredericksburg, que incluye, en/re otros. Ia
adición de ac/do hidrofluorosil/cico, ácido
hexafluorosilicico. Siliocofluoruro de sodio
o cualquier otro derivado de fluoruro. La
C/udad de Fredericksburg no deberE
comprar, instalar ni permitir que ía
instalación de equipos de fluorización se
use en relación con el suministro de agua
municipal de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o si.i sistema de distribuciOn. A pesar de
cualquier otra disposiciOn de esta Seccion.
ía Ciudad puede aceptar y usar agua
fluorada natural en el sistema pUblico de
agua de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg.’)

(Un voto de Si serA para dejar de agregar
fluoruro.)

Precinct3 I —

—

S

S

S

a
—
S

a
—
—
a
—
a
S

—

o YES (SO

O NO (NO)

S i Precinct 3 E 5 I 5 Typ:01 Seq:0003SpcOI

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

t
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+Official Ballot
(Boleta Oficial)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Enmiendas a Ia

ConstitudOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION I
1he constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.

(PROP(JESTA NUMERO I DEL ESTAQO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permite a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
como juez municipal al mismo tiempo. ‘9

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
‘The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.”

(PROPUESTA NÜMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DETEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
emisión adicional de bonos de
obligaciones genera/es por pane de Ia
Junta de Desarrollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas por un monto que no exceda los
$200 millones, para brindar asistencia
financiera para 9/ desarro/lo de ciertos
proyectos en areas con dificultades
económicas. “)

fl For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
ía LegEslatura considerar una exención
temporal de los impuestos ad valorem de
una pane del valor de tasación de ciertos
bienes danados por un desastre. ‘9

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
7he constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax.

‘including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prohIbe Ia
imposición de un impuesto sobre Ia renta
individual, incluido un impuesto sobre los
ingresos de una persona parlicipante en
una sociedad o en una asociación no
incorporada. .)

O For (4 Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
“The constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constilucional que asigna los
ingresos derivados de los actuales
impuestos estatales sobre Ia yenta y el uso
aplicados a los articulos deportivos. al
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia Comisión Histórica de
Texas para proteget las areas naturales, Ia
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisiciôn, gestión y
mejoramiento de los parques y sitios
históricos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sobre In yenta y 9/ uso. ‘9

e For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

constitutional Amendment Election
(Eieccion sabre Enrniendas a Ia

Constftucion)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by 13 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones
Ia cantidad maxima de bonos autorizada
para ef Instituto de PrevenciOn e
InvestigaciOn del Cancer de Texas.

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
“The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.’

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 7 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que permite
mayores distribuciones al londo escolar
disponible. ‘9

a For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 8
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of dTainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NLJMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que preve Ia
creaciôn del fondo de infraestructura
contra inundaciones para ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado.
mitigación de inundaciones y control de
inundaciones. ‘2

Precinct4 - B - jc

Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(Elección de Ia Enmienda Constitucional y Enmienda de Ia Carta de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval (e provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wieh to vote.

(Nota de Instrucciôn:)
(Vote pot Ia declaración de su preferencia en cada carrera Ilenando completamente el espacio ova/ado () a Ia izquierda de Ia
declaración.)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Elecdon sobre Enrniendas a Ia

ConstituciOn)

II.

2l.

—
a
a40—

ala
a 42•

— a
a
—
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
— 54•

a

O For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

O For (4 Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

O For (4 Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

S For A Favor)

I Precinct4

O Against (En Contra)

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

— I
7.4.2.0 / 012503-14 © EIecI,on Systems & Software. Inc. 1981. 2002

Typ:O1 Seq:0004 5pI:Ol

No.001201 +
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Constitutional Amendment Election
(Efeccion sobre Enmiendas a Ia

Cons tituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
“The constrtunonal amendment authorizing
the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 9 DEL E$TADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional quo autoriza a
ía Legislatura oxirnir do impuestos ad
valorem a los metales prociosos
guardados en un depOsito do metalos
preciosos con sedo en oslo Estado. 7

0 For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
‘The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances.”

(PROPUESTA NÜMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional para permitir, on
ciertas circunstanc/as, là transferencià do
animalos do las tuorzas del ordon a tin
cuidador calificado. ‘9

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY Of FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA DE LA
CARTA

CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as setforth below:

“Sec. 11.12- Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors.
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation o fluohdation equipmenl to be
used in relation to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated wa:er in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.-’

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de Ia Carta de ía Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como so

estabiece a continuacián:)

‘(‘Segundo. 11.12. - Prohida ía
fiuorizac/ón del sum/n/atm pOblico do agua.

La Ciudad do Fredericksburg, incluidos
sus dopartamontos, agontos y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICQOEAGUA oaceptaragua
fluorada para su uso en el sistoma do
agua páblica do ía Ciudad do
Fredericksburg, quo incluye, entro otros. Ia
adiciOn do ácido hidrofluorosilicico, àcido
hexafluorosilicico, Siliocofluoruro do sodio
o cualquior otro dorivado do fluoruro. La
Ciudad do Fredericksburg no doborá
comprar, instalar ni perm fIlm quo Ia
instalaciôn de equipos do fluorización se
use on relacidn con el suministro do agua
municspól de Ia Ciudad do Fredericksburg
o su sistoma do distribución. A posar do
cualquior otra disposicion de osta Socción,
ía Ciudad puodo acoptar y usar agua
fluorada natural on ol sistoma póblico do
agua de la C/udad do Fredericksburg. ‘9

(Un voto do SI será para dojar do agrogar
fluoruro.;

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

IF Precinct 4 11 1FJ a

a
—
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

- e For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

O YES (SI)

o NO(NO)

p — Precinct 4 Typ:01 Seq:0004 Spi:Ol ——
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STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION I
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional qua permite a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
como juez municipal at mismo tiempo. ‘9

e For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional qua prevé Ia
emisión adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generales por pane de Ia
Junta de Desarrollo de Recursos H(dricos
de Texas por un monto que no exceda los
$200 mitlones, para brindar asistencia
financiera para el desarrollo de ciertos
proyectos en areas con dificultades
económicas. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.”

(PROPUESTA N(JMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura considerar una exención
temporal de los impuestos ad valorem de
una pane del valor de tasación de ciertos
bienes danados por un desastre. ‘9

[o p

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sobre Enmiendas a Ia

Constitucldn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
‘The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que proh(be Ia
imposición de un impuesto sobre Ia renta
individual, incluido un impuesto sobre los
ingresos de una persona participante en
una sociedad o en una asociación no
incorporada. ‘9

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
“The constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional qua asigna los
ingresos derivados de los actuales
impuestos estatales sobre Ia yenta y el uso
aplicados a los art(culos deportivos, al
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a ía Comisión Histórica de
Texas para proteger las areas naturales, Ia
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisicidn, gestión y
mejoramiento de los parques ysitios
históricos esta tales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sobre Ia yenta yet uso. ‘9

S For (A Favor)

cD Against (En Contra)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElecciOn sobre Enrniendas a Ia

ConstituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.’

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional qua autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones
Ia cantidad maxima de bonos autorizada
para el Instituto de Prevenciôn e
Investigacion del Cancer de Texas.’)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
“The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.”

(PROPUESTA NL1MERO 7 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional qua permite
mayores distribuciones al fondo escolar
disponible. ‘9

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 8
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO8DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
creaciôn del fondo de infraestructura
contra inundaciones para ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado,
mitigaciOn de inundaciones y control de
inundaciones. ‘9

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

Against (En Contra)

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos Iados

+

rA Precinct 1

Official Ballot
(Boleta Oficial)

+

Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(Elecciôn de Ia Enmienda Constitucional y Enmienda de Ia Carta de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval () provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

(Nota de Instrucciôn:)
(Vote por Ia declaraciôn de su preferencia en cada carrera Ilenando completamente el espacio ovalado () a Ia izquierda de Ia
declaración.)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sobre Enmiendas a ía

Cons tituciOn)

•11.

21

a
—
• 4O

• 41

• 42

—
•si

0 For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

0 For (A Favor)

• Precinct 1 B • c • Typ:O1 Seq:0001 Spi:O1 .j

7.4.2.0/012603.14 © Eleciton Systems & Software, inc. 1981. 2002
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Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleecldn sabre Enmiendas a ía

Cons tituciôn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
tThe constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal fleld in a precious
metal depository located in this state.’

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura eximir de impuestos ad
valorem a los metales preciosos
guardados en un depósito de metales
preciosos con sede en este Estado. ‘9

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
7he constitutional amendmeni to allow the
transfer of a law enforcemen: animal :0 a
qualified care:aker in certain
circumstances.’

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional para permitir, en
ciertas circunstancias. Ia transferencia de
animates de las fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador calificado. ‘9

‘Sec. 11.12- Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY Of FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA DE LA
CARlA

CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, IX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as set Iorth below:

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition 01 Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluoridation equipment to be
used in rela:ion to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal wa:er supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City o4
Frederickburg public wa:er system.’

A vole of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de Ia Carla de ía Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

establece a continuaciOn:)

(“Segundo. 11.12.- Prohibida Ia
fluorizaciôn del suministro póblico de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, incluidos
sus departamentos, agentes y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FLUOHAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DEAGUA a aceptaragua
fluorada para su usa en el sistema de
agua p1bhc.a de Ia Ciudad de
Fredericksburg, que incluye. entre otros, Ia
adición de ácido hidrofluorosilicico. ácido
hexafluorosilicico. Si/iota fluoruro de sodio
o cualquier otro derivado de fluoruro. La
Ciudad de Fredericksburg no deberá
comprar, instalar ni perrnitir que Ia
instalación de equipos de fluorizacidn se
use en reiacián con el suministro de agua
municipal de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sistema de distribución. A pesar de
cualquier otra disposición de esta Secciôn,
Ia Ciudad puede aceptar y usar agua
fluorada natural en el sistema pUblico de
agua de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg.”)

(Un voto de Slserá para dejar de agregar
fluoruro.)

O NO (NO)

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

lb I Precinct 1 —l

S For (A Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

—

—
—
—
—
—

—

—
+

a YES (Si)

[ Precinct 1 E I F Typ:Ol Seq:0001 Sp:01
J
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STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(aEnm,enda constitucional que pemiite a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
como juez municipal al mismo tiempo.’)

40 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million o provide linancial
assistance for the development a’ certain
projects in economically distressed areas.’

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que prevé fa
emisión adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generates par pane de (a
Junta de Desarrollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas par un monto que no exceda los
$200 mi/lanes, para brindar asistencia
financiera pars el desarrollo de ciertos
proyectos en areas can dificultades
econdmicas. ‘9

cD For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda canstitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura considerar una exención
temporal de los impuestos ad valorem de
una pane del valor de tasación de ciertos
bienes dañados par un desastre.’)

Official Ballot
(Boleta Oficial)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Election sabre Enmiendas a ía

Constitucian)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucionat que prahibe Ia
imposiciôn de un impuesto sobre Ia renta
individual, incluido un impuesto sabre los
ingresos de una persona parlicipante en
una sociedad o en una asociaciôn no
incorporada. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

cD Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
‘The constitutional amendment dedicaiing
the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constItucionaf que asigna los
ingresos derivados de los actuates
impuestos esta tales sabre Ia yenta y el usa

i aplicados a los art/cubs deportivos, ab
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia Comisidn Histdrica de
Texas para proteger las areas naturales, Ia
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisición, gestión y
mejoramiento de los parques y sitias
historicos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sobre Ia yenta y el uso. ‘9

Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElectiOn sobre Enrniendas a Ia

ConstitutiOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(Enmienda canstitucianab que autoriza a
‘Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones

Ia cantidad maxima de bonas autorizada
para el Instituto de Prevención e
lnvestigación del Cancer de Texas.7

D For (A Favor)

Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
‘The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.’

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 7 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda canstitucional qua permite
mayares distribuciones al fonda escalar
disponible. ‘9

CD For (A Favor)

. Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSI11ON 8
‘The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing o’ drainage.
flood mitigation. and flood control projec:s.’

(PROPUESTA NL’MERO 8 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucianal que prevé Ia
creación del fonda de infraestructura
contra inundacianes pars ayudar a
financiar prayectos de alcantarillada,
mitigacidn de inundacianes y control de
inundacianes. “)

“S Against (En Contra)

O For (A Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

Precinct 2

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

C • Typ:Oi SeqOOO2 SpJ:01
7.4-2.0/012503.14 C Eieclion Systems & Software. Inc 1981.2002

aiR

a2lR

- Precinct 2

Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(E!ecCión de Ia Enmienda Constitucional y Enmienda de Ia Carla de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City at Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval () provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

(Nota de lnstruccion:
(Vote par (a dec/a racián de su preferencia en cada carrera llenando campletamente el espacia ava(ado le) a (a izquierda de /a
declaraciOn.)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElectiOn sabre Erimiendas a ía

Cons!ituciOn)

0 For (A Favor)

— 41•

— 42

• 43•

—

—

a
a
a
a
—

• 52

—

j For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

0 For (A Favor)

-0- No. 000528 +
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Constitutional Amendment Election
(EIeccion sobre Enrniendas a Is

Cons titucion)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the Iegisla:ure to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

“‘Enm/enda constituc/onal que autoriza a
In Legislatura eximir de impuestos ad
ialorem a los metales preciosos
guardados en un depósito de mets/es
preciosos con sede en este Estado. “)

0 For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
‘“The constitutional amendment to allow the

transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
quali’ied caretaker in certain
circumstances.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional para permitir, en
ciertas circunstancias, Ia transferencia de
animales de las fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador calificado. ‘9

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY OJ FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA OEM
GARTh

CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, Th)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as setforth below:

“Sec. 11.12- Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluohdation equipment to be
used in relation to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.”

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de Ia Carla de Ia Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

estabiece a continuaclOn:)

(“Segundo 11.12. - Prohibida Ia
fluorización del suministro püblico de aqua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, inc/u/dos
sus departamentos, agentes y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FL UOAA H EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DEAGUA a aceptaragua
fluorada para su uso en el sistema de
aqua pdblica de Ia Ciudad de
Fredericksburg, que incluye, entre otros, Is
adicion de ac/do hidrafluorosilIcico, ácido
hexafluorosilicico, Siliacofluoruro de sodio
o cualquier otro derivado de fiuoruro. La
Ciudad de Frederidcsburg no deberá
comprar, instalar ni permitir que Ia
instalación de equipos de fluorizacion se
use en relación con el suministro de agua
municipal de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sistema de distribución. A pesar de
cualquier aIrs disposiciOn de esta SecciOn,
Ia Ciudad puede aceptar y usar agua
fluorada natural en el sistema pdblico de
agua de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg.’)

(Un voto de Si será para dejar de agregar
fluoruro.)

YES (SQ

O NO (NO)

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

-z Prpcincl 2 Typ:O1 Seq:0002 Sp;:ol

Precinct 2 E — F — —

—

—
S

—
S

e For (A Favor)

cED Against (En Contra)

+
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Official Ballot
(Boleta Oficial)

Precinct3

Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElecciOn sobre Enmieridas a (a

Constitucidri)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional qua permite a
una persona ocupar rnás de un cargo
como juez municipal a) mismo tiempo. “9

0 For (A Favor)

Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional genera!
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
emisión adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generales por pade de Ia
Junta de Desarrollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas por un monto que no exceda los
$200 millones, para brindar asistencia
financiera para el desarrollo de ciertos
proyectos en areas con dificultades
económicas. “)

0 For (A Favor)

Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura considerar una exención
temporal de los impuestos ad valorem de
una pane del valor de tasación de ciertos
bienes danados por un desastre, ‘9

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Enmiendas a Ia

Constitucion)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prohibe Ia
imposición de on impuesto sobre Ia renta
individual, incluido un impuesto sobre los
ingresos de una persona participante en
una sociedad o en una asociación no
incorporada. ‘9

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
“The constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que asigna los
ingresos derivados de los actuates
impuestos estatales sobre Ia yenta y el uso
aplicados a los artIculos deportivos, a!
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia Comision Histórica de
Texas para proteger las areas naturales, Ia
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisición, gestiOn y
mejoramiento de los parques y sitios
históricos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sobre Ia yenta y el uso. ‘9

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Enmiendas a Ia

Constitucion)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones
Ia cantidad mAxima de bonos autorizada
para el lnstiluto de Prevención e
lnvestigación del CAncer de Texas. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
“The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 7 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permite
mayores distribuciones at tondo escolar
disponible. ‘9

a For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 8
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
creación del fondo de infraestructura
contra inundaciones para ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado,
mitigacion de inundaciones y control de
inundaciones. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

Against (En Contra)

Vote Both Sides
: (Vote ambos lados)

c Typ:O1 Seq:0003 SpI:Ol

7.4.2.0 / 012503-14 © Election Systems & Software. Inc. 1981,2002

Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(Elección de Ia Enmienda Constitucional y Enmienda do Ia Carta de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval () provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

(Nota de Instrucciôn:)
(Vote por Ia declaración de su preferencia en cada carrera Ilenando completamente el espacio ovalado (S) a Ia izquierda de Ia
declaraciOn.)

w. F’

11•

21

— 40

— 41•

— 42•

— 43•

—
.
— 53•

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

I Precinct 3 — I J

No. 000862 +
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Constitutional Amendment Election
(EIeccion sabre Enmiendas a Ia

Constitucion)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
‘The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional quo autoriza a
Ia Logislatura oximir do impuestos ad
valorem a los metalos preciosos
guardados en un depósito do motalos
prociosos con sodo on esto Estado. ‘9

e For (A Favor)

ccD Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
“The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional para permitir, on
ciortas circunstancias, Ia transferencia do
animates do las fuorzas del ordon a un
cuidador calificado. ‘9

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA DE LA
CARTA

CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as set forth below:

“Sec. 11.12- Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluoridation equipment to be
used in relation to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.”

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de Ia Carta de Ia Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

establece a continuación:)

(“Segundo. 11.12. - Prohibida Ia
fluorización del suministro pUblico de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, incluidos
sus departamentos, agontes y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DEAGUA o acoptaragua
fluorada para su uso en el s/sterna de
agua pub//ca de ía Ciudad de
Fredericksburg, quo incluye, entre otros, Ia
adicidn do ac/do hidrofluorosil(cico, ácido
hexafluorosilIcico, Siliocofluoruro de sodio
o cualquior otro derivado do fluoruro. La
Ciudad do Fredericksburg no doberá
comprar, instalar ni permitir quo Ia
instalación de equipos do fluorizacion so
use on relación con el surninistro do agua
municipal do Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sistema de distr/bución. A posar do
cualquier otra disposición do osta Soccion,
Ia Ciudad puodo aceptar y usar agua
fluorada natural on ol s/sterna pUblico do
agua do Ia Ciudad do Fredericksburg. ‘9

(Un voto do SI sorá para dejar do agregar
flu oruro.)

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

2 Precinct 3 E F Typ:01 Seq:0003 SpI:Ol

F_j

Precinct 3 — — I

S For (A Favor)

D Against (En Contra)

—

—

a
a
—
—
—
—
—
a
—
a
a
—
—
—
a
—
—
—
—
—
a
a
—
a
—
—
a
a
a
a
—
a
—
—

—

e YES (SI)

0 NO (NO)

+
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aiil
Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment

Election
(Elección de Ia Enmienda Constituciorial y Enmienda de Ia Carta de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg)

Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas
(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)

November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)
Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval (a) provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

Constitutional Amendment Election
(E!eccion sobre Enmieridas a Ia

Constitucion)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

t’Enmienda constitucional que permlie a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
como juez municipal at mismo tiempo.’)

0 For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance 4or the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMEF?O 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que preve Ia
emisión adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generales por pane de Ia
Junta de Qesarrollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas por un monto que no exceda los
$200 millones, para brindar asistencia
financiera pars el desarrollo de ciertos
proyectos en areas con dificuttades
económicas. “)

cD For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
‘The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura considerar una exenciôn
temporal de los impuestos ad valorem de
una pane del valor de tasaciôn de ciertos
bienes dañados por un desastre. ‘9

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eiección sobre Enmiendas a Ia

ConstituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DETEXAS)

(“Enrnlenda constitucional que prohibe la
I imposiciOn de on impuesto sobre Ia renta

individual, incluido un impuesto sobre los
ingresos de una persona participante en
una sociedad o en una asociación no
incorporada. ‘9

For (A Favor)

cD Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
7he constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received ‘rom the existing
state sales and use taxes :hat are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucionaf que asigna los
ingresos derivados de los actuales
impuestos estatales sobre Ia yenta y el uso
aplicados a los articulos deporlivos, al
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia comision Histdrica de
Texas pars proteger las areas nalurales, Is
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisicidn, gestiôn y
mejoramiento de los parques y sitios
históricos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
ía tasa impositiva sobre ía yenta y el uso. ‘9

0 Against (En Contra)

S For (A Favor)

D Against (En Contra)

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

c Typ:O1 seq:m04 Sp;0l
7420/ 012503-14 ® Eiecton Systems & Software, Inc 1981. 2002

No. 001242

Official Ballot
(BoIeta Oficial)

Precinct4 -i

(Nota de InstrucciOn;)
(Vote por (a declaraclén de so preferencia en cada carrera Ilenando completamente el espacio ovalado (a) a (a izquierda de (a

21 • deciaraciôn.)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElecciOn sobre Enmiendas a Ia

Constituciôn)

a

a

a —

41•

— 42•

a—

a

a

a

a

a

a
a
a

a
a 54•

a

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones
Ia cantidad maxima de bonos autorizada
para el Instituto de Prevención e
InvesligaclOn dcl Céncer de Texas.’)

0 For (A Favor)

Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
‘The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.’

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO 7 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permite
mayores distribuciones al fondo escolar
disponible. ‘9

O For (A Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSI11ON 8
‘The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood in! rastructure
‘und to assist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
creaciOn del fondo de in!raestructura
contra inundaciones pars ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado,
mitigacidn de inundaciones y control de
inundaciones. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

O For (A Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

Precinct 4 B j

+
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Constitutional Amendment Election
(BecciOn sabre Enmiendas a Ia

Cons tituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
!The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this slate.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura exirnir de impuestos ad
valorem a los metales preciosos
guardados en un depOsito de metales
preciosos con sede en este Estado. ‘9

O For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PR0POSmON 10
‘The constitutional amendment to allow the
trahsfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified care:aker in certain
circumstances.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional para permitir, en
ciertas circunstancias, Ia transferencia de
animales de las fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador cailficado. ‘9

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as setforth below:

‘Sec. 1 1.12 Fluoridation of Public Waler
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The Cily of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluoridation equipment to be
used in relation to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system, Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.”

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de ía Carta de ía Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

establece a continuaciôn:)

(‘Segundo. 11. 12. Prohibida Ia
fluorización del suministro pdblico de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, incluidos
sus departamentos, agentes y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DE AGUA a aceptar agua
fluorada para su uso en el sistema de
agua pUblica de ía Ciudac de
Fredericksburg, que incluye, entre otros. Ia
adición de ácido hidrofluorosil[cico, ãcido
hexafluorosilicico, Siliocofluoruro de sodio
o cualquierotro derivado de fluoruro. La
Ciudad de Fredericksburg no deberá
cornprar, instalar ni permitir que Is
instalacián de equipos de fluorizacion se
use en relación con el suministro de agua
municipal de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sisterna de distribución. A pesar de
cualquier otra disposiciOn de esta Seccion,
Ia Ciudad puede aceptar y usar agua
fluorada natural en el sistema pdblico de

I agua de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg.”)

(Un voto de Slserá para dejar de agregar
fluoruro.)

‘[ba I Precinct4

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
I CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, TX
(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA DE LA

1 ARTA
CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

a

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

a

O YES (SI)

S NO (NO)

[p_a I Precinct 4 E a i F a Typ:D1 Seq:0004 SptOt —

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

4- +
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+Official Ballot
(Boleta Oficial)

Precincti

SI
Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment

Election
(Elección de Ia Enmienda Constituciona! y Enmienda de Ia Carta de ía Ciudad de Fredericksburg)

Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas
(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)

November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)
Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval () provided to the left o the statemen: indicating the
way you wish to vole.

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleocion sabre Enmiendas a La

Cons!ituckin)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.!!

(PROPUESTA NUMERO I DEL ESTADO
CE TEXAS)

C’Enmienda constitucional que permite a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
como juez municipal a? mismo tiempo. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

fl Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed S200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.’

(PROPIJESTA NLIMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que prevé Is
emisián adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generates por pane de Ia
Junta de Desarrollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas por un monto que no exceda los
5200 millones. para brindar asistencia
financiera para el desarrollo de ciertos
proyectos en areas con diiicultades
econdmicas.’)

cD For (A Favor)

0> Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
CE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura considerar una exencidn
temporal de los impuestos ad valorem de
una pane del valor de tasación de ciertos
bienes danados por un desastre. ‘9

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccktn sabre Enmiendas a ía

Cons titución)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prohibe Ia
imposición de un impuesto sobre Ia renta
individual, incluido un impuesto sobre los
ingresos de una persona participante en
una sociedad o en una asociaciôn no
incorporada. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
‘The constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing. and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(Enmienda constitucional que asigna los
ingresos derivados de los actuales
impuestos estatales sobre Is vents y el uso
aplicados a los articulos deportivos, al
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia Comision Histórica de
Texas para proteger las areas naturales, Ia
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisición, gestiOn y
mejoraniiento de los parques y sitios
históricos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sobre Is vents y el uso. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

e Against (En Contra)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Election sabre Enmiendas a La

ConatituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones
Is cantidad maxima de bonos autorizada
para el Instituto de Prevención e
Investigacion del Cancer de Texas. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION?
The consthutional amendment allowing

increased distributions to the available
school fund.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 7 DEL ESTADO
CE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permite
mayores distribuciones al fondo escolar
disponible.)

0 For (A Favor)

i .=. Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 8
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
CE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
creación del fondo de infraestructura
contra inundaciones pars ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado,
mitigaciôn de inundaciones y control de
inundaciones. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

0 For (A Favor)

Against (En Contra)

0 Against (En Contra)

(Nota de lnstrucción:)
(Vote por Ia declaracidn de su preferencia en cads carrera Ilenando completamente el espacio ovalado (e) a Ia izquierda de Ia
declsracion.)211

—
40

41

25

• 4_

—
—
—
—
—
a
S 515

—
—

Precinct 1 —.

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

c Tyo:Ol Seq:O1SnLO1
7.4.2.0, 012503-14 ecto Systrs & Soowore. Irc. 98’. 22

-4-No. 000375
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Precinct 1

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Elección sabre Enmiendas a Ia

Cons titucion)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
The constitutional amendment authorizing

the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.’

(PROPUESTA NfJMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autonza a
Ia Legislatura eximir de impuestos ad
valorem a los metales preciosos
guardados en on depósito de metales
preciosos con sede en este Estado. U)

ED For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
‘The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances.’

(PROPUESTA NLJMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(Enmienda constitucionai para permitir, en
cierlas circunstancias. Ia transferencia de
animales de lee fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador calihcado.

S For (A Favor)

ED Against (En Contra)

-j

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA DE LA
CARTA

CIUDAD CE FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as set forth below:

“Sec 11.12 - Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shalt
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluoridation equipment lobe
used in relation to the City of

• Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
• its distribution system. Notwithstanding any

other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Fredehckburg public water system.’

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de Ia Car-ta de ía Ciudad
para agregar Sec. II. 12, coma se

establece a continuaciOn:)

(“Segundo. 11.12. - Prohibida Ia
fluorización del suministro pUblico de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, incluidos
sus departamentos, agentes y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DEAGUA o aceptar aqua
fluorada para su use en el sistema de
aqua pUblica de Ia Ciudad de
Fredericksburg. que incluye. entre otros, Ia
adicibn de ácido hidrofluorosilicico, ácido
hexafluorosilicico, Siliocofluoruro de sodio
o cualquier otro derivado de fluoruro. La
Ciudad de Fredericksburg no deberá
comprar, instalar ni permitir que Ia
instalacibn de equipos de fluorización se
use en relacibn con el suministro de agua
municipal de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sistema de distribución. A pesar de
cualquier otra disposicidn de esta SecciOn.
ía Ciudad puede aceptary usaragua
fluorada natural en el sistema pUblico de
agua de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg.”)

(Un voto de Si será para dejar de agregar
fluoruro.)

—

S
S

S

—
—
—
S

—
—
—
—
—
—
S

—
—
S

S

S

—
—
—
—
S

S

—
S

—
S

S

S
—
—
—

—
+

ED YES (SQ

e NO (NO)

— r Preninr.t 1 IE

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

— Typ.cl Seq:0001 spl:cl

+
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(Boleta Oficial)
Official Ballot

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmionda constitucionaf quo pormito a
una persona ocupar más do un cargo
como juoz manic/pa/al m/smo t/empo. ‘2

e For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
The constitutional amendment providing

for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed S200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.TM

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmionda constituc/onal quo prove /a
em/s/on adicional do bonos do
ob/igaciones genera/es por pane de Ia
Junta do Desarro//o do Recursos Hidricos
do Texas por un monto quo no oxceda /os
$200 mi//ones, para brindar asistonc/a
financiers para e/ desarro//o do ciertos
proyoctos on areas con diiicu/tados
oconómicas. “)

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constituc/ona/ quo autoriza a
ía Legislatura considorar una oxonciOn
tempora/ do los impuostos ad valorem do
una paflo del va/or do tasaciOn do ciortos
bienos danados por un desastre.’)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enrnienda constiwc/onal que prok/be Ia
imposiciOn do un impuesto sobro Ia ronta
individuaL inc/uido un impuosto sobro /os
ingrosos do una persona participante on
una sociedad o on una asociaciOn no
incorporada. .)

-I

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
The constitutional amendment dedicating

the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving stale
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.!’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmionda constituciona/ quo asigna los
ingrosos derivados do /os actua/os
impuostos ostata/es sobro /a yenta y 0/ uso
ap/icados a los art/cu/os deportivos, a/
Dopartamento do Parquos y Vida Si/vostro
de Texas y a ía ComisiOn HistOrica de
Toxas para protegor (as ároas natura/os, Ia
ca/idad dot agua y /5 historia do Texas
modiante Ia adquisiciOn. gostiOn y
mojoramiento do los parques y sit/os
histOr/cos ostatales y locales, s/n aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sobro Ia yenta y of uso.

a For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(Enmienda constituc/onal quo autor/za a
Ia Legis/atura aumontar on $3,000 mi/lonos
Ia cantidad maxima do bonos autorizada
para o/ Ins/ituto do Pro voncidn e
InvestigatiOn de/ Cancer do Texas.’)

0 For A Favor)

-

. .L Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
‘The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 7 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constituciona/ quo perm Ito
mayores dis/ribucionos a/ fondo osco/ar
dispon/b/e. ‘9

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 8
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constituciona/ quo prove Ia
creatiOn del fondo do infraos/ructura
contra inundac/onos para ayudar a
financiar proyoctos do a/cantaril/ado.
m/tigaciOn do inundacionos y contro/ do
inundacionos. ‘9

e For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

Fote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

Precinct 2 c Typ:O1 Seq:0002 SpLOl

7.4.2.0 / 012503-14 C Election Systems & Software, Inc. 1981, 2002

— IThA Precinct 2

_____

Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(Eleccicjn de ía Enmienda Constitucional y Enmienda de Ia Carta de ía Ciudad de Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Inslruction Note;
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval () provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

(Nota de InstrucciOn9
(Vote por Ia doclaracion do su proferoncia on cada carrora Ilonando comp/etamonto of espacio ova/ado () a /a izquiorda do /a
dec/arac/On.)

Constitutional Amendment Election Constitutional Amendment Election Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Eniniendas a Ia (Election sobre Enmiendas a Ia (Election sabre Enmiendas a Ia

CanstituciOn) . ConstitutiOn) GonstituciOn,)

hi

211

• 4o•

•41

— 42•

• 43•

—
—
—
—
—
—

— 52

—

D For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

No. 005254 +
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Precinct 2
1-

Constitutional Amendment Election
(EIecaion sabre Enmiendas a Ia

Constitucion)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
‘The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmionda constitucional quo autoriza a
Ia Legislatura oximir do impuostos ad
valorem a los motales prociosos
guardados en un depdsito do metales
preciosos con sodo en oslo Estado. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
“The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO tO DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(“Enmionda constitucional para pormitir, en
ciortas circunstancias, Ia transferencia do
an/males de las fuerzas del orden a on
cuidador calificado. ‘9

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY Of FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA DE LA
CARTA

CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as set forth below:

“Sec. 11.12- Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Rexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluoridation equipment to be
used in relation to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.”

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de Ia Carta de Ia Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

establece a continuaciOn:)

(‘Segundo. 11. 12. - Prohibida Ia
fluorizacidn del suministro pUblico do agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, incluidos
sos dopartamentos, agonIes y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DE AQUA o acoptar aqua
fluorada para su uso en el s/stoma de
agua pUblica de Ia Ciudad do
Fredericksburg, quo incluyo, entro otros, Ia
adición do ácido hidrofluorosil(cico, ácido
hexafluorosilIcico, Siliocofluoruro de sodio
o cualquior otro derivado do fluoruro. La
Ciudad do Fredericksburg no doberA
comprar, instalar ni pormitir quo Ia
instalación do oquipos do fluorización so
use en relación con ol suministro do aqua
municipal do Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sistoma do distribución. A pesar do
cualquier otra disposición do esta Soccidn,
Ia Ciudad puede aceptary usaragua
fluorada natural en el sistema pUblico de
agua do Ia Ciudad do Fredericksburg. ‘9
(Un voto do SI sorA para dojar do agrogar
fluoruro.)

— —

e For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

—
—

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

—
—

—
—
—
a
—
—
—
a
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

—
+

o YES (Si)

O NO (NO)

I frecinct2 —

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

— I Typ:O1 Seq:0002 SpJ:O1

+
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Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(Elección de Ia Enmienda Constitucional y Enmienda de Ia Carta de Ia Ciudad do Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado do Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Instruction Note:
Vote for the saement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval (a) provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Enmiendas a Ia

ConstituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
The constitutional amendment permitting

a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at :he same time.!

(PROPUESTA NUMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional quo permite a
una persona ocupar mAs do un cargo
como juez municipal a! mismo tiempo.’)

For (A Favor)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
‘The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.r

(PROPUESTA NL1MERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda cons?itucional quo prevé Ia
emisión adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generales per patio de Ia
Junta do Desarrollo do Recursos Hidricos
de Texas por un monto quo no exceda los
3200 millones, para brindar asistencia
financiers pars el desarrollo de ciertos
proyectos en Areas con diiicultades
econOmicas.”)

— C For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

•.
—

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
‘The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

t’Enmienda cons?itucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura considerar una exencidn
temporal do los impuestos ad valorem de
una pane del valor do tasación do ciertos
bienes dañados por un desastre.’)

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Enrniendas a (a

Canstitución)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share o
partnership and unincorporated
association income.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucidnal quo prohibe Ia
imposiciôn de un impuesto sobre Is renta
individual, incluido un impuesto sobre los
ingresos do una persona participante en
una sociedad o en una asociación no
incorporada. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

tO Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
‘The constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DETEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional quo asigna los
ingresos derivados de los actuales
impuestos estataies sobre Is yenta y el tiso
aplicados a los art/cubs deportivos, al
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
do Texas y a Ia comision Histórica de
Texas para proteger las Areas naturales, Ia
calidad del agua yla historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisición, gestion y
mejoramiento do los parques y sitios
históricos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
ía tasa impositiva sobre Is vents y el uso. 7

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Elección sabre Enrniendas a Ia

ConstituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones
Ia cantidad mAxima de bonos autorizada
para el lnstituto do Provención e
lnvestigacion del CAncer de Texas.’)

. For (A Favor)

CZ) Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
‘The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.”

(PROPUESTA NLJMERO 7DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucionsl que permite
mayores distribuciones al fondo escolar
disponible. ‘9

, For (A Favor)

CD Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITiON 8
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional quo prove Ia
creacidn del fondo do intraestructura
contra inundaciones pars ayudar a
financiar proyoctos do alcantarillado,
mitigación do inundaciones y control do
inundaciones.7

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

Vote Both Sides
-. (Vote ambos lados)

Typ:O1 3eq0003 SpI:Ol

7.4.2.0 / 012503-14 © EIecl,on Systems & Software. Inc 1981. 2002

Official Ballot +
(Boleta OficiaO

A Precinct 3 .0

I (Nota de Instrucción.j
(Vote por Ia declaracion de su pro ferencia en cads carrera Ilenando completamonte el espacio ovalado (a) a Ia izquierda de Ia
declaracion.)

iii

21

— 4D

— 41•

— 42•

— 43

0 Against (En Contra)

a For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

I Precinct 3

No. 000973

Exhibit G5 - Sample of Pct 3 Election Day ballot - Page 2 of 3



+ +

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Eleccion sabre Enmiendas a Is

CanstituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
The constitutional amendment authorizing

the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.”

(PROPUESTA NIIMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
ía Legislatura eximir de impuestos ad
valorem a los metales preciosos
guardados en un depOsito de metales
preciosos con sede en este Estado. ‘2

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
“The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional pars permitir, en
ciertas circunstancias, Ia transferencia de
an/males de las fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador calificado. ‘9

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY Of FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA DE LA
CARTA

CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as setforth below:

“Sec. 11.12- Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluoridation equipment to be
used in relation to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.”

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda de Ia Carta de ía Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

estabiece a continuaciôn:)

(“Segundo. 11. 12. - Prohibida ía
fluorizacion del suministro pdblico de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, incluidos
sus departamentos, agentes y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DEAGUA a aceptaragua
fluorada para su uso en el sistema de
agua pUblica de ía Ciudad de
Fredericksburg, que incluye, entre otros, Ia
ad/don de ácido hidrofluorosilicico, ádido
hexafluorosilicico, Siliocofluoruro de sod/a
o cualquier otro derivado de fluoruro. La
Ciudad de Fredericksburg no deberá
comprar, instalar ni permitir que Ia
instalación de equipos de fluorización se
use en relación con el suministro de agua
municipal de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sistema de distribucidn. A pesar de
cualquier otra disposiciOn de esta SecciOn,
Ia Ciudad puede aceptar y usar agua
fluorada natural en el sistema pOblico de
agua de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg. ‘9

(Un voto de sI será para dejar de agregar
fluoruro.)

_ [ Precinct 3 — — I

= For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

—

—
—

—

.

—
—

—
—
—
—
—
—
a
—
a
—
a
a
a
a
—
—
a
—
—
—
—
a
—
a
a
—

—
+

O YES (Si’)

e NO (NO)

Vote Both Sides
(Vote smbos lados)

P I Precinct 3 E F j Typ:01 Seq:0003 SpLol

Exhibit G5 - Sample of Pct 3 Election Day ballot - Page 3 of 3



Official Ballot
(Boleta Oficial)

+

Constitutional Amendment Election
(Election sabre Enmiendas a ía

Constitution)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time”

(PROPUESTA NIJMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(eEnmienda constitucional que permite a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
como juez municipal al mismo tiempo. 7

0 For (A Favor)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 2 DEL ESTACO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constituciona( que prevé (a
emisión adicional de bonos de
obligaciones generates por pane de ía
Junta de Desarrollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas por un monto que no exceda los
$200 millones, para brindar asistencia
financiera pars el desarrollo de ciertos
proyectos en areas con dificultades
econômicas.7

e For (A Favor)

-0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
ía Legislatura considerar una exencián
temporal de los impuestos ad valorem de
una pane del valor de tasaciôn de ciertos
bienes dañados por un desastre. 7

0 For (A Favor)

I• L

Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElectiOn sabre Enmiendas a ía

ConstitutiOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of-
partnership an unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que prohibe ía
imposiciôn de un impuesto sabre Ia renta
individual, incluido un impuesto s.obre los
ingresos de una persona participants en
una sociedad o en una asociaciôn no
incorporada. “)

a For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
‘The constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing

i state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks aid
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucionalque asigna (as
ingresos derivados de los actuales
impuestos estatales sabre Ia yenta y el uso
aplicados a los articulos deportivos, at
Departamento de Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia Comisidn Histórica de
Texas para proteger las areas natvrales, ía
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisiciOn, gestión y
mejoramiento de los parques y sitios
históricos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sabre Ia yenta yet uso. ‘9

Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElectiOn sabre Erirniendas a Ia

ConstitutiOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cander PreventiQn and Research Institute
of Texa.”

(PROPUESTA NOMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(‘Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura aumentar en $3,000 millones
Ia cantidad maxima de bonos autorizada
pars el Instituto de Prevencidn e
Investigation del Cancer de Texas. 7

For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
“The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions tome available
school fund.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 7DEL ESTACO
CE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permits
mayores distribuciones al fondo escolar
disponible. 7

e For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PR0POSm0N 8
‘The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund teassist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
CE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
creación del fondo de infraestructura
contra inundaciones pars ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado,
mitigaciOn de inundaciones y control de
inundacianes. 7

0 Against (En Contra)

Vote Both Sides
(Voleambosladds)

I TypOlSeq0004SpIOl
7420/012503-14 0 E,eci,on Systems & Softwa,e. Inc 1981,2982

Precinct 4 —

Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(Elecciôn de ía Enmienda Constituciona! y Enmienda de Ia Carta de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5, 2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval (S) provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

Nota de Instruccion9
(Vote por ía declaracion de su preferencia en cada carrera Ilenando completamente el espaclo ovalado (e) a Ia izquierda de Ia
declaraciOn.)

flh1

•21.

— 40_

— 41

— 42•

•.

—
— 54_

—

e Against (En Contra)

fl For (A Favor)

O For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

0 Against (En Contra)

I Prednct4

+ No. 005235 +

Exhibit G6 - 2 Election Day Pct 4 ballots signed by Presiding Judge - Page 1 of 4



Constitutional Amendment Election
(ElecelOn sobre Enmiendas a ía

Constitucion)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
‘The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to exempt irom ad valoreni
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enrnienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Leg/slatura exfrnfr de impuestos ad
valorern a los metales preciosos
guardados en un depósito de rnetales
prec/osos con sede en este Estado. 7

CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION
CITY 0j FREDERICKSBURG, TX

(ELECCIOV SOBRE ENMIENDA OEM
CARTA

CILIDAD Q FREDERICKSBURG, TX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as setforth below:

“Sec. 11.12- Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accept any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorosilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocotluoride. or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall

1 not purase, install, or allow the
‘installation of fluoridation equipment io be

used in relation to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision ol this Section, the City
may accept and use naturally occurring

I fluoridated water in the City of
Fredehckburg public water system.

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmieno’a ía Carta cM ía Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

establece a continuacion:)

(“Segundo. 11. 12. ProhThida Ia
fluorizaciOn del surninistro pUblico de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, mc)u/dos
sus departarnentos, agentes y contratistas,

‘NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRO
PUBLICO DEAGUA o aceptaragua
fluorada para su uso en el s/sterna de
agua pUblica de Ia Ciudad de
Fredericksburg, que incluye, entre otros. Ia
adiciôn de ac/do hidrofluorosilIcico, ac/do
hexafluorosilIcfco, Siliocofluoruro de sodfo
o cualquier otro derivado de fluoruro. La
Ciudad de Fredericksburg no deberá
comprar, instalar if perrnitir que Ia
instalación de equipos de fluorizacion se
use en relación con el surninistro de agua
rnunicipal de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su s/sterna de distribuc/On. A pesar de
cualquier otra disposiciôn de esta SecciOn.
Ia Ciudad puede aceptar y usar agua
fluorada natural en el sislerna pUb//co de
agua de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg. ‘9

(Un voto de Si será para dejar de agregar
tluoruro.)

I Precinct4 E [ F

fl For (A Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
‘The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 10 DEL
ESTADO DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucionalpara permitir, en
ciertas circunstancias, Ia transferencia de
anirnales de las fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador calificado. ‘9

a For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

—

—

—

S

—
—
S

S

S

S

S

—
S

—
—
S

S

—
S

S

S

S

—
—
S

—
—
S

S

—
—
—

o YES (Si)

NO (NO)

i I Precinct 4 E 5 I F 5 Typ:O1 Seq:0004 spl:ol

- Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos lados)

—
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+ Official Ballot -4-
(Boleta Oficial)

r_
Precinct4

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 1
“The constitutional amendment permitting
a person to hold more than one office as a
municipal judge at the same time.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO I DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional qua permite a
una persona ocupar más de un cargo
como juez municipal al mismo tiempo. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 2
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the issuance of additional general
obligation bonds by the Texas Water
Development Board in an amount not to
exceed $200 million to provide financial
assistance for the development of certain
projects in economically distressed areas.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 2 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevé Ia
emisiôn adicional de bones de
obligaciones genera/es per pane de Ia
Junta de Desarrollo de Recursos Hidricos
de Texas per un monto que no exceda /os
$200 mi//ones, para brindar asistencia
financiera para el desarro/lo do ciertos
proyectos en areas con dificu/tades
económicas. ‘9

0 For (A Favor)

S Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 3
‘The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to provide for a temporary
exemption from ad valorem taxation of a
portion of the appraised value of certain
property damaged by a disaster.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 3 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional quo autoriza a
/a Legislatura considerar una exenciOn
temporal de los impuestos ad va/orem de
una pane del va/or de tasacidn de ciertos
bienes danados por un desastre. ‘9

O For (A Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 4
“The constitutional amendment prohibiting
the imposition of an individual income tax,
including a tax on an individual’s share of
partnership and unincorporated
association income.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 4 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que proh(be /a
imposicián de un impuesto sobre Ia renta
individual, incluido un impuesto sobre los
ingresos de una persona participante en
una sociedad o en una asociación no
incorporada. ‘9

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 5
“The constitutional amendment dedicating
the revenue received from the existing
state sales and use taxes that are imposed
on sporting goods to the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department and the Texas
Historical Commission to protect Texas’
natural areas, water quality, and history by
acquiring, managing, and improving state
and local parks and historic sites while not
increasing the rate of the state sales and
use taxes.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 5 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que asigna los
ingresos derivados de los actuales
impuestos estata/es sobre Ia yenta y el uso
aplicados a los art/cu/os deportivos, al
Departamento do Parques y Vida Silvestre
de Texas y a Ia Comision Histórica de
Texas para proteger las areas naturales, Ia
calidad del agua y Ia historia de Texas
mediante Ia adquisicion, gestion y
mejoramiento de los parques y sitios
históricos estatales y locales, sin aumentar
Ia tasa impositiva sobre Ia yenta y el uso. ‘9

O For (A Favor)

O Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 6
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to increase by $3 billion the
maximum bond amount authorized for the
Cancer Prevention and Research Institute
of Texas.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 6 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legis/atura aumentar en $3,ooo millones
Ia cantidad maxima de bonos autorizada
para el Instituto de Prevencidn e
Investigación del Cancer de Texas.

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 7
“The constitutional amendment allowing
increased distributions to the available
school fund.”

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 7DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que permite
mayores distribuciones al fondo escolar
disponible. ‘9

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 8
“The constitutional amendment providing
for the creation of the flood infrastructure
fund to assist in the financing of drainage,
flood mitigation, and flood control projects.”

(PRQPUESTA NUMERO 8 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional que prevë Ia
creacián del fondo de infraestructura
contra inundaciones para ayudar a
financiar proyectos de alcantarillado,
mitigación de inundaciones y control de
inundaciones. ‘9

S Against (En Contra)

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos !ados*J

____________

Typ:Ol Seq:0004 SpI:Ol

7.4.2.0/ 012503-14 © Etection Systems & Software, Inc. 1981, 2002

Constitutional Amendment and City of Fredericksburg Charter Amendment
Election

(Elección de ía Enmienda ConstitucionaI y Enmienda do Ia Carta do Ia Ciudad do Fredericksburg)
Gillespie County and City of Fredericksburg, Texas

(Condado de Gillespie y Ciudad de Fredericksburg, Texas)
November 5,2019 (5 de noviembre de 2019)

Instruction Note:
Vote for the statement of your choice in each race by darkening in the oval (0) provided to the left of the statement indicating the
way you wish to vote.

(Nota de InstrucciOn:)
(Vote por Ia declaracidn de su preferencia en cada carrera Ilenando completamente el espacio ovalado (0) a Ia izquierda de Ia
declaraciOn.)

Constitutional Amendment Election Constitutional Amendment Election Constitutional Amendment Election
(EleaclOn sabre Enmiendas a ía (Eleccion sabre Enmiendas a (a (ElecciOn sobre Enmiendas a Ia

ConstituclOn) ConstItuclon) Constituclon)

I•ii

i•

i•

i•
I•21•

I—

I—

i•

I—

i•

i•

—
i• 4O

i• 41•

i• 42•

i•

I—

I—

i•

i•
i•

i•

I—

i•

i

i•
54•

i•

a
i•

i•
i•

a
a
i•

O For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

O For (A Favor)

0 Against (En contra)

0 For (A Favor)

— Precinct 4 — I

+ No. 005236

Exhibit G6 - 2 Election Day Pct 4 ballots signed by Presiding Judge - Page 3 of 4



+ +
Constitutional Amendment Election

(Elecciôn sabre Enmiendas a (a
CanstituciOn)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 9
“The constitutional amendment authorizing
the legislature to exempt from ad valorem
taxation precious metal held in a precious
metal depository located in this state.”

(PROPUESTA NLIMERO 9 DEL ESTADO
DE TEXAS)

(Enrnienda constitucional que autoriza a
Ia Legislatura exirnir de impuestos ad
valorem a los metales preciosos
guardados en un depdsito de metales
preciosos con sede en este Estado.w)

S For (A Favor)

0 Against (En Contra)

STATE OF TEXAS PROPOSITION 10
“The constitutional amendment to allow the
transfer of a law enforcement animal to a
qualified caretaker in certain
circumstances.’

(PROPUESTA NUMERO 10 DEL
ESTADODE TEXAS)

(“Enmienda constitucional para permitir, en
ciertas circunstancias, Ia transferencia de
animales de las fuerzas del orden a un
cuidador calificado. ‘9

‘S For (A Favor)

1E
CHARTER AMENDMENT ELECTION

CITY O,F FREDERICKSBURG, TX
(ELECCION SOBRE ENMIENDA OEM

GARTA
CIUDAD DE FREDERICKSBURG, IX)

City Charter amendment to add Sec.
11.12, as setforth below:

“Sec. 11.12 Fluoridation of Public Water
Supply Prohibited.

The City of Fredericksburg, including its
departments, agents, and contractors,
SHALL NOT FLUORIDATE THE PUBLIC
WATER SUPPLY or accep: any fluoridated
water for use in the City of Fredericksburg
public water system, including but not
limited to the addition of Hydrofluorasilicic
Acid, Hexafluorosilicic Acid, Sodium
Siliocofluoride, or any other fluoride
derivative. The City of Fredericksburg shall
not purchase, install, or allow the
installation of fluohdation equipment to be
used in relation to the City of
Fredericksburg municipal water supply or
its distribution system. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Section. the City
may accept and use naturally occurring
fluoridated water in the City of
Frederickburg public water system.’

A vote of YES will be to stop adding
fluoride.

(Enmienda tie Ia Carta tie ía Ciudad
para agregar Sec. 11.12, como se

establece a continuaclén:)

(‘Segundo. 11.12. - Prohibida Ia
fluorización del surninistro pUblico de agua.

La Ciudad de Fredericksburg, incluidos
sus departamentos, agentes y contratistas,
NQ DEBE FLUORAR EL SUMINISTRQ
PUBLICO DE AGUA o aceptar agua
fluorada para su uso en el sisterna de
agua pUb!ica de Ia Ciudad de
Fredericksburg, que incluye. entre otros, Ia
adiciUn de ácido hidrofluorosilIcico, ácido
hexafluorosilicico, Siliocofluoruro de sodio
o cualquier otro denvado de fluoruro. La
Ciudad de Fredericksburg no deberã
comprar, instalar ni permitir que Is
instalacion de equ;Øos de fluorizacidn se
use en relaciOn con el suministro de agua
municipal de ía Ciudad de Fredericksburg
o su sistema de distribución. A pesar de
cualquier otra disposiciOn de esta Sección.
Is Ciudad puede aceptary ussr agua
fluorada natural en el s/sterna pUblico de
agua de Ia Ciudad de Fredericksburg.

(Un voto de Si será pars dejar de agregar
fluoruro.)

Vote Both Sides
(Vote ambos (ados)

Precinct 4

0 Against (En Contra)

I
0 YES (SI)/ // ‘ ‘S NO (NO)

/

I Precinct 4 E F Typ:D1 Seq:0004 50:01
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OFC fi. le · 1SggilJ,e. o f,::: 
PHC f i l. (?; 1-'JgQille. pre 
t::PT f'1le: 19gg:i.lle; rpt 
PRF File-, 1':Jggi11,:;; . ,;•, -. .p 

Ballot1;; t-11.1.mbE-red by: 
Total Prei::_.;.ncts: 
Ballot S:!.:~e: 
Backgro1...md L@vel: 
DTS Ma~k R•cognition~ 
l:3..a 11 o t ~; id r.:, ;; : 

Billlot So~~ Tabulation: 
D l "1 ( P. . - > i. 1 ;.i •,. - 1' q' t.) << r., n· t .:, "' ) _{ .... ,. ~ ._. !:::i - c:. ~ .;;; ~ ~ 'I:.:; 

CHFr:t• REPEJRT OPT" f.JNS 

l 1S . 2q~40 04-N ov - -01 9 
1 l~:3~:~0 04-Nov-2019 
L ' ' : .;r:.:-; 't0 04--N:.1 V .~'.01 ':::' 

1S~39:40 04-Nov-2019 
:'.~L;::':? :. !I.:: ,21.ti-:Ncv•-~:~1M:3 

1 1~;39:40 04-Nov-~019 
4 ~~~=~ 40 e•-Nov·-2019 
1 19:3~~40 04-Nov~2019 
1. 19 ?9:4~ 0 4-Nuv-201J 

Lines Per f'.. :.iQe 1 

Number c~ Solumn s 
Accumula ad rotal ~: 
Ballot Po s itions . 
OV(-?r/Unde·,, ~-•er·r.-~nt ~ 

Totals- Li;.e 
Au{; ".i PY ec i. '.'v:·;; · Po pa 1'~ s 
Candidates Panked • 
Certification Nes~age~ 

Qr•-' .. ,..._., 01 2-1Zl19 
0-c~t. 01 2.'019 
Get @j_ 2.019 
Oct 121 .I. c:~019 
Precinct 
.i.3 
i.4 11 36-l" .. OW 
Oval~ 
Ver~;ian 2.0 
n ... J 

1 b '" 3©.; '+0 
t$:!30;3G 

1(,:30:t,0 
G ~ ."!0 36 

);!i·;.t;;.:--lns Onl/ 
f.:'·1 i;1 e:inct Cor.m'l,Eirl:.l 

60 
1 
tC 

"lo 
No 
Yes 
!'fo 

!,; 

-lo 
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•I· t. ~-.- ~~: ~- .1=·:;~ ,::, t1--·-.\iW v-- ;.~01 ':i Z ). tJ ; i ~., ~<: 
~·- ti. --1'~ :.J " 2r_7:i i. t::l Rel··~ C. r· ;_-·Jr _\_ ··1 t t: :: r- : 

"j ., · c1 I , 'I 
r ,_f _, , 1 ,, ... ~ u kl r .. r~ - ;_ :•· t e ... ~ 

''-1 Q ,~. 0 1-· ~ 1,_! ·-: ,..; _;_: ... 
¥. e m c l -- ~ 1 (~ \/ z., .= ~ .:\ ~ 1 ~'- : 

, •• 0 ~oc o~Ji ~~ a~sinte~ t ~1 1ct ~ 
1 Blank Sa~ting Selected 
l Over vot,e S,:q-·-t · ng SeJ.ec t e,::1 
t Crossover Sor t ing _ Selected 
L Write I~ Sort in~ Salected 
1 Operator ;::t1·-~;:"ss..ed START to Be g in- Sca.nnirtg 
1 B~llot Hopper Empty - Scanning Halted 
i 00@7 S<iilv ecl 1 Ballots. Pt·ec i net Tota. l 1 
1. Batc~h Dc1.llot~. Scanned:. j_ (1 s.a..,;ed) 
1 •.• B~.t ch Sorted: 0 
l .•. l~t~ ~ Ballots T~bulat ~- - 1 
:!. Op~rat ,:>-r 1'-etjuested Sho~-t: Last Pr~ci net Repor~t 
1 ~-~Coipletec transf • i of report to pr~nter 
1 Operator ?Yessed START to B~gin Scanning 
i Multiple Ballots I::ie-!;ec~.ed in R-ea.d He~d 
1 Ope.~ator - Pre-.,H~U .START tn Begin Sc'3:nning 
1 B,.d ::. ,, •t-: I-!,-;i_ppe,p E.mpty - ·· · S,.::.;?,rn i ng J-.talt~d. · 

Operatoi:·; P:~oess~d $TART tel Beg:i,n sca:nning 
l B.all(ji~ He_pper::·Empty ··· Sc.:.\'t ,ning Halted 
1 0005' Saved .2 Ballots~ r:•r oc :i. ,nct Totctl" 2 
·1 n~+-~ ·1~~·J.·o·~- ~-~~n-- rl ;:_~ 1_:_= ~~-.~~ , . i:;,-~ ..i '~ , I ., -:.:.. ., , ~ Jt::.,: '::::\ I 4 ~ 1= L! - _ . ,,._ - ,.,_., 't' ~ ./,.,I 

:I. • , • Bt,tch Scn~ted: 0 ·· 
. 1 - • • ~r sl; ;:,j B 3- l l C) -I; s T,,i b i_\ l ~ t 2 d ~ 3 
1 Oper~tor re~~etted Shor~ Last Precinct ~~µq~t 
l -~ .. . C,.Jmpleted trans . er.ot' . r·eport to pr;uter 
! Ope,··ator req1.1este-d BhCJi---t ·Grand Totals·. Repor't 
1 .•• Campleted transfer of-~apa~t to printer 

Machi ne ~eadiness 
19;47 : i3 ~4 Nov - 2~19 
GI L,.LESPl E COUNT.Y . . 
(:ONST:CTUT IONAL AMENDMCNT 2Lr-XTI ON 
NOVEMBER 5, t01~ 

-~:3 Jr 13 °t; \~ lt 'f\{-c:1 m e : 
(iYmwate Version• 

l 19:4~ 13 04~Nov-2019 
1 19~47 13 04-Nov~2019 
1 ·1s~47-~1:? ·0-4--Nov-.- a\flJ1? 
1 19:47~13 04-No v-2019 

•:=··.•oi;;r~ Ins-st 2. I" 1. at:_ or. :, 
Tabulator Version: 

1 19: 1+7~ 1.3 !i.4 - Nov -;}019 Init Version: 

_"1- .. --ez---F--·-- CHECK EU::CTIClN OPTIONS 

1 " 3:4 7 ~ l--, ... ...., 0·~ ·Ne -2019 OFC File~ i9ggilli:',. ofc 
1· l9:1+7::i3 !c4-Nov ··2019 PRE file: i.9ggi 11 e" pre 
1 1 9 :_ fi. 7 : l -~; 1214-No v- ·i::019 !~PT -:-~11::,: 1 r;Jg y i l l a • r•pt 
1 19:47~13 1Z14--t-lov-2019 PRF File; 1 '3ggi1 le. prf 
i 19:4-7:; 13 04--Nov- 21.i'.11 'J Ba!1ot~ N~~beretl by: 
1; 19:r-47; 1 Ji 04_:NG v-- ·201 'J. Total Pree i nc·t s i: .. 

- ·- - -

Yes 
l 2'!• 

. r'i..,.. 
... t~• ! ,1, 

9~39~41 4-~ov-201~ 
1 '~-)r39~41 /.c- 1\1fJ\' ·· -201.9 

19:~9 ~~1 4-Noi-20l9 
1 ? 40:~7 ~- ~ov-2019 
19:40:58 
1'J:4©~59 
19t40;;59 
l'J;.t+i:01 
19 : 41 . 22 
19:A-1124 
19141:31 
19:41:31 
19.: 41 ~ 81 
19~ ·4-t;Jl 
19;41 :33 
19 :t+l :37 · 
19:42:13 
1. 9 :Af~ i 14 
19: it2: 52 
J '3 l:'"+c~ : ;5-l} 

1 '3 : 42 -: 5'3 
1 'J :-43 ~ tlY1 
19:43:04 
1 S : 4.,3 ~: f.,)-';-

1 CJ: 4.3; ©1r 
19 :43:tV+ 
19;43~05 
19: 43'~ 1219 
i 'l:44:22 
t(t:44l:29 

MG5~) :;i;.,.:1-... jJ.one (1) 

Ver ·r. ion 2. 1. 0. 0 
Se p 1, 2019 09~30~44 
J'ul 15 2005 08:1.Sli'+.:-~ 
.Ju. l 15 217.•05 08: 16:t+7 

cict tl,!l :!''.1(.119 1£. : 30 ll.40 
Oct 01 201'] 1G . 3Q:;::,;f-:, 
Oc!; 01 2iZ: :l. 'J 1 S ~ 30 : 4121 
Oct 01 20.19 1 G: 30; 36 
.Precinct 
is .. --

4--No v-2019 
4--Nov-c:019 
L1-No v-;:;;:12119 
lf-Nov-2019 
4•·-N.ov~&ill-19. 
4-·Nov-:...201.$ 
1+....,.Nov-2·019· 
4~Nov-20i3 
4 .... ~"o v•--201 .9 
:'.i,- ,J._, v---2,@19 
1.,-N·J v-2:019 
i+•-: No v-·a'019 
4--·Nov.:.:.~l'a 
A··t'l4y..,.2JZJ -19 
it-N<)V-2Jll19 
lf ·; f.f o'.~•-2flf'l:.9. 
4-··Nov....,21Zf 1-9-. 
It •·-No i.1 -2~1-st· 

. . . •\~. 

4--Na v-2019 
'---J)ov-2019 
.. ~ -~,io v -i::01 t}'' 
l~ -•f".iu 1.1-2@l'i 
4 Nov-··2019 
4·-· l':tt{v·-201-'9 
t+-·Nov~20 f'.9 
4.-·,·Ne',;I ··2019. 
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•. .... _, ... I .... '-' -,;;• - r ,~--,,..., V ·-loi:..' ~ J , ... •C\- :-·•.!:Jr u '-l\ f 'U -~·- t.::' V 't:'::" J. 

• ~~~47i!3 04-Nov-2019 DTS Mark Re~~eni t i ~n~ Vr::r s ia 2 171 

Ba!lat Sides: ~we - ~ 47 ~!3 04-~o~-?0 -
'; · I , -1 ~: 7 f.'L1 ---1'ls" :";,'t~H q 
-.~?~13 ~4- ~ uv 20 1g 

!? ·'..:\ l ]. :· c~ ~:: · .. ·1; l'' .:"I b ·J 1. a ·!; i ·: n .. l,J , ... i I; t~~ ..... T -. :... :'") r· -· 
U q {'..1. } ( .., P g ,_i - ~1. 1· ... / (} t· :; en .f; e t~ \ r: y ·· ~ r - :·1 c ·t; C o 1...1. r, -'.; ~ ! -. s 

* ., ____ ···· -·-···-.·· ·--·· J 

__ ~:} ··. ·7 ~ ·. ~:: e. /_ r...r ~: '. ---:?'.(l ·1 1
~- t -it .. t 1!1 t•t4 } · ·~ o 1 :: : :.~ . '-'· m ls • 

_,. ~ :. ,~.-: :t3 04·-Nov ··2!Zl1S ne:cuinu l ate:i ;otals • No 
• !~- ~7 ; ~: 0~ ~c~ ·2019 

1~:47:13 04 - ~cv -2019 
i 1 9 : '+ 7 : 13 0A Nov-· 2019 
• 19:47:13 04 No~ - 2019 
1 1~!47:13 04-Nov - 2013 
i 19~47.13 04-Nov-2019 

Oa!lQt ~J~i~~O~i : 
Clver/Und..:: Pe ·c,: nt • 
Tot,ai.ls · Li nf.?: ·· 
Aut~ Pre=inct Reports 
c~ndidat2 1 Ran~ed: 
Certifi~ation Message: 

r.: c, 

l'fo 
Ves· 

No 
No 
No 

+-·.:-=-·--:r-:.o::,jf, CHECK HARDWARE CDNFIGUf~ATION * ··• - ··::a:r · ·- ..... ::e:o:r + 

1 1.9~47: f .. , 
~v. ·04-Nov···f:12119 IntPrn:1:l .Drive ; 

1: 19:'+7! 13 04-Nr;v-·2019 lip Dis'~: 
'I 1'3:117: ',c 7 · IZIA-·Nov--2019 r<E•port Print e rr J. •.;J 

• 19~47~ 13· !Zfl+ ·Nw\ ·· 2ltH 9 Log P1°inte r ! "-

1 1'3;-'¾-7: 13 04---Nov--~:::019 Memory Us~d-: 
t 19!47d3 .1~,1-·-Nov--,-2019 Memor 'l Avai 1abla, -~· 
-l 19:47: 1 "2 ·-.J ©4~•1'-lav-2019 Tota.l Memory: 

_ Gy~tem Na~e ; M650 Standalan~ <1> 
1 Dat~ba&F Ca~nters are Clea0 

Yes 
Yes 
LPT1 
L PT,:: 
6868 
~-65.36 
31:40it 

1. Read 1 _to 1\ab,.i.Li te Ballots: E-: n t ,=ri g; Ori•• L.i,,~ Mode · 
1 B~an~ Sart1~g Se1ectad 

· Ovarv,:)t 61 Sor+ i. r,JJ Sa lect ed 
1 ~ro~s~ve~ -C0r tiMg Selected 
-~ Write In Sorting S~iac~ad 
1 9peratot" Pt·ess//:,d START •::i D~gi1-i Scanning 
1 Dv~rvot• Found 
1 Operator Pres~ed START ta Beg i~ Scanning 
_ /Jve'i'-vote .. Fo(ind 
1 Operator Pre·ssed START to l:1egin SJ.canni_ng 
1 B-all_ot Hopper Empty ·- Sca.t,ning .Halted 
1 O~erator Pr•ss~d $TART to Begiri Scanning 
i bv-e,r\1ote Fot.mo · 
l tJp_er.ator p~;-esscd START to lleg111 Scanning 
:l. .Ov.e("'VOt e. Found 
i Operator ~r~~sed START to Bey1n Scano~ng 

Over vo'_:; e r-cund · 
·1 Oper~tor !".:ii•esse.:d START to Begin Sce;\ni-iing 

_, 2a.110t Hoppe~- Empty - Scanning Halted 
1 Opt'.n-~at'tit' i;:it~a$·s~d START- to Begin Sca.nnir{g 
i Jvervote Fowid 
:t Operettor Pressed START '. to De g in Scanning 
.:.. '~01.._. Com,t En·or Detected 
~ Stop LL.r 1, wt; Detected~ Channel <s) CC 
,.. Upet ·ator Pt:. es;;ed START tc, Begin St.:arrni n ~ 
i Ba:!.lot Hopper Empty -- Scanning Halted 
;1 dp,,n·ato,r Pre1.·=a~t. START tu· t!e°gin s,.:.a.nning 
:t B.::,:!. lot Hf.tpp,er' Empty ~- B,c:anning Halte·d 
-1-0peraatdr Presseq START +;c Begin Scanning 
1 lndeterminat·e Rea.q _i'f:-tg(s) 1 .S-ensor(s) D 
l u-wer.at ar 1..ira ssed SI fHH to l::'eg 1 n bc.,mn:i. ng 
1 CJvervote Found 

~~b 
~Zb 
Vb 

19:47.13· 4-N 0v~~-t~ 
J.'J:47tt3 4--Nov..:r-:01, 
1 Sh t-1:7: 13· 't ·l\!d v ,201~ 

t 3: 55 :-4e ·· 
1 'J·: ~-5 ~ 51 

-'}-·Nov ···2.0 :t':1 
4 --·No v , 20} 9 
4 - No,v,...201. 9 
4-Nov-·,i:01 ~ • 
4-No v-·,~019 
4-·Nov'-r.:'01 9 

i'.:k56:00 4--Nov- ·2019 
1'J:ei610i · 4 ·:·l\lo v ·-20 1 9 
19:56: 16 
:t 9: "56::20 

.. l -9 ~56;'J7· 
l '3 : 56:3'3 
19=56:46 
-19 : 56.; 51 
f9 ~ :'::i7; 00 
~J~ .. 57· \l0;=: 
.:l. 9: 57 ~ Lt 
l ·:1: 57: i'f-
1. 9: 53·~02 .· 
1 ':): 58: ¾d:ff 

i '3: 58: 13 
19~5'8:J.7 
19:58:l.7 
19;58 . 36 
19:58~:39 
19~58:45 
1 'J : 58 : ltt, 
1.9:59:01. 
1 9 • C:"1 • f2¥4 
l ';;.1 :5·:1i lt.. 
19;t5':9'q•:i 

-- t<'l:ll!'.,1'. • • ....., _ _ 

4-·NOV""'.2019 
'+. 'Nov· :.".::019 
4-M~v-2:@1 °i-'. 
4~Nov·-20 i 9' 
4 ::..Nov-·2.01.9· 
4..:•Nov·:-~019 
4-Nov ·2019 
!+ ·No 'J·' 2019 
4-Nov-f:019 
4--No,,--2-01 '3· 
!~--Na v-2:12l'1 ~ 
4--r..io ,,- -2019 

4--\!o-.• -:2019 
4-Nov··•Ci~ 1S1 
4--Nvv-2019 
4-·NQv-·20,iSI 
4-Nov..:2019 
4 · Nciv -- 20,19 
4-N'c v--2-01 "';3 
li--!'-'ov ·-201'9 
L1---Ne v-2019, 
4 ·· Ne V ·-c'.~::!t9 
-4-Nov·~20-1":1 

! _ ... 1" ·· . . ·-·---":...',;;;4."-

Exhibit H2 - ES&S M650 Optical Scanner Election Day and Tabulator Audit Logs - Page 3 of 9



- - • ... - • • -• - - • -. - --•~ - - l ·• !::f 'II ~~ ~ 'j •--, I ~'. .... -.., t "' ~ ~ .._.-

•~ Opi:~i'- ·J.t Gr' Pre ;;=; ed STAHT ta Begi n S c anning 
• D,3.l:;. :: '. :-lopper [mpty - Sc::.::T1ntng t.{alted 

1-.!f .. •.;;i · . .... ·. c· ·r-<=iSL~ G .-r~":::·~-:· £ f:g.1..n ~3i:: ::;t d, i l.:1!:2 

.l l. p ~ ~,; · ~ .. , r:· t::.1·:: e t .. . :_ .. /·1,:\( .. n ~.eg~ll t.:.,.:...a.riL.i.11 iJ 
::• ::. r:- ~-: '. .. ::-· ~- _ ~tt · e .. fie -:t . ... r·. :_ -c • ·, ;r ; ; .J] ·~ -:.,· d 

~) r . . :-\ i T'\ 

~:.: ~~ -.:':t. f :·~, ,:. J1 ~ l 

t ~=t ~- ': e C 
.1. Of~.:~1 .. 3.t.J·(· r•: ... ~::: s s:-t='! r~, .. t~u ~-.;igtr: s~.::;. ;1n in g 

3::t. ~- l :- .f: 1~r- ~p?~~- ': t1"!::- :.1 -··• S::~.7n in Si 1 
.... .: 1·· .' d 

1 iJpe·, 0 ator Pr· e;;sf~d '.JTt'.~RT to Begin Sc<!!lnning 
! nallJt 4oppiY ~mpty - Scanninc Halte d 
1 ~00~ Scved 32~ B~li~t~. Preci~c~ :ai~l 325 
1 Bat en B~l lot$ Sca.nned: 333 (32:'i Saved> 
l ... Batch So0ted~ 8 
1 . • •• Total Ballots T,\bt.tlated: 325 
1 O~erator requ~sted ShQrt Last Precinct Repor ~ 

,... ..... Com,ple.J;e.d- ,transfer of report to pr"' inte.t .. 
L Operator Pre~sed START tc Begin s6anning 
1. Ovt" r vota Found 
t Op <.. , •.,,d;0r:.. Pre.ssed STARr to. Bi;gin Scanning 
1 Bal:ot. Hopper Empty -- Sc:anrting Halted 
~ bµe~·~tar Pressed START t6 Begin Scanning 
1 Overvot e Jro1.rnd 
1 Opt:irator Press~d ~;Tf'.."1RT :~il Begin Scanning 
1 Over<,1ote Fpund 
1 0fH?P~tor Pres.s~d G'."i:-;RT · tti Begir, Scannih g 
1 Ba l l.:it Hopper Empt:y .... Sc _nning H~ilted 
1 Op.:.,r··::l;or p~..; es~ e d START to · Pegi , Scanni ng 
1 Ove~~ote Foun¢ 
1 'op~r.a.tor j::,, ; ,assed G~-Aln t:o 'Beg i~, Scar.rung 
1 '.~l ·~ ~ r v o t e F 0.1.m d 
1, Op e rabo~~ Prriss(o?cl ETAR T tu Begin Sc;;a.nnin{l 
1 Tnu0~erminate Rc~d{ngts>, Sen~or(s) C 
• Gpt;.-•.;..1.; ::ir Pressed 'STAH.T to Deg.:.,-. ;3c,c1.nnin.g 

'J V e r V P i: e F O !.tn d · 
.t (Jper~.tor P1~~::•, ed STAHT to Begin Ec,.,.\nning 

·J. Ba~.lot; Ho ppet~ Empty ·-· E~c.-=arm.ing !·falted ·· 
1 tJper~=11:ar Pressed · START i;o 8egi 1, ::;c::<E\ntun g 
1 Pick F~i 1 ,ii-~a ·..:.. Scanning· Halted 
1 Cp:e·,0 .~.tor Pres ;;i ed START to Beg:LE Scann1ni; 

Pick Faihti··~ Scanni11g Haltec! 
: .. Op~?ratcir PressEJ, . .;; ·.:..,in.;;; · ·c.o Begin [,~.anni 11 
t B~.llot Hpp_per ... mpty - Sc,inn1ng Halted 
1 Gpe;-•at or Pres siild (;Ti;fff to ~e-.gin bear.in i ng 
1 Over;ote . Foi.ind 
1. LJperat en• Pl"'ess 1:4 3ThRT r;·w B•?Y in ::;c..~nn ~ ng. 
~. :=1 t. ~~~( r ;,dJur>=1 · .. :. Se:anning Halted 
1 Operator· ·Press ~d s TqRf to SeGin Scann in g 
1 J3a11ot Hopper Em pt y · :.::;.:... E>.:- ;1; :, g Ha 1 t ed 
1 Gper,ator Pre$sed GTP1RT tc Begiri Scanning 
! Mul t f pl e Sa U 6-t le Det·ect ~d in RQ.;.d He.;:.d 
1 i:iper'.::\Lor Pres'.H~d STAHr to Begin Sc~.nning 
1 Over vnte Found 
1 D}H?r<.:ttor Pre~s ,~d START tc Be gin Sc:anrang 
::. Ba+.llot Hopper· Emµty -- Sc::e.nni.ng Halted 
1 Oper,,,.t ()r Pres-.. ed S TAFff to B.eg in ?Cann i n,g, 
:!. Bal lot Hopper E1npty -· Sc.·a.nni.ng Halt&.d 
i Operator Press~~ START tri Begin Scannin~ 
1 Ballot Hopper Empt•t - Scanning Halted 
l Oper·.:;1.to1' Pre;.;s~6 si-~r-r i:o Begin Scanning 
1 Ballot ,Jam lhtr1ng Read 
... Operator .Presseo $rART to B.egin Scanning 
i fc'!""ont 'Ai::ce.ss Pa11~_l · Opert :. · 

J _, :,. ..-.~• ... - l!I .__,...., 

.l S '. '.:)':} ~ lf'1 

t 'J: 59 ~ 52 
~(l : 0Ql : :{:1 -:;· 

'"' ""' - .,- t.. ... '&-• :£ ..,. 

Lf - l·fo v-S:019 
! r --Nov ·i:~019 
+ h:iv <>Zli9 
· j·····i\/ci y-t!l7t 1 ';: 

t.: :z, 411 £) :it~~) ~1 i'Jc, · - ;.? Q) i 9 

20 ~0c :c ~ 4 - N~~ -~01~ 

:~~::": 01.1 :· 57 
2 '!1 · rt.•?~ 5'J 
blt.1 ~ @,i;; i='.8 
20: !Z\i~ ~ 30 
20 :~3~ Lrf9 

20:05!48 
2f~. ll!~J: i~B 
~::0 ; 1215 : 'i-8 
20:.,0~5 50 
20:05 ~58 
20!tZIG : 39 
20: 0€, ~A-4· 
20 .:06:53 
;::;:0: 05: 55 
20: 07 ~lt~t8 
fJZI ~ 07 :09 
Z:0 :07~ lS 
20: 07 :.:-:'. 1 
2Qt: 12!7: i=:B 
20;07:29 

.-20: 0711~~ 
2(::'.J ~ 07 ~ 1~2 
20 : Ql7 ·: 5:5 
;2.!Zl !. 1Z1T. 58 
;::~1 ~ •an i ec 
20 : :Zt ,'.2, :08 
2:?.l i21a~ iB 
.:::0 : 08 ;;;:: 1 
t".{1: .Z8: Z~7 
21Ztn~8~ 29 
;30 0th45 
E~~1 : 08: 49 
~0 : 0';): !:iS .. 
20.: 09 ~·59 · 
20: 10;5© 
20 :J0 :53 
21t'..1; 11 :04 
.::0:11:07 
20:i~;;l.5 
20 ~ 11 ~ 1:3 
C:0 i l. 1'~_32 
20: i 1: 33 
20 : 1 1 : 54. 
~~ -it 1 ,SE· 
!=!'~: 1 ~~; s.t~~ 

20: 12:45 
20: 12: .:'.1- 8 
.2 -@ I i .:_ u ~j. .) 

20~ 1.3:01 
C~tz; ~ J .3r·:t:n 
20 t 13 ii 1. 1 
20: 15:54• 
20~ :J.-5:56 
2:Jil :: .. 1 '~ J ~3. 
20 : 1 'Sh 0 3' 

r 1 ~~ 1,l .. . :~t?.i 1. ':J 
11'---~JD -;~'.l?li 9 
':··· t'o•: ;~019 
1, - NJ v- ·· 201 ":J · 
q. - N <J<1-.='.019 
.-:, --~o v--:~01 ~( 

· 4 -~-1av ·-:2019 
4 -Nov-- 201:9 
4--Nov-2019 
'+~Nov-2019 
4-Nov~20i9 
4-N,'.).......,.ii'.\?H~ 
4..;;No V "·20'1'9. 
4--No v-i£0 i'9 · 
1i- Nov-20i'9 '· 
t1---Nov--2·019. 
t+.:.. No v-2019 
4-·No'-1-21211'9 ·· 
1+-Nov'-2019 

4-Nov-c:'.IZ!l. 9 
4-No·v-·ri01~ 
4-Nov-2© 19· 
4..:.No v: ·201 9 

.-4·--Nov-8019 

. 4--Nov-2tt.t1S 
4-··N o v.·.;201 9 

· ~ -Nov"-2019 
t+-Nc, ,, -2013 
't ···No v·--.201 '9 
lf--Ncv·-2019 
4 ·-N•:JV -·Pf'l ~-g 
lf-Nov-·2019 
t+•-Nov--2019 
l+--'N6 . -,~IZI :I. 9 
4-·No v-20 '3 
t~-Nov-,~01-9 
4-Na.v--··2019 
4 ·.;.No..v-201 '.) 
4--N.ov · g.z,.(.g 
4,-No. v~2019 
t1:-·-Nn v - ~01.9 
1,i.-· No•,' -:- 2~.1.9 
!+·· Nov- 2019 
1+-Nc.iv---2019 
tf•-No v -20 l 9 
4:.:..Nov·:cfllf:.t'J 
Li-Nuv-2019 
L~--Nov-212Jt9 
4-·-No ·1 - ;2~ 19 
,; -·Na v-·2019' 
t+ .. ·No v--20_19 
4-No v-20·19 
4·-N•J v-2ll:(f~ 
4-Nov 2~'19 
,'f--!\lo :..:· 20':!:9 
4-c•N(')v-2019 
4•Nov-~0f'9 
:4;--N o v ·-2019 
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.- ----- ... ~- -l-..rJ'"'r',.__ r &......n•r'wT .._.,._,.-c:\· 1 11s.a., ·t '!:d ,,~.J..&tj:'U 

~ .. }j:c .o ~--~i:(n PrPss1::d STh RT tn i3egi, Sc::.ann1.1~J 
·r:"l~:-.·;,J0t ;fop;ier '.~mpty -- Sc-i::t!Fii.r,g H,d.te::d 
;_J r:-- ... ;':j_tcu·' r ··r-- i::~ ;;; ~~d tJT(.::.rv:1 1_· 0 J~::Ji.T, ~3c:.~~rl n l;1=: 

-:. ·J,c•.~ '. :h ;JtJ 1.P :~::: ,pt·/ Jc-ao:i-;.ng '.bl·ted 
.. 1-.. 1:: r~ ::\t :::, 1:·it"';.: ··= ~ .. f:; d -~~t-';;-~ :- '; ~ I:t:: :;z ~t ··, ~J -~-B.r,~l .:. ~ .. i ~ 

i_,. _ •.• ! ~: i;: -! ·:: :-:- ·a~... ~-- Ill f.:lt· 
1

' ';:•tr-· i:1 r- !1 ~ ... ,-£} '·1:a ~ ·,; ;__., (1 

' -~ Jl. ':... -~-~.,~ e ···, i~~r~~ =~•-:;J j_ :t.o1;·::>. 1· i ~:;;t.:1nct ;~a"tilJ. .:i,(1C 
.... :ttc l G=~-lo'i.;~ t~i:..: c~11 ·nec; : +.1.c:, ( .:.:.08 ._.:i.VEd) 

o;:,~:· 1 ·ci~: G . r'C:E]IJ.e·:ot~c Shor t L.ast ,: ; ·- ,. t. , n ep,;:v t 
1 .Ccmploted t~an£fer cf rep9r~ to pri,ter 
,. Op ~r at or P~~!? s •sr;;d START t 1.J [{eg in &carH1ing 
:I. Picf.c· Failure - Scanning Malt'·ed 

-1 Op ,::: rato~- Prl:! s si::1d START to Be·gin Sc.enin ing 
1 Overvote Found 
1 Operator P~essed START to Begin Scm,ning 
·· Mt.._lt.ipl.e Ballots- 0-et-ee-t.ecl in· Read !:+ead 
:!. Dper·.:lto,~ Pressed ·srART to- Begin '.:ka.mnng 
1 Piel<. fail iire · - Scanning Hal t-ed 
1 Ope1'atJ,~ Pressed !BTAffr tc; Begin Scannlng 
1 Pick Failure - ~~•nning Hal~ed 

Operti.tcir Pressed gTART t-rJ 13egin Scanning 
1 B.allot · 4o_p.pei-~ Empt}' - Scanning Halted 
J. Oper:::1 tot·· Pt~essed START -I; o Begin Scann i rig 
i Ballot . Hopper E:mpty - Scanning Halted 

. ( Operator Pi ... es iied sn=ir-rr to Begin Sea.rm 1 ng 
1 Bal lot Hopp,et~- Empty ~-- s~~a,11·, j.ng Ha,lted 
1 Opfr;.,~-:,o;·' Pres!t~d START: to ·Beg:l1i (3canning 
1 _Bal lot Hopp.er. Empty.-_· Scicrni1ing H<ilted 

Opec~~ n · Pre~seci STAR~ . t ~ S~gin Sc~nn1ng 
.. Ballo·t Hopper Empty -- Scanning Halted 
i Op,.-,.·,·•,:,:; c r· Pre~sed ET:-Hrr to . Begin Scann1ng 
't D.:tllot 4opper Empty ·- Scanning' Halt 1::d 
t 000E' S,;-;ed 1 ~-L, .£t'1llc;ts. P1·ecin•:: 1; · T ,~ t.;:.•.l 1'+'+ 
4 Batch Ballota Scahned:· 145 (144 Saved ) 

·1 • ~. ::?.a.-t: ~h Sorted: i 
.l ,_ •• :o;;c\1 D~-llots· _T-e:i.bul.;.~ted: f.377. _ 
t Oper.3'!; nr :~~qr.tes.t ed Sh qrt La . .; t. Pr11c i net R·i?port; 
1 Compl e te-cl tr,ans .fer'of repot~t to print.er 
.1 O~)t:i'<lit ()l' _P,rl?.S5~d STAFh t.o .Begin Scan,1ing 
1 Ballot Hopper Empty -· Scanning Halted 
i -Opet~ator~. P~·essed START t.u Begin Sciirwing 
1 [ ',i.d L,.; fopper Empty .· Scary_ni'h_g Halted .. 

apera.~f' i' .Pres,!ied STRRT to B~g in .Scarniing 
1 Overvote Found 
· OpE~ator ~~essed S1ART lo fjgin ScaDning 
1. rlveryote.t .Found 
l GpP,'-:::.i;,r Pn.•sae::f STAR"!" ·1;;,J Begin Scanring 
1 o,·~t-<v.:-1t::: Found 
1 O-per.a.t ot· Pres s-ed START t q Begin Gcanr11 n9 
1 Bellot Yopper- Empty - -Scanhi11g. ~alted 
1 Operator Pr-ssed s·rARr to Begin bca~ning 
1 Ba 1 1 o t Hopper~ Empt)' - Sca-nn i ng Halted 
1 0€H3 :3i.v1,,:d 231 ))~J. l9i;!ll. Preci nc\, Tut.-al L::31 
1 Ba.tel-: B.:tl lots Scanned~ 234 {231 Savai-d ) 
1 • •• JJ~.tc-,..i Sor"!:; ed: 3 
1 ·, ~TetaJ. Ballots Talo:.1l~ted: :1.10e,· 
t Oper~,tor r•,3 qt.te,ted St-.or1· L.e.st Precinct Report 
1 ••• Scmpleted · transfer of r~port tb printer 

1 . 
. "". 

1 Op~rator Pres~ed START ta aegin s~a nning 
.1 -.Ballot Hopper Empt,,·- Scanning Hatted 

fbllilti':J ;;.;iaVeu •+liJ Ba .I, 1 O t; ~. i,;;r· ec 1 n'Ct, 'Io tal · '-t-~ 

1 ·B~t~h a~i.1.,,o.ti; ' ScamT1ed; .- 40._. {t~0 ~~vedJ_ 

C'(;.t i- l . J III J. ~ 1-· 

20 ,; i.'0 • i21 
.- l2l : 1 ~j 23 
20 .1 S ;~~ '] 
t .; e! ~ _.;. 'J ~ 3~ 
-- ~ J ~ 2f! . t.G 
.. ~•t r°1J.: ~? [ . . ; ::~ -, 

""T (\(\..,'i 1,--,,..,· ,1.J• 

l1,•·(,!0\· · ;::: 01'9 

4- -· ~·J ,J v--:=.:ei 1 9 
: ·J t., : ~•;: ~. 9 

. , ., .:~::z: 1 9 
-- • .. ~ L ':'i 

--·: --'-~,-;•_ --- c··~'.! 1·3 
!" ' ·. / \' :-: (?l j_ 'J 

20.26 4~ ~--~ov to1g 
;:n·~ ~ L:;G !; i1,c; !+ !~ 0 :,,/ . . ~!~1 l 9 
;?2:21 -~ 2 :S ! ~ C: 
~?© ;_ 2·(:: '+ -, 

~~0 :2G: 55 
2~1Zt: 2"°"'/ : 32 
20·~2(:34 
~0 : 2·7 ~ :fl.~ 
20-:.~=:.7: 51. 
,:'.0, 28: 1£'1-3 
20:~t-09· 
21.1,~2.a: 45 
20~~8: '+7 
20 · 29: 1© 
c.;0 : .2 .9: 1 a 
c."0:~9:27 
20: 29 ~ ~~£~ 
.20 : 2'::i: 3~.5 
20:29!38 
20:C::'9~45 
20~cZ-9:46 
2iZi; 2~1;: 5~ 
20:30:04 
2©! 30;, 113 
~'.::'.(ZI c 30 : ;:.: 1 
20.:31 ~0~~ 
20:31~03 
t:-0,.,11 ~ en 
:~IZJ :31 : 0~ 
20:31:00 

'. ..: 

20,:31 0 '3 
20':3.1: 1'0 
·;::0iJ1 :·1a 
20 :-31 ! 43. 
2f.?!: 31. ~A-9 
20:32.;QE, 
20: ::ie: 11 
ii:~t: 3~ ~ a; it 
:i;,'71 , -;;::, ~ -r7 · 
'-'--~..f _-_. ~,~ .. ..,;i.J • 

_g,zi.; 32 : 44 
2121: 32: l~G 
2·0 • 32: 53 
20'132:56 
20 : 33 i H'J 
·20-~ ·33-~ 13 
20:34~17 
2121 : 34: 18-. 
·21c~: 34 : ;:::c~ 
20 : 34·:. 2~~
E'ilt._; ~34 :·22 
20:34•:·22 
=~0,: ·3,r ~ 2~ 
2·0: 34·i 27 
2'0:3-4:!Yll! 
ir10: 3/.~: 54 
ii::.1£i ~ .;;;::::, ; 0'2 
_c~:,.J5:~2. 

ti -Nov--:::::0·19 
1~-l'-! v.--201. 9 
4·-H,,v-2015 
ti---Mo v-f~0l9 
Lt ··No\'·-201_9 
4 --Nov- 20.19· 
4--Noy-·2019· 
4-Nov-20-·i ·'=t••' 
4·-·t ~o '··' -~201 9 
4-Nov-2121!~• 
t.~-N o v .:..2019 
4·-·NOV"'."20lS 
A-Nov-Z0f9 
11--· Nov-2019 
ff-· Noi,,• <~019 
,~--Nov·-2019. 
,!}-· Nov ···20.19 
1+-·Nov·-20.1'3 
4--M O V ---20::1,;-9 
11,--N 6 v·-2-0 ·1··~ 
1+· ·!':ii::iv ::e::. 9 
4:....r~·ov-2r:i19 
lfr- OV 2'2J 19 . . . . 

.t1--N ov, '20 . 9 
',--·Nev ···2019 
•+· Nov--20 1 '3 
'1·--;Nov--i~0 1. ... 
4.:.:rfov-2019 
r+ ·--No ..,-~2~19 
4-N.civ-2019 
lt-Nov..-:-201'9 
A-··Nov-201.S . 
_4 .. N.ov·-~!319 
4-Nov-:-201°9, 
4 ~ No v-2018. 
4·-Na v-2:0,.v9·. 
4,-Nav.:.2019 
ti,-No v-2019 
·\··Nov~-C.-"12! 19 
Ii .:..No v-2:0 l ~ 
ft- No v~ ,2019 

4-Nov-2019 
t+-No v-2019 

4•·-·N.ov.;.2019-
4··Nov-~019 . 
l~•'"NO'v·-2019 . 
4--t~ o v -~lS, 
4-Nov-20-19 
4--l'-~civ --2~ 1'9 
4..,.Nov-2019 
1~-Ni1v-i=l'0i 1~ 

4-No•v---2lt'fi:9' 
lf-Nov-a'.01':; -

'+-1\l:o 11:...2011!i?' •, 
.. . ·-- · ---~:~., _i 
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·• ·:~,-:-~.-~dtm·· ·r'e'::~ _, 1:; ,.,, ~;,::,i..; ShQr'f: · L.,,:,r.;t; f''racirict Repo;···~ 
.~ • , u Cc!'llpletad 1, · ari;;f-'<c.-r of· re •i or t ~c, print e r·· 

:_~ ~· • 1.~. _ - •; ·_ ·?: L:n~ ::• 1- t: .. .: ·:: :.; :J :~ Tf-\i -:-:- t c .~,Py :· i 1 S·::: .~.n n in y 
., :: ' .: .. , . :; "-~ ... r· o u . ' t~ 

J .,: -~-- · ... J. ; u F:- ·1 - c f; 2 t·~ c =: T. 1-~ ;·? ;-- -,~ ,:j ::; 12 ~ .i n -ic a. n ;-i ~- i. g 
l·: ~-.?l 1 c.: t- · i o iJ pt:.' r -~ .,, ,_. ~ ':, ·-· ~, c: an : 1 i r~ ~l ! : .~~.1 '.~ &: d 
~-:, ... 1:r ... :~ t.. t=1J- •• ~~- - .. __ .• ~~-· · .. ~ .2,t.~;:i: . . _...::a.nn1r:.g 
~ ... ~-i,·. 1 0·1; ,:, Foin, r' 
o~-· ~"<":a":·~:·,·· r:1r·c-~;J~ ..... s-.. (-... :r !_,_ Br·~.:.·1 t::;a.nn i r!c 

·• B-,=:-, :.~.c,t; '.-J-op,·.cr· rrnr11--~ - ~::c r·!1rijP] '- !Jl!ter.1 
CpPrat 1 Pr2;;se,.:'. s-;·i:n~T to 2> 1,q,j,i.1 3c.arYniny 

" Bi"'l 1.Jo+ 'fopper~ [mp~··/ - ·Gca-:,:dng H2J.+:ed 
()f.;;ii:•r~:t- 0 1 Pr·1~5c:t= • .... ·~,r1:;frt' -~11> Bt,g1n ocanrung 

1 Ovsn~vmte f".£Hmd . 
1 Operator Press~d START t ~ Begin Scanning 
1 Ballot Hopper Cmpty - Scanning Halted 
1 Operator Prass~d START to Begin Scanni n 

~~-a.11.ot ¼.lopper Einpty -- Scar:ning. Ha.lted. 
• 1ZH7.107 Se.ve-d · 3i6 I).3.llnts. Pre.c1nct To.t.al 3 16 
l Batch Ballots Scamrnd: 319. <itG Sav~d\ 

. . . Batch Sorteii 3 
i · ... Total Ballots Tabulatedr 1_464, 
1, Operato1 raqu~sted Sh~rt L•~t Precinct Repar~ 
1' ,_ ... C.cm-pltft .ed tram;fer of, report ·to pririter 
1· Cpe0atnr Pre~s~J START to DGgiri Scanning 
1 "Bal rot HDpper Empty: --· Gc~nn 1 ng Hii\l t j?Q . 

1 00'08 S,1ved 6G Bal t·.ots. Pi..:~c~n,c;t Total GE, 
Batch Bal lots Sca_nt:ied: €£, (66 Saved) 

1 ••• B;...tch SortecJ: © ·. 
". Tota.I B,-:!\lJ.ots Tabul ,Ate,J. ~.53121 
Cp 1?rB;-l: 'ff requ ste;,J Sho r f.: L::E-'t Precinct Rei:>ort 

.• • • . Compl e ted tr.::.rnE;f~r of ,~-i,pcrt to printiF 

.. Cperato:r Press~d STAf?T·b~ Oegin 13carir.in g 
1 I7det~rm~na~e Pe~ding<s) , Senscir(s) D 
1 Opera.t_l':i~~ Pr0;: ::;.::.:l ~.:rrurr- t ,J 0,1gin '.3c.'i\nn :. ,1g 
l Ballot Hopp~·r" Emµty -: ~k;,rm:::.i,g Hali.Htd 

Op~·ratcn Pressl'ed START t;,::i D~g1n &aci:1nni ,1 
• Ov_ervate Foli.:·.d 
l upe;rator Pres~ed .STA.RT to Begin S.cann:j.ng 
1 Ove:i"'vo~,e Fo1.tnd 

Oµe~ata · P~esse~ START · a Q~gi~ Sc~hning 
1. Ba.l-1 cl'!; H,opp:e ,~· Cm pt y -- Sc-=<THi i :ng Ha 1 t ed 

.1. Oper<?."t or r::;'i·ess~d GTAl?.T -t::::; ~eg in r;cann .. n_g 
1 G·.ier•;ot·e Fat.J.nd 
... Qp.;;:r,ai;o Pt<e,ssad .STASH ·i,;u i3Elyin S.c.anr1ir,g 

.1 Overvata F~und 
Op~ratwr Pressed SlAtt':- t_o 3egin Scanning 

i OveY--,ioi.e F'ound 
'·O,1,:;) a tor P~·e1;;s(~,::l S.TAl1T t o c g.:.n Sr.:ianninG 
! T~valid Type Code Det~~t~d 
1 Type C~:Jdc 0 Mism.a. t c.:h - lr,vd.lu:.i Bail.at Style 
i Oper-ato1-" Pressecd s·fART to Begin Se-,!'i;nning 
J. B,al.lolL Hopper E.mp·I;;y - Sc.;,1.nning Halted 
i Opel".?.tor Pressed START to Beyu1 'Scanning 

Ba,1 lot 1·foi1pei' El!Ip"ty ~ Sc-:1.nning Halted 
-J. 0012 S.;r..\•€-'d E:'.4(71 Ballots. Pres:inct Tot.al ~~L~© 
1 Baich Ballot;;; Scanned; 245 (24-0 Sav~d) 
1 .... Batch·scn~t&d: 5 · 
t 4 •• Toi.;ci.l B-allotis T.3.b1..t-l~i..t1d: 1'7"70 
1 Operate~ requested Sho~t Last Precinct Rapart 
i ••• Compl,ited 'l.;ransfer of report to printer 
1 Operat_ol-~- PresJ;:ec.:i STAHl to Begin Scannini;i 
J Bad.,fot, Hop·per Empty·::- 8e.inning 1-!;aitecl .. 

~, }._ppet::~t-pr Pre$~ed START to. B-~.gin· S9arinir1g 
··~ :._.,,_ ...... t. 

r?;t;~ 35 ~ IZJi' 
. "~ Q;'~: 

L '3G 2: 
2121 : 3E, : 2';.! 
2fll :36: t;B 

2·· • 3~: 5121 
20:3'.:.':5 
20:37:01. 
2t,.) • 3'l : i~~.:: 
-~0: 37: 27 
,~.::_, : 7: 5 

-~121~38 • 01 
,2~) .. ..::,8. r;) 

20:38: 12 
20:39:11 
20:39,12 
2121:39 i5 
20:3'3c15 
20•.39:16 
20: 39: 16 
~=::0:39: 17 
2121: 3'3 :.£~1 
20 ~ 3~ ~ 46. 
·::,:71. -:,9. i=;-;:,' ' 
L,,;. .... "·'-' p.."-J"-:,,,, 

;.~0 ~ s~J:5s 
C:0: 39:58 · 
;::~0: -39:-58 
20~:39:,58 
C.:0. t 39: 5'3 
:.'1'0: 40: 03 
·;:ill '. t+IZI :·4,4. 
e,21: 40: 48 
2ii; /.;-1 : !'lit 
L::0 ~ /¾• 1 ~.04 
t@ . 41",1·t 
~::0~ 41 : E:0 
213: '{i :27 
2©: 41: 31· 
21:0; 1ti ~ 39 

.. ·-. -- ---
4-Ncv·· 201.9 
4---No v·-201 'J 
-:+ ~~! -~ C~0 lg 
! ; ,' C, c; i:~0 :! g 
/1. ~ I ._":•i;' i "'.) 

Lt-Nov-2i!l1 '3 
-4-No - 2 19 
4·-Nov-2,n ':J 
4-Nov ~:019 
4-Nov-2©1'3 
£1-Nov-20 _ 
'--Nov-2,211. SJ 
t+--No --=:0 9 
4-Nov :=•@ t9 
4-No -2l: .'7 

4-Nov-2019 
4 Nov-201Sl 
4 DV 201 
4 No i.t-c.:~ 1 S 
4-Nov-20 19 
L~ '10 V :20 l {3 
1+-N o y-;:01 s 
4- ov ... 2019 
4-1\le, v -·•~0 -9 
Li -··N Cl 'J · .• ~© 1 9 ' ' 
.4 ..... No v-Z-019 
4-Nov,...;2:0.t~ 
4-Ni:>v-:-20113·· 
4-No v-S:'0 i "..'1 
4.., Nov-2(1U 9. 
!+ Ncr·-.:=-20 ! q 

4-·No v..:20.1 g: . 
t+ ···No\' -2llr19 
lt---Nm v·-201'!:l 
't··•~r~v · 2019 
A-No v--'201~ 
4-----No v·· .. 20 J 9 
A,...Nc v--2019 
· !.~-Nov ·-20 i 9' 
4-·Nov-201'3 
4·--No·v 201~ 

20:41:44 4-Nov-2019 
2~0}41 ~.56 tvNo,/-.::E'.01,9 
20;41 : 56 1t·:..Nov·-2019 
i;:.:.1;) i •4-2 .. 13 4-····No v 21ZtL9 . 
20: 42: 1.6 4-No v-.,.!0tlf 
20 : 42: 24 4--··N ,J v·-201'9 · 
(°::0 ~ 42; i:~E. 
i::'.12) ! Ii i::'. X 36 

t:Jli ·: Lt-2: j.7 
20:A-2:37 
eeh4£ .48 
2lt." : 42 ; ~ :t 
c~IZI: 44: 513 
i10: /+5 :01 
20;;4,5:05 
20~45:06 

4 ··· N en; ··· ~;:ii( 1 9 
4 t'-1 ".lv-·201 q 
1~ ·'"'"No v-2019 
't- r-~6 \ i 2.tZl 19 
4-N6v-2@-i'""· 
.\--No v·-i::019 
4-Nov-2019 
.,t_ No 1--~":'.01 ~-

4:-Nov-20,19 
4·-Nov-:-20-1 at. •· 

~0.:45:06 i+-Nov.:...201'9 
,~0: 45, 06 't-·Nl.'.l v-E0'1 ~ : 
:::121: 1.;5: ©1 4~"NO\i---f.-ill i'a · 
20;; 45 .: 11 '1--No 'I ··212119, 
20 ~ 4€,: 0~ . 4-·Novc·•201i9 '. 
20 ~ 46: 09 4-·No v . 2~,::1 ,, 
.£0:46_:?5"' .4~Nfilv ..... ~~'9.·. 

- - • - · -~ - . -• •• - - ..,;._..a; ...,_ .. 
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-·r-·· _,,._ ... ... ~-~,., ... - ..... ,,r-:i::t,- ~~ - ~~!::{&fl -• L .. t::\t~fl'Jlf!:J 

• Ballot Hopper Empty - ~canning . Halted 
1 Cip '::'1i:!l":: Pr1cr, s eu ~.n ,RT t1J Begili Scam.ing 

, .. 1 ; ·!_ C :_--j r. .. ~ ~ ~. ;~;( .. 2-; , , l ----. J 
.t .·:· ,;"._:~ ., J .. ' 

• r! Ji. l ,U-/ .::: :.- ... r :·, ~ n L; ! ·Lt:; . • "' .. i 
t ... -·-. . 

• • ·-·" t· • ~ 
c .. r·r ,r:·,, .. 
~ . ,;-""' -i~ w ~ tS: s: r, :·1.,,_ , . t~ i n g 

., (~- ~ - j ... _~:.t1J'(' :-•·•t·q::;.•r-t; rJ ::.._•re·· )"! t r, • E ;1.r1 ~:~ .~arlr 1n ;-i 

1 ft:,~. 1 ·.1 ! .. I ~e, Pf.Ji.. ~ ~:~ fJ .. .; 1 ·· t::c ~~-n r i :.~ J L 1 ::..1 4
:; t:.1 r' 

i (°:HZ•·1
~· .. r3 ~~1 VPci ;~-~~ f_\;_~ '.:_ J, __ ·~. ·• :)~-~-.?c..i.nC''t !::~t·:.}. 21':' 

1 B2tch D3 l l ots Sc&n,ed~ 222 (219 SaJed'. 
1 •• ~ate~ 3crt~d~ -

• T ·.:d:al B~~i1ots T:::tb,t l c~t •c;: _;ge,·::; 
l Opera.tor reqn~ sted Bhort Last Precj net Report 

••. Completed transfer of repori; to printer 
1 Operator Pressed START to Begin S~ann1ng 
.1. Cvli;'rvilt~ Found 
l Gpet-Qt; __ ,n··, l=1r~c:.sft>.ed. 1r;··AR-"f i.,.Q._ l-le ·g.i,~l- ~3c:anr, i 11g 
• Cv.er·.vote Fo 1.mc.t 
.1. Q_perator Pres~ed STARi t ;o Begtn Scanning 

·' Ovei'ilote Found. 
1 Opera~or Pressed START to Begjn Bc•~ning 
1 B-~l~.ot Hopper Empty ··- Scanni11g H~lb?d 
1. 0pe1···ator·-Pressed srAR:f to Begin Scanning 

I?il Jnt Hopper~ Cmpty · Scanning Hal1,,?d 
1. 12t(~H~ 8Eived· 8ffBalJ.ots. Precinct•Total 88 
i Bmtd· Ba\lltit,s Scaiu-ied: 9-1 • C,9!3 Sc:i.vecP 
1 ••• !:\at ch Sort.e·d: 3 .. · . . . ·. . . 
1 .;_~Total Sallots T~b~l·~~d: , 2077 
l Operator requested Short Last P ecinct Report 
i . , •::.::i-rti)leted. i;ratisf>?r uf i·epoct t <1 itn':..intev 
1 Operator-Press?d START ti ~~~in Scanning 
1 B~llot Hopper· Smpty ~ Scarinirig ·Hil~ ed 
- 1?.!0.t1f. · Sa·,,ed 97 Ba1.~ots. Precinc.-f: T6tal •37 

D.:1tch B'a'l lot·:- C.c:,:?nn(:::d ~7 (97 S -1ed) 
1 ~--Bitch Sorted~ 0 
i •• Total Ballots Tabulated~ 2t74 
.t Opr.>rtd;;·or ·req;.1estec.{ Short -~.aw' P1~ecinct Repl:J.rt 
.... . -~Com-plet;"ed trar,_-:;fe-r' 01· report: . to p-rint ~r 
1 O~erator Pressed START to ~9gin Sc~nnin~ 
1 ~tck Fallure ~ Sc~nn1n~ Halted 
.. Qp,0 t· ;:;.to,t\ Pressed START to Begin Scanning 

• I Dallot Jam Dj~ing ·Read 
1 ,Qper~.t or-"Pres s; ed s·rARt to Begin Scann.i ng 
1 e·.allot H&f;lpt,n· Empty · Sca:rm~ny Halted 
... Operdt en- Pre.s sed START t ,J Begin Sc:af'ln 1 nm 

uvel·'•JOte .Foi.rnd . ' 
1 Oparatar Pre~sed START.to Begin Scanning 
1. O\~n;,:, t~, Fo t,n..1 
1 Optff::.f;(jt-· Pi--essed STAR"!': -:;o ;-\i{g1.1 Sciil)"\t,Jn 
.1. IL,;_' 1 et; 1-ltD ppr.Jr Cw.pt>' - Sc,3.n ;1 l n g H-a H e-d 
i Operat'O~ .. ·pi,~~~rsed STAR'f°, to Begin 8cann ;_ ng 
~ Dallot Happer ~mpty ~ Scanning n altad 
1 Operator Pressed START to Begin Scanning 
4 8 -1 e r •.; Ll t {-;:• Fo,.md ,... 
1 :Jper.at o.r .Pl··el:> s ed ~HART 0 n~gin Sc.;.'\nn tng 
' .:~ vervot e Found 
·t ::ii-:i~rator Pr~ssed START to Begin ficannin g 
i OverVGte Founc 
1 Dpe~atdr Pressed START to Begin Scannin g 
l tnd~te~mi~ate Resding(s), Sensor<s) A 
1 nµ-erato~ .. Prets~d _STA.RT. to Begin 8cann:ing 

·.L b.a'Lt.o:t .. ftopper E'l1H;;);;t 'l ·-. tic:ann:i:.ng Ha.l.t ed. . 
1 Upe.r-a.to~ l='ressed f!STRRr tu B~g;i._n eHs~nn~ng 
• I:':, ... '! • • o ... _ .... ti.·- ~ - . .,,,,,r· ,;_,_ 

,.;.;:.·ID ...,.-t.·.1, ii,...; t -,. l""'fUV" . t...,~"1-:,.·-::, 

20: 46: 3'~ •+ -·No v·-201'9 
20:46:50 4-Nov·-2019 
i='.0 4f.. ~ ::s ,, ·· i\l ·1 '- :::e119 

4 .... ;"'.~t·, \; ~ :::::Zt 1 :i 
.f -~·-! -\ · • t:.: l) ~ ~.: 

"":;l?J: ( J~ ,; J.tr ! : - r~ Q 11 [~t?r1 g 
2Ji!: 4·8: ~~{~ .!t ·-·•!'JG·' r1 01 ~'9 
~0:~Br ~@ \-Na ~ ~01S 
2171 ~ t+C ~ 4 1?, 1.,;-Nov -2:©19 
20! _"rt2: L;-© 
;:,::Qt i l+Q, 412) 

a0: 4~: '+1. 
,~tC, ; 48 ~ Lf5 

20!49 • 0L; 
c10 : 4 9 : 06 
20:49 : 18 
c'.IZI: lf'J ~ 20 
20:49:.30 
20: 49:31;, 
20.49:45 
c~t" ;t 49.: ,,iB 
20 : 512i t 5;;;: 
~·0: tifir: 5-4 
20 ~ 50 ! ·sa · , 
2(~~ 50: 58 . . 

20:50:5~ 
2Qt~ 5f~·: '59 
20:51:00 
£© :5t :~4 
:;.~~-:. 51: 29 
2i;,}: 5J_ :36 
·-:0 :.51 ~ it.~ 
2e ~ ';i 1 : ,~3 
;-:G:1; 5 t ~ f-t-3 

20 ~:- 51 ·: 4_3· 
.~1?.t ~ 51 ! 44 . 
,;'0 ~ 51 : 4.D 

L,-·· Ne; '-! -2J;) 19 
i+•· t\l O V r?1".I J. '3 
t~-No v..,..20·19 
4-l\lcw-2•Zt.1 '3 
·,'f-Nov·-2019: 
4-~·fo v 2019 
4--Nov-20,19 
lt-·Nov·-·2019 
4-Nta v,-21~1-"9- ... 
t-1--No " -:-2019· · .. 
4..,Nov-2019 

. . . . . ·• 
4· · No v--~20 l. 9. 
4-..-Nav·•:2019 

-. '+--Nov--201 'J· 
4-N6'v-21Zlt!1 
tf-No v-~ .==:019, · 
4-Nov-Fefltisl 
4 --No v ·-2t?f19 
4-Na v,··2019 
4·-1'-'ov --:--01 S" 
-4.:. .. No v-20-1 '3' 
lf-Ni?v-t'019 
4:...Nov--2019 
1-,·Np v--~IZI ~- 'J 
11:~Na v-·i'.::019 
4·-No v·· i;:'019 
!+-Nov•··201 '3 
4-No v--:::'0 i 9 

20i52:45 4-Nov-2@19 
~~-~~-h-7 4-~'o•v-~.'_ A1·9 C..¥.J • •_j.~ •-.· ~· ,. l'l _. 't(.J 

20:53_i04 4"."."Nov ·-20l.9 
2;0 , 5"'3; 0€, 4--No•.i E:019 
20; 53. 't'iJ .A-No v--201'9 
2;,L~'i.3;!'.U - . -!t-:....Nuv-20.tsr 
~~:54~51 .4~N~v-~0Ji 
... ei : 55,. 00 4·-No v· -.;:~01 'J 
20:55:1.4 4-:-Nov-:-·201.Sl 
;;:0: 55 ~· i 7 · Li,··No•;;· ;::eit;J 
,::qr: 55 ~ 3':3 I+- Nov ···20 l ~ 
20:55141 4-Nov-~~1~ 
2t7.1: 55: 5e, ,~~-No •i-201 '5 
2®:5G:~1 4-Nc~~201~ 
20-:56: 13 4-Nov-E'.0.1'3 

20:56 - 28 
20;5€,~,3© 
C.'"0 l 5f.,: 38 
;:=~0: sG: LHv 

20:5€,°:52 
20:5£ :5i't 
~?.0; 57:14 
21t.1 :o/: 1, · 

-i::'.'f41: 57 :E:a· 
-~·~""· ,-,,, ... .I •.. .- - 'J:. .; 

'+-'No _v·-201'3 
4-Nov-<::01'3'. 
4 No v--~01.9 
4"-No ..;--2:019' 
4-~Nav ··•..::-~1.?.119 
4...:Nov-2:019 
4-··Nti v:--:=.:019 
'+--t4ov---·2019 
4 -..:.Ne V·-:s;.;0J:'p 

· '~~t>.v:.~~0'i s 
~· _ _ .·.,, £<. . 1.. •-·--, --~ . ' · 
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··-· --;:,:-·· ---.-·" .::t 

_ f!,.,:"11.Cit hui.:,pei-- 1::trrpt;y · bcann:i,ng Halted 
•r \.1p2r·:1tor-- r1i•~~;;sed !37 .. {-t(r t~ ~}egtr1 Sc::anrt.i.nQ 

'1 : l.. ) ~- h r·' :- .. - '~ '... r: in }} i. I =~ ,:: :-"1 ri n l n g :- i a j_ t t? ?...& 

•! CJ1~ 2.\ Y + J~·-- 1=1·r··t=s ~e?:1 s··r~Lr·~• 1
• C ~- ;_, i;·i Sc:a.nnil·::4 

. y, .,-_~ , : (. ~: t t :·. _,:: r~ :.: :::1t k.) ._ ;.· - -· tr ... :_ :·~ t. • : ~:. J. ·',, t:: ,J 
-1 ;~; · - ... • •• _'1 .1 ,-. 'Jo·~ r--, ,, ~ ~- ,.. E.· :~ < '"'.· r <• -.. "'-: .-- 3 ... :,-- i ;<:<. ~=~~ :;1. !·: -r· t j_ r =-
- l..i4 .:. : (, ~ ; \.., 1-' f.t . -- ~ 8 p t ,. .... .__ (~ ..i.: ~ . l l :"'i !cl 1 ~·:1 ~ ·· ... ._ j 

Of.c?(·<-< w, ~ O·:··e:: . e'.'.! 1::rrr: .,. ~ ~? ~• g i :1 _>: €<.•·,Ti: J 
·,_,_:l o ".; :;cpp··:; c-r~'/ :::c':'\n, ., ng l'...?..lbh1 

-l r ..... ~ c , ::-\ t , · r r i:: ~ ;; e&::1 ~'T ~, -~.. ::: \} F~ -:> ,a:. r-, ~f;- a i n j 1 1:; 

! -; i~ T ype Code Det c~ tE~ 
i T 1r1 0: C::-L~. IZ! Mism ,J. t::~-. - · Inv:~ljd Et,d } t>+ e-ty 1 e 

Cp!fC!4 -. .-t. ,::n'. ,- f:1·r; (t-~5 ·3 ed~· '~~[-i~•\: t -~ ;Jr:g 7.. il · £, r.~ 1 .1 r G 
i Inval id Type-Code Oetected 

Type. rod ~ 0 Mi5m.,,;.t;c:h .. _ Inva.l.id Bcl.llot fl l: yl~ 
1 Oper~tQr Pressed START tp Begin Sca~ning 
< ·n - , l ,_ . HO n p .. .,. . ' Em p J. V . -- ,., ·~ :.. r· !1 ., - r, ·11 ·" l •I- C. d tj.L . U l.1 · -, l""' u;-(' · . '°"~ \..'.)!-.,::! I J.f!!;I 7Q. •~ ··'t'!' 

., Cpt;•r~t .cn- Pr.e.s.sad START to l:.\e.g,in Sc.a:.1n i ng 
1 Ba6k~a~d _or Upside - Down B~llut Detect e d 
1 :InYai.::..id Tim:ing Tt:·ac_k Detected - Contrast ..:.OW 

j R~w Coun,.E~ror Ostected 
1 St,'itrt Bar not. 0£:!'~l:!cteJ,. Channel (s) CC 
1 Step Bar-not De·t; ,,._,c t;2- ,:j , Char:mel (;) r.,c 
1: Op<?1' tor· r:.r£n;sect ST0~T to· Begit'f Scanning 

·B·.,,11;..t• ·Hon•-e·, :E- ... pr,._, ,-.:,._..,n..,1·r.1r1 · 1,,,,, ... ,,.-~ 
~'?,, • t .1 _; ,:.:.-~ -t' m ... 1 .,_ .J._-c:\ ,c;, ·h:f -.f-h~ _.4,.,.;-.:.;i..-

· ·· .. :)_ Ope\''ato'r'' Pi:--ested STP.RT.-tn Begin Scanning, 1 

1 Bal' lQ-1; Ha.pper E11111ty - Sc.ann1ng, H.:?.lted 
·1 0005 S~v~d 284 Bal16ts. Preci~~• Total 284 

B ,;..--t-, Ball.ats Sc.t1.nnect; ·289 (264 ~~~.ved) 
1 :,i . • B .. ,tt~h:S.ot· tttl: 5 
1· • , • T:: \-d • ::..1 1 J . s 'f .;i.bt.\ l.-},·: ~d: i;::45.S 
1 iJper"a·~m,; _q ~fat~tl Short .L,.i.~t P"r··r:ich(ct Rep ort 
1 ". ·, 111 p 1 .., f .:ia·· · ·t ·., -.· r· ,, ,, i ,. ·. ·;- +: .... .,.~p-o i•'t·.· · 1- ,.,· p~" 1 1 t·· •~ '"" • ..: .. L...: . • •• , .. t-. .r - . <:'w l ::,- - . .J , _ , ~- ~ ., _ ., - • 1:,. , 

1 p~Y~t r Pres~~d STnRT to S~gin Scann1na 
t b-.,~··· .·;,:; + F!lun 
1 Ope r ~tor·· Pressed STF-IRT to· :Begin· $canni r 9 
1 Bau:11 i; lfoppE?·,· Empty .: s ~.a nrd.ng Halted 
1. Op;;)ri'.t.Jt· Pres;;·ad STfHH ~o E,&gi .. ; · Sca1'lning 

_1 Indete.rminata ,·Ne<::,t'iingCs), Sen,,;;;ar(:;.~ f... 
.1 Operator Pres'!Sed START to BeJpn Scanningi 
1 Ba:1 .. -,t Hopper Empty :::_ Scann'i ng . Halt.: ed 

·1 Ope0atar Press~d tTART io Ba~~n Scann in ~ 
,1 Ba,1;.,:Dt .Hoppei\ Empi;y-:- Scanning Ha,,11,;i:td 

i 0_00-3 S2.ve·d :l.15 Bal,lc;ts, Precin.c-t Total 1.i:s 
i B<ai~;;._:h D.l l.b . .t .. s t:;..::1':Hlfo,id; "l iG 013 .~vad ; 

_.1. ;_ .,.Batch· s .ott~o~· t 
1 • •. ~u~al 9alluts T•bulated: 2~73 
• 0;..;1::r·-~\tr.i~• requested Short L~st - p.,.~ec:i.nct Repo ·t 
1 •• Camp;.ete-d tr•.ar·,;;fei-- of report t ,, 'pi'H\t:er 
1 Cbpiad Totals 11ggille.pr to txt•rn~l D~ive 
::. I r.q:;;1.fft 32.c,. Reg a.1;: . . .::;e: t~\b.~ B~l l 01; ~ l. :J ©001 
1 Import 181 R.e:~l and 17 Abs; · 8e\1 l nt s o 1~1~2 

1 Irnpr.:kt ili.18 R~g .and G Abs Ballots to 00©.'.l 
... Impo.~t. -317 [~eg and JB Abs B.allots !;o 0004 
l .I~po~t 54 R•g a~c 7 ~b~ Ballets t o 00®5 
1 Impori_-; 1.7 ~eg and ill /~.bs BaJ.lot ':ii to @006 
1 I.rnp,m~t 2f:.1 R@·g .and.;::::, Ab,, Ballot{, to 0007 
1 I tnport 17 ·Reg .and ~ Ah·:; Bed l cri, s to 0(!r0a 
l Impm·t 15 Reg and : C Ab$, B.allot·s to 0009 
1 Import 77 Rag and - 7 Abs Balloti to 0910 
t Impo'i-"t 2:33 Hag and L:..:. !=tbs·. ija.l .uJt;;; to l?i©l2 
1· Irupo~t : 194 Rag and 15 hbs Ballot~ ~ci :~013 
1." tm.i')oc·t 3$ . . Reg· 'c1h,:::;. _20 flp-s , !£\allot~ .. :L.1 ·©015,. 
r Oper:.:a:to·r . ~"eq1.1este:Cf l,,-0ng G_,rand -f6tel .:,, . Re-:por:t 

...... - ;. - . .. .·.' - . - . . •· '• . 

--·-'-,.~I 
i:~'ili: 5·7 t :53 
~::0 r 5G ; ©.3 
,;~,z; : :-1 c:- : e~ 4 
•::··tvt t' t".!' I'\ i .... , 
.__\'.._ u t..1C.1 ,. 1.-

~'. C~ ~ 5~~ ,; 1 .~:: 

"-"':I: 5 C1; ;;:"'(.:' 

20 : ~-~ D : ~~·J 
2n 5~ ,; 31 
2 121 ~ 58: 41 
CJ?. '3ea , '+2. 
;~•zi 58 · t+;? 
~~~z1 : 5'=' • 2 1 

20:59:22 
21 :00:01 
,:.:1: 00: t;;,2 
21110124.48 
C~i: 00: 5t7-: 
2;1:00~50 
:i!t:'00: 50 
2'1;0©:50 
21·:00!:50 
21·~00: 513 

·21?01:00 
21 ; 01 •: 0E, 
21 :01: 0H . 
-21.:01.; 1,5 ... 
21 :@1: 15. 
::::{:tZll:15 
e1~01 15 
2:L,IZl 1: 1.6 
21 . 0 f,0 
c~l : 01 :A7 
c: :.01: it9 
. :;; . '" ·::; " ;.,...~ 
J..,. •, '1(-J~ 1; J.t..l...J, 

21 :Q2:09 
. 21. : 02 ~ ;;.;:0 
21.; 02: 2~ 
~~1: 0E; ~ 35. 

21 • 03 :'. 17·--. 
21 17.t_:3~19 
2.1 ! 0~ 27 

0

21'. lL ,Qi3 i 2{' 
21~03:27 
~::1: 03 .; 27 
21·. 0~~ c C~B 
c~ 1 ·~,0~ i .35 

2:1.: 1 :_ • 17 
.:~l: 12: 04 
21. ! 1C~:!lt4 
21;12:04 
,7-'.1: 12: 05 
21~12,;121'5 

21:12:05 
21,1~";,©5 
·f!1. ~ :f.;:.-"~:06 
81!12~06 
21:12;:@6 
21tJ.2:lil? 
~£1.: .l~i07 
·,-. 1 -1 •-... iilr7· ·: :i::.. .. . tZ,:,..-_,y .. , 

31; 1 J tti•3-. 

1-- ""'""",.. ...,...-,-p .a:,....,. 

/;, ... >~ 0 I) -i:';:t!li 9 

4-·•Nov· i:'.019 
f'~u -,J~· llJ, 9 

t,--- No '..' -,::-•1Z1 i 9 
'< -- ''-! 'J,,, · ;:::· 1211 ·~1 
-~ ·-l'i CJ V ·-:;~ (?.! ' 9 
·'!. ·!\! 0 .... -,:-:.,e; :t 9 
/+ · - ,._ , C \. ---:::'I?!:!.~ 
L: · l')ov ?019 
l1.•-Nov•-2:i~ t 9 
1i·--No ,:-i?.019 
4-N-o v-c~l--9 
4-:-Nov·-20-1-9 
L~-Nov-2019 
4---Nov-2!b1i9' 
t. -No y--20,i@-.. 
1;-·-Nov -2019 
4-Nov-20ij, 
4..:..f\fo V-'2~19 
4 · No v-·-&'0 f 9 
t+ ,Nov- 2'019 
4...:Nov-20.f9 
l+ --+lo V ;i:01. ':') 

. 4."."·No v-21t'.f1'9,· 
4-··N,,v --~~t.'.3 
4.:...Nov-2'0-19 
4-Nov....:20.1':':t 
4-N'o v--~~0 1 S 
1+--;No •.•-20 1 ·i 
,~--N~r V"'."81Zl f 'J 

. A-N10 •-c:019 
{;.._.:Nov···20t9 
_4-N o v --;20 t 9 
4-·Nov-·2019 
4 ·Nov-,2·019 
lJ. · Na.v·-2'.019' 
4·--No v-20 ~ 9 
4 ·-N.a v-.?!0.1:9 
tt...:.Na\~;;..2.0 1 

4··-NOV'.""2019 
' -!\lov-Z0i9 
4-·No v-i.~0,1 '3 
4~: NDv~20...1~ 
4--~No.v-·20.f9· 
L:. - -NOV .. 2i:lJ itl . . ~ .. 
l.1-·-No v-·201. 9 
'+ -Nov 212H 9 
4 :··No v·-2019 
4·-·Nov-2019 
:£1.--·No v-2:0·1~
t<1,·-No v--2019 

J+-~No v-2.019· 
4 ::--No v:-201 S 
4·:--Nov--20 l,9 
4 -··Nuv -20-19 
4:··No·v-·2tlt19 
4··-Nov-2019' 
4-Nov'.-2019 
t+•-N d v-··.2t21119. 
4.;·Nov·.:212'fl9 · 
4,· ·N. 0 V - ;?~01.9: 

.· 4-Nov-;::.~:iJ... . 
.• · .•. ·. -s · · · ~~~1 . .-1 
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STATE OF TEXAS § 

§ 

COUNTY OF CORYELL 

AFFIDAVIT OF DR. LAURA PRESSLEY, PH.D. of TRUE TEXAS ELECTONS, LLC 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared, Dr. Laura Pressley, Ph.D., 

who being on her oath sworn, stated: 

“My name is Dr. Laura Pressley.  I am above the age of eighteen years, and I am fully 

competent to make this affidavit.  My date of birth is December 20, 1962.  My mailing address is 

101 Oak Street, #311, Copperas Cove, TX  76522 and my Texas Unique Voter ID is 

1140373570.  I have not been convicted of a felony or a crime of moral turpitude.  The following 

facts are within my personal knowledge and are true and correct.” 

At the request and appointment of Jeannette Hormuth (Treasurer of the Clean Water Fred Special 

Purpose Political Action Committee), I,  Dr. Laura Pressley, Ph.D., (a representative of True 

Texas Elections, LLC,) was an official election watcher for the recount of the November 5
th

, 
2019 City of Fredericksburg Charter  Amendment election that was held on  November 22, 2019.  

The recount was scheduled to be held in the Fire Training Room on the 2
nd

 floor of the City of 
Fredericksburg City Hall, at 126 W. Main Street, Fredericksburg, Texas, starting at 9am (See 

Exhibit A – Order of Recount).  Below are facts that are within my personal knowledge to be 

true and correct of what transpired at the recount.  

November 22, 2019 

8:45 am – I arrived at the Gillespie County Elections office and checked in with the Gillespie 

County Election Administrator, Ms. Herrera.  I was there with two other official recount 

watchers, Ms. Hormuth and Mr. Jerry Farley.  We asked to view the removal of the Precinct 1, 2, 

3, and 4 ballots from the secure area of the election’s office before they were transported to the 

recount location.   

As we entered the room where the ballots were to be stored, the ballots for the voting precincts to 

be included in the recount (Precincts 1, 2, 3, and 4) were apparently already segregated from the 

other 9 precincts that were not included in the recount (Precincts 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 

15) and the ballots were already in a locked and sealed metal ballot box.  Mr. Darren Neal was 
the custodian of the ballots.

I asked Ms. Herrera why the ballots were pre-separated and why I, as an official recount watcher, 

was not able to monitor the separation, handling and placement of the recount ballots into 

the metal ballot box since those are recount activities connected to the recount that official recount 
watchers are entitled to observe according to Texas Election Code Sections:  
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Texas Election Code Sec. 33.056(a) - “a watcher is entitled to observe any 

activity conducted at the location at which the watcher is serving”  

Texas Election Code Sec. 213.013 (h) - “Each person entitled to be present at a 

recount is entitled to observe any activity conducted in connection with the 

recount.  The person is entitled to sit or stand conveniently near the officers 

conducting the observed activity and near enough to an officer who is announcing 

the votes or examining or processing the ballots to verify that the ballots are 

counted or processed correctly or to an officer who is tallying the votes to verify 

that they are tallied correctly.  

Ms. Herrera responded, “The ballots were separated by precinct at the [Gillespie County] Central 

Counting Station at 8 am on election day.”  Ms. Herrera’s statement appeared to be inconsistent 

with reports I had received from official watchers that served at Gillespie Central Counting 

Station on Election Day, November 5, 2019.  Watchers reported to me, that at the Central 

Counting Station in the morning on Election Day, the Early Voting by personal appearance 

ballots were observed being stored in a ballot box when the watchers arrived in the morning and 

the ballots were later “all dumped out on a table, gathered up, and loaded as batches onto the 

optical ballot scanner.”   

The fact that the recount ballots were already in a locked ballot box caused some concern 

because it appeared that recount ballot handling activities occurred prior to our arrival and which 

were not transparent to watchers.  By not communicating the time that the recount ballots were 

to be extracted from a secure location and put into the ballot box, it appears that I and the other 

recount watchers were obstructed from observing recount preparation activities that occurred 

well in advance of the official start time of 9am at City Hall - such as recount ballot handling, 

separation, groupings, labeling, placement of the various ballot types into the recount ballot box 

and the locking and sealing of the box.  The recount ballot handling preparation activities 

associated with the recount - that occurred prior to the official recount start time of 9am on 

November 22, 2019 - seem to be in violation of Texas Election Code Sections 33.056 and 

213.013(h).   

The Texas Election Code watcher provisions ensure transparency and are important fraud 

prevention measures.  The Texas Legislature has enacted criminal penalties for an election 

official that knowingly prevents a watcher from observing activities connected with a recount, 

Texas Election Code Section 33.061 specifies,  

Texas Election Code Sec. 33.061 

UNLAWFULLY OBSTRUCTING WATCHER.  

“A person commits an offense if the person serves in an official capacity at a 

location at which the presence of watchers is authorized and knowingly prevents a 

watcher from observing an activity the watcher is entitled to observe. (b) An 

offense under this section is a Class A misdemeanor.” 

8:55am – Mr. Neal transported the metal ballot box from the Elections Office to City Hall.  Mr. 

Neal and all three watchers (Ms. Hormuth, Mr. Farly and myself) arrived at the Fire Station 

Training Room of the Fredericksburg City Hall and activities associated with the recount 

appeared to be underway and it seemed they had been there well before 9am.  Recount teams 
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were receiving instructions and team assignments. Again, activities associated with the recount 

seemed to be occurring prior to the official start time of 9am and watchers were not permitted “to 

observe any activity conducted in connection with the recount.” (See Texas Election Code Sec. 

213.013(h)). 

9:15am to 10am – Mayor Langerhans was the Recount Supervisor and Coordinator and 

informed us watchers that we were only allowed to sit in chairs that were positioned several 

yards from each of the two recount teams’ tables where the recounting activities would be 

occurring.    

I objected and showed her Texas Election Code Section 213.013(h) that permits recount 

watchers to sit or stand near the recount team to observe their activities: 

Texas Election Code Sec. 213.013 (h) - “Each person entitled to be present at a 

recount is entitled to observe any activity conducted in connection with the 

recount.  The person is entitled to sit or stand conveniently near the officers 

conducting the observed activity and near enough to an officer who is announcing 

the votes or examining or processing the ballots to verify that the ballots are 

counted or processed correctly or to an officer who is tallying the votes to verify 

that they are tallied correctly.  

Mayor Langerhans refused to look at or read the Texas Election Code section.  I asked if we 

could jointly speak with the City Attorney for legal clarifications related to where the watchers 

were entitled to stand when the recount commenced. Mayor Langerhans called the City 

Attorney, Daniel Jones, and we three met in the hallway outside the recount room. Mr. Jones 

reviewed the Texas Election Code Sections related to official recount watchers and concurred 

that the watchers were to not be restricted to chairs that were not near the recount activities.  He 

confirmed we could walk around freely and get close enough to directly observe the ballots and 

tally recount activities.   

I informed Mayor Langerhans that if I, or the other watchers, challenge any ballot that according 

to Texas Election Code 213.013(i), we are entitled to request and receive a copy of those ballots.  

She agreed to allow us to receive front and back copies of ballots after the recount was complete. 

As the metal ballot box was opened by Mr. Neal, the watchers inspected the box containing the 

recount ballots.  Two seals were numbered l0001908 and 0001148.  The Final Seals were 

0001917 and 0001745.   

As the ballot box was opened by Mr. Neal, I directly observed that the recount ballots for 

Precincts 1, 2, 3, and 4 were already separated into more than 4 batches.  The ballots were visibly 

separated, grouped, label and neatly sorted into additional ballot categories.  It became more 

apparent that extensive recount ballot handling, sorting, labeling, associated in connection with 

the recount had most likely occurred prior to the official 9am recount start time and prior to my 

arrival at the elections office at 8:45am. 

I was standing near the recount team that Ms. Laurie Hess, the Recount Committee Chair, was 

leading, and I was standing close enough to read the ballot numbers and the markings on the 
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ballots.  Ms. Hormuth and Mr. Farley were stationed at the other recount table, Table 2.  Mr. 

Neal was in charge of distributing the ballot batches to the recount teams. As the recount started 

and after some discussion with Mayor Langerhans, it was understood that we wanted copies of 

each ballot when the recount was completed and she agreed to provide them.   

 

At Ms. Hess’ Table 1, the first batch they recounted was the Precinct 1 Main In ballots.  One 

ballot, #000024, appeared to have a mix of ink and pencil markings.   

 

At Ms. Hess’ Table 1, the second batch they recounted was Precinct 1 Election Day Emergency 

ballots.   

 

At Ms. Hess’ table, the third batch they recounted was the Precinct 1 Election Day ballots.  My 

back was getting tired of standing.  Consistent with Texas Election Code 213.013(h) that entitles 

a recount watcher may “sit or stand conveniently near” the recount team members, I pulled a 

chair up to sit down at the foot of the table where the recounting was occurring.   

 

10:17am - Mayor Langerhans, the Recount Committee Supervisor and Coordinator, became 

very upset and vehemently told me I could not sit and that I had to stand or leave the recount.  I 

quoted and showed her the following Texas Election Code Sections: 

 

Texas Election Code Sec. 213.013(h) - “Each person entitled to be present at a 

recount is entitled to observe any activity conducted in connection with the 

recount.  The person is entitled to sit or stand conveniently near the officers 

conducting the observed activity and near enough to an officer who is announcing 

the votes or examining or processing the ballots to verify that the ballots are 

counted or processed correctly or to an officer who is tallying the votes to verify 

that they are tallied correctly.”  

 

Texas Election Code Sec. 33.056(b) - “A watcher is entitled to sit or stand near 

enough to the member of a counting team who is announcing the votes to verify 

that the ballots are read correctly or to a member who is tallying the votes to 

verify that they are tallied correctly. 

 

Texas Election Code Sec. 33.061 

UNLAWFULLY OBSTRUCTING WATCHER.   

“A person commits an offense if the person serves in an official capacity at a 

location at which the presence of watchers is authorized and knowingly prevents a 

watcher from observing an activity the watcher is entitled to observe. (b) An 

offense under this section is a Class A misdemeanor.” 

 

Mayor Langerhans was hostile and angry and repeatedly refused to let me sit down.  I asked if 

the City Attorney, Mr. Jones, could provide legal counsel to help us resolve the confusion and 

dispute.  She refused to call him.   

 

My back was hurting so I asked Ms. Hormuth, a watcher at Table 2, to please contact the Texas 

Secretary of State’s (SoS) Election Division lawyer, Christina Adkins about the refusal of Mayor 

Langerhans to allow sitting.  Ms. Hormuth contacted Ms. Adkins, and Ms. Adkins confirmed we 

watchers were permitted by the code to sit and instructed them to allow us to sit.  Subsequently, 

Exhibit O - Affidavit of Dr. Laura Pressley, Watcher at Recount - Page 4 of 7

https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/DocViewer.aspx?DocKey=EL%2fEL.213&Phrases=213.013&HighlightType=1&ExactPhrase=False&QueryText=213.013
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/DocViewer.aspx?DocKey=EL%2fEL.213&Phrases=213.013&HighlightType=1&ExactPhrase=False&QueryText=213.013
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/DocViewer.aspx?DocKey=EL%2fEL.33&Phrases=33.056&HighlightType=1&ExactPhrase=False&QueryText=33.056
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/DocViewer.aspx?DocKey=EL%2fEL.33&Phrases=33.061&HighlightType=1&ExactPhrase=False&QueryText=33.061


Mayor Langerhans angrily told me I could sit but that I could not put my arms on the table where 

the recounting was occurring.  I complied. 

 

At Ms. Elmore’s Table 2, they recounted Precinct 1 EV – PA ballots (Early Voting by personal 

appearance). 

 

At Ms. Hess’ Table 1, the fourth batch they recounted was the Precinct 2 EV – PA ballots (Early 

Voting by personal appearance).   

 

At Ms. Hess’ Table 1, the fifth batch they recounted was the Precinct 2 Election Day ballots.  

 

At Ms. Elmore’s Table 2, they recounted Precinct 4 EV – PA ballots (Early Voting by personal 

appearance). 

 

11:30am - At Ms. Elmore’s Table 2, they recounted Precinct 4 Election Day ballots.  I noticed 

that the ballots being recounted for Precinct 4 were not stamped or signed by the Precinct 4 

presiding judge as required by Texas Election Code Section 62.008:   

 

Texas Election Code Sec. 62.008  

PRESIDING JUDGE TO SIGN BALLOTS.   

(a)  The presiding judge's signature shall be placed on the back of each ballot to 

be used at the polling place. 

(b)  The judge shall sign each ballot or an election officer shall stamp a facsimile 

of the judge's signature on each ballot. 

(c)  The signing of ballots need not be completed before the polls open, but an 

unsigned ballot may not be made available for selection by the voters. 

 

At Ms. Hess’ Table 1, the sixth batch they recounted was the Precinct 3 Mail In ballots.  

 

Overall, when the recount had completed, upon reflection of the process and order of ballots 

recounted, it appeared the recount ballots for Precincts 1, 2, 3, and 4 were pre-grouped, sorted, 

and stacked in the metal ballot box by numerically increasing precincts, with larger precincts that 

being broken up into smaller batches, so as to allow the recount to proceed in precinct numerical 

order.  Again, this suggests there were pre-planned and ballot handling activities associated with 

the recount that occurred prior to the official published recount start time of 9am and these 

activities were not transparent or allowed to be monitored by watchers as specified by the code. 

 

Noon – The recount completed and the committee members had lunch.  After the recount was 

tabulated by Ms. Hess, I noticed that the precinct level recount results Precincts 1, 2 and 3 were 

different from the original results.  

 

12:31pm – Ms. Hess, Ms. Hormuth, Mr. Farley, Mr. Neal, a few city employees, and myself, 

went to make copies the recount ballots.  We had issues with copying the ballots and eventually 

moved to another printer.   I was present when the following ballots were scanned and copied:    
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Pct4 ED 

Pct4 EV 
Pct 4 Mail In 
Pct 3 ED 
Pct 3 Mail In 
Pct 3 EV 
Pct 2 ED." 

"Further affiant sayeth not." 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed my official seal, 
this the 3b day of ~Jtt),~ 19. 
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ORDER OF RECOUNT NOVEMBER 5, 2019 SPECIAL ELECTION 

A Recount Petition was received on Friday. November 15. 20 I 9 at 4:30 p.m. by Clean Water Fred 
Specific-Purpose Committee Campaign Treasurer Jeannette Honnuth. 

On Sunday. November 17. 2019 the Recount Petition was certified that all the requirement for a 
recount had been met. 

The manual Recount of the City of Fredericksburg ca t ballots for Precincts 1-4 and Early Voting 
will be conducted on Friday. ovember 22.2019 at 9:00 a.m. The Recount will take place in the 

Fire Training Room 
2nd floor of City of Fredericksburg City Hall 
126 W. Main Street. Fredericksburg, Texas 

The Recount will be conducted in accordance with the Texas Election Laws and the recount will 
consist of 2 teams with 3 members in each team. 

This Order is issued on November I 9. 2019. 

/"; 

t_ t11 d t z; v l l ~; t -L I,{. /4 ;..v~ 

I 
Linda Langerhans, Mayor 
Recount Supervisor/Recount Coordinator 

ORDEN DE RECUENTO ELECCIONES ESPECIALES DEL 5 DE 
NOVIEMBRE DE 2019 

Una Petici6n de Recuento fue recibida el viernes 15 de noviembre de 2019 a las 4:30 p.m. por el 
Tesorero de la Campana de) Comite de Prop6sito Especifico de Fred de Agua Limpia Jeannette 
Hormuth. 

El domingo 17 de Noviembre de 2019, la Petici6n de Recuento fue certificada de que se habia 
cumplido con todos los requisitos para un recuento. 

El manual de Recuento de la Ciudad de Fredericksburg emitido votos para los distritos 1-4 y 
votaci6n anticipada se llevara a cabo el viernes 22 de Noviernbre de 2019 a las 9:00 a.m. El recuento 
tendra lugar en el 

Sala de Entrenamiento contra Incendios 
2o piso del Ayuntamiento de Fredericksburg 
126 W. Main Street Fredericksburg, Texas 

El recuento se llevara a cabo de acuerdo con las !eyes electorates de Texas y el recuento constara de 
2 equipos con 3 miembros en cada equipo. 

Esta Orden se emite el 19 de Noviembre de 20 l 9. 

Linda Langerhans, Aldldesa 
Supervisor de Recuento/Coordinador de Recuento 
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Code of Ordinances City of Fredericksburg 

Sec. 29-5. - Signs exempted from certain regulations. 

The signs described in the following subsections are exempt from the regulations provided for in this 

chapter. However, such signs shall remain subject to the construction and electrical standards of the 

city codes:  

(1) Realty signs advertising the sale, lease, rental, will build to suit of or on the premises upon which

the sign is located, provided such signs do not exceed 32 square feet in area in nonresidential districts,

and six square feet in area in residential districts, and do not exceed five feet in height. This exception

includes garage sale or similar signs in residential districts. These signs shall be limited to one per lot.

(2) Professional nameplates or shingle signs on premises, provided that such signs do not exceed four

square feet in area.

(3) Signs denoting the name and address of occupants of the premises on the premises, provided that

such signs are not more than two square feet in area. Such signs are permitted in addition to any

required address sign otherwise required by any Ordinance of the City of Fredericksburg.

(4) Signs or bulletin boards customarily incidental to places of worship, libraries, museums, social

clubs, societies, or charitable organizations and located on the premises of such institutions, provided

that if it is a freestanding sign such signs do not exceed 32 square feet in area.

(5) One sign per street frontage of a building which is under construction, structural alteration or repair

announcing the character of the building or enterprise or the purpose for which the building is intended,

including names of architects, engineers, contractors, developers, financiers, owners, and others,

provided the area of such signs does not exceed 32 square feet in nonresidential districts, and 16 feet in

residential districts. Individual contractor signs (one per contractor), not exceeding three square feet in

area, are allowed in addition to the construction sign described earlier in this subsection. All such

contractor or construction signs shall be removed within 30 days after the completion of the

construction project. All such signs which are larger than three square feet in area shall be set back

from the property line to the normal building setback line required in the applicable zoning district. For

the purposes of this subsection, the term "under construction" means under active construction and

before substantial completion. Such signs shall not be erected, placed or allowed to remain in the

absence or lapse of a building permit for the property to which it relates, or if a certificate of occupancy

has been issued for such property. Trade repair or improvement signs (e.g., landscape and air

conditioner repair signs) are limited to four square feet and may be placed only for the length of time

the active repair or installation is underway not to include any maintenance period.

(6) Governmental signs, provided that such signs do not exceed 32 square feet in area.

(7) Community service signs may be placed on or over public property or on or over a public right-of-

way only by units of local, state or federal governments or their agents. All signs in this category shall

be maintained in good condition and if not the city building official shall cause such sign to be

removed. If any sign in this category is for a special event, the sign shall not be erected more than two

weeks prior to the event and shall be removed no later than five days after the event. The owner or

organization shall be responsible for all costs involved in the erection and removal of such signs. A

freestanding community service sign shall not exceed 32 square feet in area in nonresidential districts,

and six square feet in area in residential districts. Signs hung across a public right-of-way shall be
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constructed of minnow seine material and shall be no larger than four feet in width and 36 square feet 

in length.  

  

(8) Official flags of governmental jurisdictions, U.S. military regimental flags, school flags and flags 

placed with permission of the city for special events or occasions. Business flags carrying the emblem, 

name, logo or other information of a business shall be included in the calculation of the maximum 

allowable sign area for such business. Business flags shall be limited to a maximum flag size of five by 

three feet.  

 

(9) Commemorative plaques placed by governmental or civic organizations and integral signs.  

  

(10) Signs specifically approved in a planned unit development; provided, however no prohibited signs 

shall be permitted.  

  

(11) Political election signs and signs the regulation of which is prohibited by the First Amendment as 

free speech, provided that such signs do not exceed 36 square feet in area or eight feet in height, on 

private real property with the consent of the owner, and are nonilluminated and without moving 

elements, and provided that such signs shall not be placed in, on or over any public street right-of-way. 

This provision shall not prohibit the use of signs in lawful demonstrations or speech in the public 

forum.  

  

(12) Public service signs indicating time and temperature, provided no company name, logo, or 

advertisement appears thereon.  

  

(13) Window signs, either painted or attached to a window of a building.  

  

(14) Auxiliary signs, not exceeding four signs of four square feet each per business property.  

  

(15) Directional signs, provided that such signs do not exceed six square feet in area or five feet in 

height.  

 

(16) No solicitation signs.  

 

(17) Signs specifically listed and permitted by the City under a Special Event Promoter/Sponsor 

Checklist or Special Event Permit Application, as set forth in Chapter 36 of this Code of Ordinances, 

for a Special Event held on Marktplatz (Market Square); provided that no prohibited signs, excepting 

signs set forth in Sections 29-6(3), 29-6(4), 29-6(6), 29-6(9), and 29-6(11), shall be permitted under 

this subsection (17) or under Chapter 36 of this Code of Ordinances.  

 

(Code 1992, § 3.1005; Ord. No. 16-007, §§ 4, 16, 7-17-2006; Ord. No. 18-009, § 29-5, 11-3-2008; Ord. 

No. 22-010, 4-16-2012; Ord. No. 22-022, 8-20-2012; Ord. No. 25-008, 6-1-2015; Ord. No. 28-005, § 1, 

5-7-2018)  
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THE LAW OFFICES OF TONY MCDONALD 
807 Brazos Street, Suite 902 

Austin, Texas 78701 

Tony McDonald Office: (512) 271–8669 
Principal Cell: 512 923–6893 

Email: tony@tonymcdonald.com 

April ____, 2019 

Hon. Christopher G. Nevins 
Gillespie County Attorney 
125 West Main St. Suite L-41 
Fredericksburg, TX 78624-3776 

Sent via CM/RRR 

Dear Mr. Nevins, 

I represent a [group of citizens] concerned with their First Amendment free speech rights. 

I’ve been informed that the Gillespie County Commissioners Court on February 12, 2018 
adopted and has attempted to enforce a resolution regulating political speech on county property. 
The regulation in question purports to follow from the Texas Election Code Sections 61.003 and 
85.036, and purports to prohibit “the posting or placing, in or on any property that is owned or 
controlled by Gillespie County . . . of signs, banners, posters, or other materials that are intended 
for the purpose of promoting or opposing any candidate, issue, or political party in any election.” 

This regulation is a violation of the right to free speech under the 1st Amendment of the 
Constitution of the United States. Under the controlling Supreme Court precedent of Reed v. 
Town of Gilbert, 135 S. Ct. 2218, “a government, including a municipal government vested with 
state authority, has no power to restrict expression because of its message, its ideas, its subject 
matter, or its content.” Id. at 2226. This is because the Constitution requires content neutrality, 
and “a speech regulation targeted at specific subject matter is content based, and thus subject to 
strict scrutiny, even if it does not discriminate among viewpoints within that subject matter.” Id. 
at 2230. Indeed, innocent motives on the part of the town did not eliminated the danger of 
censorship. Id. at 2229. 

Here Gillespie County’s regulation is a restriction of expression based on its political content. 
This restriction is not narrowly tailored to a compelling government interest, and therefore 
unconstitutional. My client demands the county repeal the ordinance. 
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My client intends to file suit under 42 U.S.C. §1983 in the U.S. District Court for the Western 
District of Texas in order to seek damages and get an injunction against the enforcement of the 
ordinance. We also intend to seek attorney’s fees according to 42 U.S.C. §1988. 

However, particularly as Gillespie County taxpayers, my client would prefer to avoid the 
unnecessary expense of litigation for both parties. If you would like to work with us to repeal the 
unconstitutional ordinance, please reply to this demand letter by [insert date] and we will gladly 
forgo filing suit and seeking attorney’s fees and work with you to resolve this matter amicably. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

Yours truly, 

Tony McDonald 
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1 (Slip Opinion) OCTOBER TERM, 2014 

Syllabus 

NOTE: Where it is feasible, a syllabus (headnote) will be released, as is
being done in connection with this case, at the time the opinion is issued.
The syllabus constitutes no part of the opinion of the Court but has been
prepared by the Reporter of Decisions for the convenience of the reader. 
See United States v. Detroit Timber & Lumber Co., 200 U. S. 321, 337. 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

Syllabus 

REED ET AL. v. TOWN OF GILBERT, ARIZONA, ET AL. 

CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR 
THE NINTH CIRCUIT 

No. 13–502. Argued January 12, 2015—Decided June 18, 2015 

Gilbert, Arizona (Town), has a comprehensive code (Sign Code or Code) 
that prohibits the display of outdoor signs without a permit, but ex-
empts 23 categories of signs, including three relevant here.  “Ideolog-
ical Signs,” defined as signs “communicating a message or ideas” that
do not fit in any other Sign Code category, may be up to 20 square
feet and have no placement or time restrictions.  “Political Signs,” de-
fined as signs “designed to influence the outcome of an election,” may 
be up to 32 square feet and may only be displayed during an election 
season.  “Temporary Directional Signs,” defined as signs directing the
public to a church or other “qualifying event,” have even greater re-
strictions: No more than four of the signs, limited to six square feet,
may be on a single property at any time, and signs may be displayed
no more than 12 hours before the “qualifying event” and 1 hour after.

Petitioners, Good News Community Church (Church) and its pas-
tor, Clyde Reed, whose Sunday church services are held at various 
temporary locations in and near the Town, posted signs early each 
Saturday bearing the Church name and the time and location of the 
next service and did not remove the signs until around midday Sun-
day.  The Church was cited for exceeding the time limits for display-
ing temporary directional signs and for failing to include an event
date on the signs. Unable to reach an accommodation with the Town, 
petitioners filed suit, claiming that the Code abridged their freedom 
of speech.  The District Court denied their motion for a preliminary 
injunction, and the Ninth Circuit affirmed, ultimately concluding 
that the Code’s sign categories were content neutral, and that the 
Code satisfied the intermediate scrutiny accorded to content-neutral 
regulations of speech. 

Held: The Sign Code’s provisions are content-based regulations of 
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2 REED v. TOWN OF GILBERT 

Syllabus 

speech that do not survive strict scrutiny. Pp. 6–17.
(a) Because content-based laws target speech based on its commu-

nicative content, they are presumptively unconstitutional and may be
justified only if the government proves that they are narrowly tai-
lored to serve compelling state interests.  E.g., R. A. V. v. St. Paul, 
505 U. S. 377, 395.  Speech regulation is content based if a law ap-
plies to particular speech because of the topic discussed or the idea or 
message expressed. E.g., Sorrell v. IMS Health, Inc., 564 U. S. ___, 
___–___. And courts are required to consider whether a regulation of 
speech “on its face” draws distinctions based on the message a speak-
er conveys.  Id., at ___. Whether laws define regulated speech by par-
ticular subject matter or by its function or purpose, they are subject 
to strict scrutiny.  The same is true for laws that, though facially con-
tent neutral, cannot be “ ‘justified without reference to the content of 
the regulated speech,’ ” or were adopted by the government “because
of disagreement with the message” conveyed.  Ward v. Rock Against 
Racism, 491 U. S. 781, 791. Pp. 6–7.

(b) The Sign Code is content based on its face.  It defines the cate-
gories of temporary, political, and ideological signs on the basis of
their messages and then subjects each category to different re-
strictions.  The restrictions applied thus depend entirely on the sign’s
communicative content.  Because the Code, on its face, is a content-
based regulation of speech, there is no need to consider the govern-
ment’s justifications or purposes for enacting the Code to determine
whether it is subject to strict scrutiny.  Pp. 7.

(c) None of the Ninth Circuit’s theories for its contrary holding is
persuasive.  Its conclusion that the Town’s regulation was not based
on a disagreement with the message conveyed skips the crucial first 
step in the content-neutrality analysis: determining whether the law
is content neutral on its face.  A law that is content based on its face 
is subject to strict scrutiny regardless of the government’s benign mo-
tive, content-neutral justification, or lack of “animus toward the ideas
contained” in the regulated speech.  Cincinnati v. Discovery Network, 
Inc., 507 U. S. 410, 429.  Thus, an innocuous justification cannot
transform a facially content-based law into one that is content neu-
tral.  A court must evaluate each question—whether a law is content 
based on its face and whether the purpose and justification for the
law are content based—before concluding that a law is content neu-
tral.  Ward does not require otherwise, for its framework applies only 
to a content-neutral statute. 

The Ninth Circuit’s conclusion that the Sign Code does not single 
out any idea or viewpoint for discrimination conflates two distinct but
related limitations that the First Amendment places on government
regulation of speech. Government discrimination among viewpoints 
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is a “more blatant” and “egregious form of content discrimination,” 
Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of Univ. of Va., 515 U. S. 819, 829, 
but “[t]he First Amendment’s hostility to content-based regulation 
[also] extends . . . to prohibition of public discussion of an entire top-
ic,” Consolidated Edison Co. of N. Y. v. Public Serv. Comm’n of N. Y., 
447 U. S. 530, 537.  The Sign Code, a paradigmatic example of con-
tent-based discrimination, singles out specific subject matter for dif-
ferential treatment, even if it does not target viewpoints within that 
subject matter.

The Ninth Circuit also erred in concluding that the Sign Code was
not content based because it made only speaker-based and event-
based distinctions.  The Code’s categories are not speaker-based—the
restrictions for political, ideological, and temporary event signs apply
equally no matter who sponsors them.  And even if the sign catego-
ries were speaker based, that would not automatically render the law
content neutral.  Rather, “laws favoring some speakers over others 
demand strict scrutiny when the legislature’s speaker preference re-
flects a content preference.”  Turner Broadcasting System, Inc. v. 
FCC, 512 U. S. 622, 658.  This same analysis applies to event-based 
distinctions.  Pp. 8–14.

(d) The Sign Code’s content-based restrictions do not survive strict 
scrutiny because the Town has not demonstrated that the Code’s dif-
ferentiation between temporary directional signs and other types of 
signs furthers a compelling governmental interest and is narrowly 
tailored to that end.  See Arizona Free Enterprise Club’s Freedom 
Club PAC v. Bennett, 564 U. S. ___, ___.  Assuming that the Town 
has a compelling interest in preserving its aesthetic appeal and traf-
fic safety, the Code’s distinctions are highly underinclusive.  The 
Town cannot claim that placing strict limits on temporary directional
signs is necessary to beautify the Town when other types of signs 
create the same problem. See Discovery Network, supra, at 425. Nor 
has it shown that temporary directional signs pose a greater threat to
public safety than ideological or political signs.  Pp. 14–15. 

(e) This decision will not prevent governments from enacting effec-
tive sign laws.  The Town has ample content-neutral options availa-
ble to resolve problems with safety and aesthetics, including regulat-
ing size, building materials, lighting, moving parts, and portability.
And the Town may be able to forbid postings on public property, so 
long as it does so in an evenhanded, content-neutral manner.  See 
Members of City Council of Los Angeles v. Taxpayers for Vincent, 466 
U. S. 789, 817.  An ordinance narrowly tailored to the challenges of 
protecting the safety of pedestrians, drivers, and passengers—e.g.,
warning signs marking hazards on private property or signs directing 
traffic—might also survive strict scrutiny. Pp. 16–17. 
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707 F. 3d 1057, reversed and remanded. 

THOMAS, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which ROBERTS, 
C. J., and SCALIA, KENNEDY, ALITO, and SOTOMAYOR, JJ., joined.  ALITO, 
J., filed a concurring opinion, in which KENNEDY and SOTOMAYOR, JJ., 
joined. BREYER, J., filed an opinion concurring in the judgment.  KA-

GAN, J., filed an opinion concurring in the judgment, in which GINSBURG 

and BREYER, JJ., joined 
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Opinion of the Court 

NOTICE: This opinion is subject to formal revision before publication in the
preliminary print of the United States Reports. Readers are requested to
notify the Reporter of Decisions, Supreme Court of the United States, Wash-
ington, D. C. 20543, of any typographical or other formal errors, in order
that corrections may be made before the preliminary print goes to press. 

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

No. 13–502 

CLYDE REED, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. TOWN OF
 
GILBERT, ARIZONA, ET AL. 


ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF 

APPEALS FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT
 

[June 18, 2015] 


JUSTICE THOMAS delivered the opinion of the Court. 
The town of Gilbert, Arizona (or Town), has adopted a

comprehensive code governing the manner in which people 
may display outdoor signs. Gilbert, Ariz., Land Develop-
ment Code (Sign Code or Code), ch. 1, §4.402 (2005).1  The 
Sign Code identifies various categories of signs based on 
the type of information they convey, then subjects each
category to different restrictions.  One of the categories is 
“Temporary Directional Signs Relating to a Qualifying
Event,” loosely defined as signs directing the public to a
meeting of a nonprofit group.  §4.402(P).  The Code imposes
more stringent restrictions on these signs than it does
on signs conveying other messages.  We hold that these 
provisions are content-based regulations of speech that 
cannot survive strict scrutiny. 

—————— 
1 The Town’s Sign Code is available online at http://www.gilbertaz.gov/

departments / development - service / planning - development / land -
development-code (as visited June 16, 2015, and available in Clerk of
Court’s case file). 
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Opinion of the Court 

I 

A 


The Sign Code prohibits the display of outdoor signs 
anywhere within the Town without a permit, but it then
exempts 23 categories of signs from that requirement.
These exemptions include everything from bazaar signs to
flying banners. Three categories of exempt signs are
particularly relevant here. 

The first is “Ideological Sign[s].”  This category includes
any “sign communicating a message or ideas for noncom-
mercial purposes that is not a Construction Sign, Direc-
tional Sign, Temporary Directional Sign Relating to a
Qualifying Event, Political Sign, Garage Sale Sign, or a 
sign owned or required by a governmental agency.” Sign
Code, Glossary of General Terms (Glossary), p. 23 (em-
phasis deleted). Of the three categories discussed here, 
the Code treats ideological signs most favorably, allowing 
them to be up to 20 square feet in area and to be placed in
all “zoning districts” without time limits.  §4.402(J).

The second category is “Political Sign[s].”  This includes 
any “temporary sign designed to influence the outcome of 
an election called by a public body.”  Glossary 23.2  The  
Code treats these signs less favorably than ideological 
signs. The Code allows the placement of political signs up 
to 16 square feet on residential property and up to 32
square feet on nonresidential property, undeveloped mu-
nicipal property, and “rights-of-way.”  §4.402(I).3  These  
signs may be displayed up to 60 days before a primary 
election and up to 15 days following a general election. 
Ibid. 
—————— 

2 A “Temporary Sign” is a “sign not permanently attached to the 
ground, a wall or a building, and not designed or intended for perma-
nent display.”  Glossary 25. 

3 The Code defines “Right-of-Way” as a “strip of publicly owned land 
occupied by or planned for a street, utilities, landscaping, sidewalks, 
trails, and similar facilities.” Id., at 18. 
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The third category is “Temporary Directional Signs
Relating to a Qualifying Event.” This includes any “Tem-
porary Sign intended to direct pedestrians, motorists, and 
other passersby to a ‘qualifying event.’ ” Glossary 25
(emphasis deleted).  A “qualifying event” is defined as any 
“assembly, gathering, activity, or meeting sponsored,
arranged, or promoted by a religious, charitable, commu-
nity service, educational, or other similar non-profit organ-
ization.” Ibid.  The Code treats temporary directional 
signs even less favorably than political signs.4 Temporary
directional signs may be no larger than six square feet.
§4.402(P). They may be placed on private property or on a 
public right-of-way, but no more than four signs may be
placed on a single property at any time. Ibid. And, they
may be displayed no more than 12 hours before the “quali-
fying event” and no more than 1 hour afterward.  Ibid. 

B 
Petitioners Good News Community Church (Church)

and its pastor, Clyde Reed, wish to advertise the time and
location of their Sunday church services.  The Church is a 
small, cash-strapped entity that owns no building, so it
holds its services at elementary schools or other locations 
in or near the Town. In order to inform the public about
its services, which are held in a variety of different loca-

—————— 
4 The Sign Code has been amended twice during the pendency of this 

case.  When litigation began in 2007, the Code defined the signs at 
issue as “Religious Assembly Temporary Direction Signs.”  App. 75.
The Code entirely prohibited placement of those signs in the public 
right-of-way, and it forbade posting them in any location for more than
two hours before the religious assembly or more than one hour after-
ward. Id., at 75–76.  In 2008, the Town redefined the category as 
“Temporary Directional Signs Related to a Qualifying Event,” and it
expanded the time limit to 12 hours before and 1 hour after the “quali-
fying event.”  Ibid.  In 2011, the Town amended the Code to authorize 
placement of temporary directional signs in the public right-of-way. 
Id., at 89. 
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4 REED v. TOWN OF GILBERT 

Opinion of the Court 

tions, the Church began placing 15 to 20 temporary signs 
around the Town, frequently in the public right-of-way
abutting the street.  The signs typically displayed the 
Church’s name, along with the time and location of the
upcoming service. Church members would post the signs 
early in the day on Saturday and then remove them 
around midday on Sunday.  The display of these signs
requires little money and manpower, and thus has proved 
to be an economical and effective way for the Church to let 
the community know where its services are being held 
each week. 

This practice caught the attention of the Town’s Sign
Code compliance manager, who twice cited the Church for
violating the Code.  The first citation noted that the 
Church exceeded the time limits for displaying its tempo-
rary directional signs.  The second citation referred to the 
same problem, along with the Church’s failure to include
the date of the event on the signs. Town officials even 
confiscated one of the Church’s signs, which Reed had to
retrieve from the municipal offices.

Reed contacted the Sign Code Compliance Department
in an attempt to reach an accommodation.  His efforts 
proved unsuccessful. The Town’s Code compliance man-
ager informed the Church that there would be “no leni-
ency under the Code” and promised to punish any future
violations. 

Shortly thereafter, petitioners filed a complaint in the 
United States District Court for the District of Arizona, 
arguing that the Sign Code abridged their freedom of 
speech in violation of the First and Fourteenth Amend-
ments. The District Court denied the petitioners’ motion 
for a preliminary injunction. The Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit affirmed, holding that the Sign Code’s provi-
sion regulating temporary directional signs did not regu-
late speech on the basis of content. 587 F. 3d 966, 979 
(2009). It reasoned that, even though an enforcement 
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officer would have to read the sign to determine what 
provisions of the Sign Code applied to it, the “ ‘kind of 
cursory examination’ ” that would be necessary for an
officer to classify it as a temporary directional sign was
“not akin to an officer synthesizing the expressive content 
of the sign.” Id., at 978. It then remanded for the District 
Court to determine in the first instance whether the Sign 
Code’s distinctions among temporary directional signs,
political signs, and ideological signs nevertheless consti-
tuted a content-based regulation of speech. 

On remand, the District Court granted summary judg-
ment in favor of the Town.  The Court of Appeals again
affirmed, holding that the Code’s sign categories were 
content neutral. The court concluded that “the distinc-
tions between Temporary Directional Signs, Ideological
Signs, and Political Signs . . . are based on objective fac-
tors relevant to Gilbert’s creation of the specific exemption 
from the permit requirement and do not otherwise consider 
the substance of the sign.” 707 F. 3d 1057, 1069 (CA9 
2013). Relying on this Court’s decision in Hill v. Colorado, 
530 U. S. 703 (2000), the Court of Appeals concluded that
the Sign Code is content neutral.  707 F. 3d, at 1071–1072. 
As the court explained, “Gilbert did not adopt its regula-
tion of speech because it disagreed with the message
conveyed” and its “interests in regulat[ing] temporary
signs are unrelated to the content of the sign.”  Ibid.  Accord-
ingly, the court believed that the Code was “content-
neutral as that term [has been] defined by the Supreme
Court.” Id., at 1071. In light of that determination, it 
applied a lower level of scrutiny to the Sign Code and
concluded that the law did not violate the First Amend-
ment. Id., at 1073–1076. 

We granted certiorari, 573 U. S. ___ (2014), and now 
reverse. 
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II
 
A 


The First Amendment, applicable to the States through
the Fourteenth Amendment, prohibits the enactment of 
laws “abridging the freedom of speech.”  U. S. Const., 
Amdt. 1. Under that Clause, a government, including a 
municipal government vested with state authority, “has no
power to restrict expression because of its message, its
ideas, its subject matter, or its content.”  Police Dept. of 
Chicago v. Mosley, 408 U. S. 92, 95 (1972).  Content-based 
laws—those that target speech based on its communica-
tive content—are presumptively unconstitutional and may
be justified only if the government proves that they are 
narrowly tailored to serve compelling state interests. 
R. A. V. v. St. Paul, 505 U. S. 377, 395 (1992); Simon & 
Schuster, Inc. v. Members of N. Y. State Crime Victims 
Bd., 502 U. S. 105, 115, 118 (1991).

Government regulation of speech is content based if a 
law applies to particular speech because of the topic dis-
cussed or the idea or message expressed.  E.g., Sorrell v. 
IMS Health, Inc., 564 U. S. ___, ___–___ (2011) (slip op., at 
8–9); Carey v. Brown, 447 U. S. 455, 462 (1980); Mosley, 
supra, at 95.  This commonsense meaning of the phrase
“content based” requires a court to consider whether a
regulation of speech “on its face” draws distinctions based 
on the message a speaker conveys.  Sorrell, supra, at ___ 
(slip op., at 8). Some facial distinctions based on a mes-
sage are obvious, defining regulated speech by particular 
subject matter, and others are more subtle, defining regu-
lated speech by its function or purpose. Both are distinc-
tions drawn based on the message a speaker conveys, and, 
therefore, are subject to strict scrutiny. 

Our precedents have also recognized a separate and
additional category of laws that, though facially content
neutral, will be considered content-based regulations of
speech: laws that cannot be “ ‘justified without reference to 
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the content of the regulated speech,’ ” or that were adopted
by the government “because of disagreement with the
message [the speech] conveys,” Ward v. Rock Against 
Racism, 491 U. S. 781, 791 (1989).  Those laws, like those 
that are content based on their face, must also satisfy
strict scrutiny. 

B 
The Town’s Sign Code is content based on its face.  It 

defines “Temporary Directional Signs” on the basis of
whether a sign conveys the message of directing the public
to church or some other “qualifying event.”  Glossary 25.
It defines “Political Signs” on the basis of whether a sign’s 
message is “designed to influence the outcome of an elec-
tion.” Id., at 24. And it defines “Ideological Signs” on the
basis of whether a sign “communicat[es] a message or 
ideas” that do not fit within the Code’s other categories. 
Id., at 23. It then subjects each of these categories to
different restrictions. 

The restrictions in the Sign Code that apply to any
given sign thus depend entirely on the communicative
content of the sign. If a sign informs its reader of the time 
and place a book club will discuss John Locke’s Two Trea-
tises of Government, that sign will be treated differently
from a sign expressing the view that one should vote for
one of Locke’s followers in an upcoming election, and both
signs will be treated differently from a sign expressing an 
ideological view rooted in Locke’s theory of government. 
More to the point, the Church’s signs inviting people to
attend its worship services are treated differently from 
signs conveying other types of ideas.  On its face, the Sign
Code is a content-based regulation of speech.  We thus 
have no need to consider the government’s justifications or
purposes for enacting the Code to determine whether it is 
subject to strict scrutiny. 
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C 
In reaching the contrary conclusion, the Court of Ap-

peals offered several theories to explain why the Town’s
Sign Code should be deemed content neutral.  None is 
persuasive. 

1 
The Court of Appeals first determined that the Sign

Code was content neutral because the Town “did not adopt
its regulation of speech [based on] disagree[ment] with the
message conveyed,” and its justifications for regulating 
temporary directional signs were “unrelated to the content 
of the sign.” 707 F. 3d, at 1071–1072.  In its brief to this 
Court, the United States similarly contends that a sign
regulation is content neutral—even if it expressly draws 
distinctions based on the sign’s communicative content—if 
those distinctions can be “ ‘justified without reference to
the content of the regulated speech.’ ”  Brief for United 
States as Amicus Curiae 20, 24 (quoting Ward, supra, at 
791; emphasis deleted).

But this analysis skips the crucial first step in the 
content-neutrality analysis: determining whether the law 
is content neutral on its face. A law that is content based 
on its face is subject to strict scrutiny regardless of the 
government’s benign motive, content-neutral justification, 
or lack of “animus toward the ideas contained” in the 
regulated speech.  Cincinnati v. Discovery Network, Inc., 
507 U. S. 410, 429 (1993).  We have thus made clear that 
“ ‘[i]llicit legislative intent is not the sine qua non of a 
violation of the First Amendment,’ ” and a party opposing
the government “need adduce ‘no evidence of an improper 
censorial motive.’ ”  Simon & Schuster, supra, at 117. 
Although “a content-based purpose may be sufficient in
certain circumstances to show that a regulation is content
based, it is not necessary.”  Turner Broadcasting System, 
Inc. v. FCC, 512 U. S. 622, 642 (1994).  In other words, an 
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innocuous justification cannot transform a facially content-
based law into one that is content neutral. 

That is why we have repeatedly considered whether a
law is content neutral on its face before turning to the 
law’s justification or purpose. See, e.g., Sorrell, supra, at 
___–___ (slip op., at 8–9) (statute was content based “on its 
face,” and there was also evidence of an impermissible 
legislative motive); United States v. Eichman, 496 U. S. 
310, 315 (1990) (“Although the [statute] contains no ex- 
plicit content-based limitation on the scope of prohibited
conduct, it is nevertheless clear that the Government’s 
asserted interest is related to the suppression of free ex-
pression” (internal quotation marks omitted)); Members of 
City Council of Los Angeles v. Taxpayers for Vincent, 466 
U. S. 789, 804 (1984) (“The text of the ordinance is neu-
tral,” and “there is not even a hint of bias or censorship in
the City’s enactment or enforcement of this ordinance”); 
Clark v. Community for Creative Non-Violence, 468 U. S. 
288, 293 (1984) (requiring that a facially content-neutral 
ban on camping must be “justified without reference to the
content of the regulated speech”); United States v. O’Brien, 
391 U. S. 367, 375, 377 (1968) (noting that the statute “on
its face deals with conduct having no connection with
speech,” but examining whether the “the governmental 
interest is unrelated to the suppression of free expres-
sion”). Because strict scrutiny applies either when a law 
is content based on its face or when the purpose and justi-
fication for the law are content based, a court must evalu-
ate each question before it concludes that the law is con-
tent neutral and thus subject to a lower level of scrutiny.

The Court of Appeals and the United States misunder-
stand our decision in Ward as suggesting that a govern-
ment’s purpose is relevant even when a law is content 
based on its face. That is incorrect.  Ward had nothing to 
say about facially content-based restrictions because it 
involved a facially content-neutral ban on the use, in a 
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city-owned music venue, of sound amplification systems
not provided by the city.  491 U. S., at 787, and n. 2.  In 
that context, we looked to governmental motive, including
whether the government had regulated speech “because of 
disagreement” with its message, and whether the regula-
tion was “ ‘justified without reference to the content of the 
speech.’ ” Id., at 791. But Ward’s framework “applies only
if a statute is content neutral.” Hill, 530 U. S., at 766 
(KENNEDY, J., dissenting).  Its rules thus operate “to pro-
tect speech,” not “to restrict it.” Id., at 765. 

The First Amendment requires no less.  Innocent mo-
tives do not eliminate the danger of censorship presented 
by a facially content-based statute, as future government 
officials may one day wield such statutes to suppress
disfavored speech. That is why the First Amendment 
expressly targets the operation of the laws—i.e., the 
“abridg[ement] of speech”—rather than merely the mo-
tives of those who enacted them.  U. S. Const., Amdt. 1. 
“ ‘The vice of content-based legislation . . . is not that it is 
always used for invidious, thought-control purposes, but
that it lends itself to use for those purposes.’ ”  Hill, supra, 
at 743 (SCALIA, J., dissenting).

For instance, in NAACP v. Button, 371 U. S. 415 (1963),
the Court encountered a State’s attempt to use a statute
prohibiting “ ‘improper solicitation’ ” by attorneys to outlaw
litigation-related speech of the National Association for 
the Advancement of Colored People. Id., at 438.  Although 
Button predated our more recent formulations of strict
scrutiny, the Court rightly rejected the State’s claim that
its interest in the “regulation of professional conduct” 
rendered the statute consistent with the First Amend-
ment, observing that “it is no answer . . . to say . . . that
the purpose of these regulations was merely to insure high
professional standards and not to curtail free expression.” 
Id., at 438–439. Likewise, one could easily imagine a Sign
Code compliance manager who disliked the Church’s 
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substantive teachings deploying the Sign Code to make it 
more difficult for the Church to inform the public of the 
location of its services.  Accordingly, we have repeatedly
“rejected the argument that ‘discriminatory . . . treatment
is suspect under the First Amendment only when the 
legislature intends to suppress certain ideas.’ ” Discovery 
Network, 507 U. S., at 429.  We do so again today. 

2 
The Court of Appeals next reasoned that the Sign Code

was content neutral because it “does not mention any idea
or viewpoint, let alone single one out for differential 
treatment.” 587 F. 3d, at 977.  It reasoned that, for the 
purpose of the Code provisions, “[i]t makes no difference 
which candidate is supported, who sponsors the event, or
what ideological perspective is asserted.” 707 F. 3d, at 
1069. 

The Town seizes on this reasoning, insisting that “con-
tent based” is a term of art that “should be applied flexi-
bly” with the goal of protecting “viewpoints and ideas from
government censorship or favoritism.”  Brief for Respond-
ents 22. In the Town’s view, a sign regulation that “does
not censor or favor particular viewpoints or ideas” cannot 
be content based.  Ibid. The Sign Code allegedly passes 
this test because its treatment of temporary directional 
signs does not raise any concerns that the government is 
“endorsing or suppressing ‘ideas or viewpoints,’ ” id., at 27, 
and the provisions for political signs and ideological signs
“are neutral as to particular ideas or viewpoints” within
those categories. Id., at 37. 

This analysis conflates two distinct but related limita-
tions that the First Amendment places on government
regulation of speech. Government discrimination among
viewpoints—or the regulation of speech based on “the
specific motivating ideology or the opinion or perspective
of the speaker”—is a “more blatant” and “egregious form of 
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content discrimination.” Rosenberger v. Rector and Visi-
tors of Univ. of Va., 515 U. S. 819, 829 (1995).  But it is 
well established that “[t]he First Amendment’s hostility to
content-based regulation extends not only to restrictions
on particular viewpoints, but also to prohibition of public 
discussion of an entire topic.”  Consolidated Edison Co. of 
N. Y. v. Public Serv. Comm’n of N. Y., 447 U. S. 530, 537 
(1980).

Thus, a speech regulation targeted at specific subject 
matter is content based even if it does not discriminate 
among viewpoints within that subject matter.  Ibid.  For  
example, a law banning the use of sound trucks for politi-
cal speech—and only political speech—would be a content-
based regulation, even if it imposed no limits on the politi-
cal viewpoints that could be expressed. See Discovery 
Network, supra, at 428.  The Town’s Sign Code likewise 
singles out specific subject matter for differential treat-
ment, even if it does not target viewpoints within that
subject matter.  Ideological messages are given more
favorable treatment than messages concerning a political
candidate, which are themselves given more favorable 
treatment than messages announcing an assembly of like-
minded individuals. That is a paradigmatic example of
content-based discrimination. 

3 
Finally, the Court of Appeals characterized the Sign

Code’s distinctions as turning on “ ‘the content-neutral 
elements of who is speaking through the sign and whether 
and when an event is occurring.’ ”  707 F. 3d, at 1069. 
That analysis is mistaken on both factual and legal 
grounds.

To start, the Sign Code’s distinctions are not speaker
based. The restrictions for political, ideological, and tem-
porary event signs apply equally no matter who sponsors
them. If a local business, for example, sought to put up 
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signs advertising the Church’s meetings, those signs
would be subject to the same limitations as such signs
placed by the Church.  And if Reed had decided to dis- 
play signs in support of a particular candidate, he could
have made those signs far larger—and kept them up for 
far longer—than signs inviting people to attend his 
church services.  If the Code’s distinctions were truly
speaker based, both types of signs would receive the same 
treatment. 

In any case, the fact that a distinction is speaker based 
does not, as the Court of Appeals seemed to believe, auto-
matically render the distinction content neutral. Because 
“[s]peech restrictions based on the identity of the speaker 
are all too often simply a means to control content,” Citi-
zens United v. Federal Election Comm’n, 558 U. S. 310, 
340 (2010), we have insisted that “laws favoring some
speakers over others demand strict scrutiny when the
legislature’s speaker preference reflects a content prefer-
ence,” Turner, 512 U. S., at 658.  Thus, a law limiting the
content of newspapers, but only newspapers, could not
evade strict scrutiny simply because it could be character-
ized as speaker based. Likewise, a content-based law that 
restricted the political speech of all corporations would not 
become content neutral just because it singled out corpo-
rations as a class of speakers. See Citizens United, supra, 
at 340–341. Characterizing a distinction as speaker based 
is only the beginning—not the end—of the inquiry. 

Nor do the Sign Code’s distinctions hinge on “whether
and when an event is occurring.” The Code does not per-
mit citizens to post signs on any topic whatsoever within a
set period leading up to an election, for example.  Instead, 
come election time, it requires Town officials to determine 
whether a sign is “designed to influence the outcome of an
election” (and thus “political”) or merely “communicating a
message or ideas for noncommercial purposes” (and thus 
“ideological”). Glossary 24. That obvious content-based 
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inquiry does not evade strict scrutiny review simply be-
cause an event (i.e., an election) is involved. 

And, just as with speaker-based laws, the fact that a
distinction is event based does not render it content neu-
tral. The Court of Appeals cited no precedent from this
Court supporting its novel theory of an exception from the
content-neutrality requirement for event-based laws.  As 
we have explained, a speech regulation is content based if 
the law applies to particular speech because of the topic 
discussed or the idea or message expressed. Supra, at 6. 
A regulation that targets a sign because it conveys an idea
about a specific event is no less content based than a 
regulation that targets a sign because it conveys some 
other idea. Here, the Code singles out signs bearing a
particular message: the time and location of a specific 
event. This type of ordinance may seem like a perfectly
rational way to regulate signs, but a clear and firm rule
governing content neutrality is an essential means of 
protecting the freedom of speech, even if laws that might 
seem “entirely reasonable” will sometimes be “struck down 
because of their content-based nature.” City of Ladue v. 
Gilleo, 512 U. S. 43, 60 (1994) (O’Connor, J., concurring). 

III 
Because the Town’s Sign Code imposes content-based 

restrictions on speech, those provisions can stand only if
they survive strict scrutiny, “ ‘which requires the Govern-
ment to prove that the restriction furthers a compelling 
interest and is narrowly tailored to achieve that interest,’ ” 
Arizona Free Enterprise Club’s Freedom Club PAC v. 
Bennett, 564 U. S. ___, ___ (2011) (slip op., at 8) (quoting 
Citizens United, 558 U. S., at 340).  Thus, it is the Town’s 
burden to demonstrate that the Code’s differentiation 
between temporary directional signs and other types of
signs, such as political signs and ideological signs, furthers
a compelling governmental interest and is narrowly tai-
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lored to that end. See ibid. 
The Town cannot do so. It has offered only two govern-

mental interests in support of the distinctions the Sign 
Code draws: preserving the Town’s aesthetic appeal and 
traffic safety. Assuming for the sake of argument that
those are compelling governmental interests, the Code’s
distinctions fail as hopelessly underinclusive.

Starting with the preservation of aesthetics, temporary
directional signs are “no greater an eyesore,” Discovery 
Network, 507 U. S., at 425, than ideological or political 
ones. Yet the Code allows unlimited proliferation of larger
ideological signs while strictly limiting the number, size, 
and duration of smaller directional ones.  The Town can-
not claim that placing strict limits on temporary direc-
tional signs is necessary to beautify the Town while at the 
same time allowing unlimited numbers of other types of 
signs that create the same problem.

The Town similarly has not shown that limiting tempo-
rary directional signs is necessary to eliminate threats to 
traffic safety, but that limiting other types of signs is not.
The Town has offered no reason to believe that directional 
signs pose a greater threat to safety than do ideological or 
political signs. If anything, a sharply worded ideological
sign seems more likely to distract a driver than a sign 
directing the public to a nearby church meeting. 

In light of this underinclusiveness, the Town has not 
met its burden to prove that its Sign Code is narrowly 
tailored to further a compelling government interest. 
Because a “ ‘law cannot be regarded as protecting an inter-
est of the highest order, and thus as justifying a re-
striction on truthful speech, when it leaves appreciable
damage to that supposedly vital interest unprohibited,’ ” 
Republican Party of Minn. v. White, 536 U. S. 765, 780 
(2002), the Sign Code fails strict scrutiny. 
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IV 

Our decision today will not prevent governments from

enacting effective sign laws.  The Town asserts that an 
“ ‘absolutist’ ” content-neutrality rule would render “virtu-
ally all distinctions in sign laws . . . subject to strict scru-
tiny,” Brief for Respondents 34–35, but that is not the 
case. Not “all distinctions” are subject to strict scrutiny, 
only content-based ones are. Laws that are content neutral 
are instead subject to lesser scrutiny. See Clark, 468 
U. S., at 295. 

The Town has ample content-neutral options available
to resolve problems with safety and aesthetics. For exam-
ple, its current Code regulates many aspects of signs that 
have nothing to do with a sign’s message: size, building 
materials, lighting, moving parts, and portability.  See, 
e.g., §4.402(R). And on public property, the Town may go
a long way toward entirely forbidding the posting of signs,
so long as it does so in an evenhanded, content-neutral 
manner. See Taxpayers for Vincent, 466 U. S., at 817 
(upholding content-neutral ban against posting signs on
public property). Indeed, some lower courts have long 
held that similar content-based sign laws receive strict
scrutiny, but there is no evidence that towns in those 
jurisdictions have suffered catastrophic effects. See, e.g., 
Solantic, LLC v. Neptune Beach, 410 F. 3d 1250, 1264– 
1269 (CA11 2005) (sign categories similar to the town of
Gilbert’s were content based and subject to strict scru-
tiny); Matthews v. Needham, 764 F. 2d 58, 59–60 (CA1
1985) (law banning political signs but not commercial
signs was content based and subject to strict scrutiny).

We acknowledge that a city might reasonably view the
general regulation of signs as necessary because signs 
“take up space and may obstruct views, distract motorists,
displace alternative uses for land, and pose other problems 
that legitimately call for regulation.”  City of Ladue, 512 
U. S., at 48. At the same time, the presence of certain 
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signs may be essential, both for vehicles and pedestrians,
to guide traffic or to identify hazards and ensure safety.  A 
sign ordinance narrowly tailored to the challenges of 
protecting the safety of pedestrians, drivers, and passen-
gers—such as warning signs marking hazards on private
property, signs directing traffic, or street numbers associ-
ated with private houses—well might survive strict scru-
tiny. The signs at issue in this case, including political 
and ideological signs and signs for events, are far removed 
from those purposes. As discussed above, they are facially 
content based and are neither justified by traditional 
safety concerns nor narrowly tailored. 

* * * 
We reverse the judgment of the Court of Appeals and 

remand the case for proceedings consistent with this 
opinion. 

It is so ordered. 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

No. 13–502 

CLYDE REED, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. TOWN OF
GILBERT, ARIZONA, ET AL. 

ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF 
APPEALS FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

[June 18, 2015] 

JUSTICE ALITO, with whom JUSTICE KENNEDY and 
JUSTICE SOTOMAYOR join, concurring. 

I join the opinion of the Court but add a few words of 
further explanation. 

As the Court holds, what we have termed “content-
based” laws must satisfy strict scrutiny.  Content-based 
laws merit this protection because they present, albeit
sometimes in a subtler form, the same dangers as laws
that regulate speech based on viewpoint.  Limiting speech
based on its “topic” or “subject” favors those who do not
want to disturb the status quo.  Such regulations may 
interfere with democratic self-government and the search 
for truth. See Consolidated Edison Co. of N. Y. v. Public 
Serv. Comm’n of N. Y., 447 U. S. 530, 537 (1980).

As the Court shows, the regulations at issue in this case
are replete with content-based distinctions, and as a result 
they must satisfy strict scrutiny.  This does not mean, 
however, that municipalities are powerless to enact and
enforce reasonable sign regulations.  I will not attempt to 
provide anything like a comprehensive list, but here are
some rules that would not be content based: 

Rules regulating the size of signs.  These rules may 
distinguish among signs based on any content-neutral 
criteria, including any relevant criteria listed below. 

Rules regulating the locations in which signs may be 
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placed. These rules may distinguish between free-
standing signs and those attached to buildings.

Rules distinguishing between lighted and unlighted
signs.

Rules distinguishing between signs with fixed messages
and electronic signs with messages that change. 

Rules that distinguish between the placement of signs
on private and public property.

Rules distinguishing between the placement of signs on 
commercial and residential property. 

Rules distinguishing between on-premises and off-
premises signs. 

Rules restricting the total number of signs allowed per
mile of roadway. 

Rules imposing time restrictions on signs advertising a
one-time event. Rules of this nature do not discriminate 
based on topic or subject and are akin to rules restricting
the times within which oral speech or music is allowed.*

In addition to regulating signs put up by private actors,
government entities may also erect their own signs con-
sistent with the principles that allow governmental 
speech. See Pleasant Grove City v. Summum, 555 U. S. 
460, 467–469 (2009). They may put up all manner of signs 
to promote safety, as well as directional signs and signs
pointing out historic sites and scenic spots.

Properly understood, today’s decision will not prevent 
cities from regulating signs in a way that fully protects
public safety and serves legitimate esthetic objectives. 

—————— 

*Of course, content-neutral restrictions on speech are not necessarily
consistent with the First Amendment.  Time, place, and manner 
restrictions “must be narrowly tailored to serve the government’s 
legitimate, content-neutral interests.” Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 
491 U. S. 781, 798 (1989).  But they need not meet the high standard
imposed on viewpoint- and content-based restrictions. 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

No. 13–502 

CLYDE REED, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. TOWN OF
 
GILBERT, ARIZONA, ET AL. 


ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF 

APPEALS FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT
 

[June 18, 2015]


 JUSTICE BREYER, concurring in the judgment. 
I join JUSTICE KAGAN’s separate opinion. Like JUSTICE 

KAGAN I believe that categories alone cannot satisfactorily 
resolve the legal problem before us.  The First Amendment 
requires greater judicial sensitivity both to the Amend-
ment’s expressive objectives and to the public’s legitimate
need for regulation than a simple recitation of categories, 
such as “content discrimination” and “strict scrutiny,” 
would permit. In my view, the category “content discrimi-
nation” is better considered in many contexts, including 
here, as a rule of thumb, rather than as an automatic 
“strict scrutiny” trigger, leading to almost certain legal 
condemnation. 

To use content discrimination to trigger strict scrutiny
sometimes makes perfect sense.  There are cases in which 
the Court has found content discrimination an unconstitu-
tional method for suppressing a viewpoint.  E.g., Rosen-
berger v. Rector and Visitors of Univ. of Va., 515 U. S. 819, 
828–829 (1995); see also Boos v. Barry, 485 U. S. 312, 318– 
319 (1988) (plurality opinion) (applying strict scrutiny
where the line between subject matter and viewpoint was
not obvious).  And there are cases where the Court has 
found content discrimination to reveal that rules govern-
ing a traditional public forum are, in fact, not a neutral 
way of fairly managing the forum in the interest of all 
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speakers. Police Dept. of Chicago v. Mosley, 408 U. S. 92, 
96 (1972) (“Once a forum is opened up to assembly or
speaking by some groups, government may not prohibit 
others from assembling or speaking on the basis of what
they intend to say”).  In these types of cases, strict scru-
tiny is often appropriate, and content discrimination has 
thus served a useful purpose. 

But content discrimination, while helping courts to
identify unconstitutional suppression of expression, can-
not and should not always trigger strict scrutiny.  To say
that it is not an automatic “strict scrutiny” trigger is not to
argue against that concept’s use. I readily concede, for 
example, that content discrimination, as a conceptual tool, 
can sometimes reveal weaknesses in the government’s
rationale for a rule that limits speech.  If, for example, a
city looks to litter prevention as the rationale for a prohi-
bition against placing newsracks dispensing free adver-
tisements on public property, why does it exempt other 
newsracks causing similar litter?  Cf. Cincinnati v. Dis-
covery Network, Inc., 507 U. S. 410 (1993).  I also concede 
that, whenever government disfavors one kind of speech, 
it places that speech at a disadvantage, potentially inter-
fering with the free marketplace of ideas and with an
individual’s ability to express thoughts and ideas that can 
help that individual determine the kind of society in which
he wishes to live, help shape that society, and help define 
his place within it.

Nonetheless, in these latter instances to use the pres-
ence of content discrimination automatically to trigger 
strict scrutiny and thereby call into play a strong pre-
sumption against constitutionality goes too far. That is 
because virtually all government activities involve speech,
many of which involve the regulation of speech.  Regula-
tory programs almost always require content discrimination.
And to hold that such content discrimination triggers
strict scrutiny is to write a recipe for judicial management 
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of ordinary government regulatory activity.
Consider a few examples of speech regulated by gov-

ernment that inevitably involve content discrimination,
but where a strong presumption against constitutionality 
has no place. Consider governmental regulation of securi-
ties, e.g., 15 U. S. C. §78l (requirements for content that
must be included in a registration statement); of energy 
conservation labeling-practices, e.g., 42 U. S. C. §6294
(requirements for content that must be included on labels 
of certain consumer electronics); of prescription drugs, e.g.,
21 U. S. C. §353(b)(4)(A) (requiring a prescription drug
label to bear the symbol “Rx only”); of doctor-patient confi-
dentiality, e.g., 38 U. S. C. §7332 (requiring confidentiality 
of certain medical records, but allowing a physician to
disclose that the patient has HIV to the patient’s spouse or
sexual partner); of income tax statements, e.g., 26 U. S. C. 
§6039F (requiring taxpayers to furnish information about
foreign gifts received if the aggregate amount exceeds
$10,000); of commercial airplane briefings, e.g., 14 CFR 
§136.7 (2015) (requiring pilots to ensure that each passen-
ger has been briefed on flight procedures, such as seatbelt 
fastening); of signs at petting zoos, e.g., N. Y. Gen. Bus. 
Law Ann. §399–ff(3) (West Cum. Supp. 2015) (requiring 
petting zoos to post a sign at every exit “ ‘strongly recom-
mend[ing] that persons wash their hands upon exiting the
petting zoo area’ ”); and so on.

Nor can the majority avoid the application of strict
scrutiny to all sorts of justifiable governmental regulations
by relying on this Court’s many subcategories and excep-
tions to the rule.  The Court has said, for example, that we 
should apply less strict standards to “commercial speech.” 
Central Hudson Gas & Elec. Corp. v. Public Service 
Comm’n of N. Y., 447 U. S. 557, 562–563 (1980).  But 
I have great concern that many justifiable instances 
of “content-based” regulation are noncommercial. And, 
worse than that, the Court has applied the heightened 
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“strict scrutiny” standard even in cases where the less
stringent “commercial speech” standard was appropriate.
See Sorrell v. IMS Health Inc., 564 U. S. ___, ___ (2011) 
(BREYER, J., dissenting) (slip op., at ___ ). The Court has 
also said that “government speech” escapes First Amend-
ment strictures.  See Rust v. Sullivan, 500 U. S. 173, 193– 
194 (1991). But regulated speech is typically private
speech, not government speech. Further, the Court has 
said that, “[w]hen the basis for the content discrimination
consists entirely of the very reason the entire class of
speech at issue is proscribable, no significant danger of
idea or viewpoint discrimination exists.” R. A. V. v. 
St. Paul, 505 U. S. 377, 388 (1992).  But this exception
accounts for only a few of the instances in which content 
discrimination is readily justifiable.

I recognize that the Court could escape the problem by
watering down the force of the presumption against con-
stitutionality that “strict scrutiny” normally carries with
it. But, in my view, doing so will weaken the First
Amendment’s protection in instances where “strict scru-
tiny” should apply in full force.

The better approach is to generally treat content dis-
crimination as a strong reason weighing against the con-
stitutionality of a rule where a traditional public forum, or 
where viewpoint discrimination, is threatened, but else-
where treat it as a rule of thumb, finding it a helpful, but 
not determinative legal tool, in an appropriate case, to
determine the strength of a justification. I would use 
content discrimination as a supplement to a more basic
analysis, which, tracking most of our First Amendment 
cases, asks whether the regulation at issue works harm to
First Amendment interests that is disproportionate in
light of the relevant regulatory objectives.  Answering this
question requires examining the seriousness of the harm
to speech, the importance of the countervailing objectives, 
the extent to which the law will achieve those objectives, 
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and whether there are other, less restrictive ways of doing 
so. See, e.g., United States v. Alvarez, 567 U. S. ___, ___– 
___ (2012) (BREYER, J., concurring in judgment) (slip op., 
at 1–3); Nixon v. Shrink Missouri Government PAC, 528 
U. S. 377, 400–403 (2000) (BREYER, J., concurring). Ad-
mittedly, this approach does not have the simplicity of a 
mechanical use of categories.  But it does permit the gov-
ernment to regulate speech in numerous instances where
the voters have authorized the government to regulate
and where courts should hesitate to substitute judicial
judgment for that of administrators.

Here, regulation of signage along the roadside, for pur-
poses of safety and beautification is at issue.  There is no 
traditional public forum nor do I find any general effort to
censor a particular viewpoint.  Consequently, the specific
regulation at issue does not warrant “strict scrutiny.”
Nonetheless, for the reasons that JUSTICE KAGAN sets 
forth, I believe that the Town of Gilbert’s regulatory rules 
violate the First Amendment.  I consequently concur in 
the Court’s judgment only.  
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

No. 13–502 

CLYDE REED, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. TOWN OF
 
GILBERT, ARIZONA, ET AL. 


ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF 

APPEALS FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT
 

[June 18, 2015] 


JUSTICE KAGAN, with whom JUSTICE GINSBURG and 
JUSTICE BREYER join, concurring in the judgment. 

Countless cities and towns across America have adopted 
ordinances regulating the posting of signs, while exempt-
ing certain categories of signs based on their subject mat-
ter. For example, some municipalities generally prohibit 
illuminated signs in residential neighborhoods, but lift 
that ban for signs that identify the address of a home or 
the name of its owner or occupant. See, e.g., City of Truth 
or Consequences, N. M., Code of Ordinances, ch. 16, Art. 
XIII, §§11–13–2.3, 11–13–2.9(H)(4) (2014).  In other mu-
nicipalities, safety signs such as “Blind Pedestrian Cross-
ing” and “Hidden Driveway” can be posted without a 
permit, even as other permanent signs require one.  See, 
e.g., Code of Athens-Clarke County, Ga., Pt. III, §7–4–7(1) 
(1993). Elsewhere, historic site markers—for example,
“George Washington Slept Here”—are also exempt from 
general regulations. See, e.g., Dover, Del., Code of Ordi-
nances, Pt. II, App. B, Art. 5, §4.5(F) (2012). And simi-
larly, the federal Highway Beautification Act limits signs 
along interstate highways unless, for instance, they direct 
travelers to “scenic and historical attractions” or advertise 
free coffee. See 23 U. S. C. §§131(b), (c)(1), (c)(5). 

Given the Court’s analysis, many sign ordinances of that
kind are now in jeopardy. See ante, at 14 (acknowledging 
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that “entirely reasonable” sign laws “will sometimes be
struck down” under its approach (internal quotation
marks omitted)). Says the majority: When laws “single[]
out specific subject matter,” they are “facially content
based”; and when they are facially content based, they are
automatically subject to strict scrutiny.  Ante, at 12, 16– 
17. And although the majority holds out hope that some
sign laws with subject-matter exemptions “might survive” 
that stringent review, ante, at 17, the likelihood is that 
most will be struck down.  After all, it is the “rare case[] in 
which a speech restriction withstands strict scrutiny.” 
Williams-Yulee v. Florida Bar, 575 U. S. ___, ___ (2015)
(slip op., at 9). To clear that high bar, the government 
must show that a content-based distinction “is necessary
to serve a compelling state interest and is narrowly drawn 
to achieve that end.” Arkansas Writers’ Project, Inc. v. 
Ragland, 481 U. S. 221, 231 (1987). So on the majority’s
view, courts would have to determine that a town has a 
compelling interest in informing passersby where George
Washington slept. And likewise, courts would have to find 
that a town has no other way to prevent hidden-driveway 
mishaps than by specially treating hidden-driveway signs.
(Well-placed speed bumps? Lower speed limits?  Or how 
about just a ban on hidden driveways?)  The conse-
quence—unless courts water down strict scrutiny to some-
thing unrecognizable—is that our communities will find
themselves in an unenviable bind: They will have to either 
repeal the exemptions that allow for helpful signs on
streets and sidewalks, or else lift their sign restrictions
altogether and resign themselves to the resulting clutter.* 
—————— 

*Even in trying (commendably) to limit today’s decision, JUSTICE 

ALITO’s concurrence highlights its far-reaching effects.  According to 
JUSTICE ALITO, the majority does not subject to strict scrutiny regula-
tions of “signs advertising a one-time event.”  Ante, at 2 (ALITO, J., 
concurring).  But of course it does.  On the majority’s view, a law with
an exception for such signs “singles out specific subject matter for 
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Although the majority insists that applying strict scru-
tiny to all such ordinances is “essential” to protecting First
Amendment freedoms, ante, at 14, I find it challenging to 
understand why that is so.  This Court’s decisions articu-
late two important and related reasons for subjecting
content-based speech regulations to the most exacting
standard of review.  The first is “to preserve an uninhib- 
ited marketplace of ideas in which truth will ultimately 
prevail.” McCullen v. Coakley, 573 U. S. ___, ___–___ 
(2014) (slip op., at 8–9) (internal quotation marks omit-
ted). The second is to ensure that the government has not 
regulated speech “based on hostility—or favoritism— 
towards the underlying message expressed.”  R. A. V. v. 
St. Paul, 505 U. S. 377, 386 (1992).  Yet the subject-matter 
exemptions included in many sign ordinances do not im-
plicate those concerns. Allowing residents, say, to install a 
light bulb over “name and address” signs but no others
does not distort the marketplace of ideas.  Nor does that 
different treatment give rise to an inference of impermis-
sible government motive.

We apply strict scrutiny to facially content-based regu-
lations of speech, in keeping with the rationales just de-
scribed, when there is any “realistic possibility that official
suppression of ideas is afoot.” Davenport v. Washington 
Ed. Assn., 551 U. S. 177, 189 (2007) (quoting R. A. V., 505 
U. S., at 390). That is always the case when the regula-
tion facially differentiates on the basis of viewpoint.  See 
Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of Univ. of Va., 515 
U. S. 819, 829 (1995). It is also the case (except in non-
public or limited public forums) when a law restricts “dis-
cussion of an entire topic” in public debate.  Consolidated 
—————— 

differential treatment” and “defin[es] regulated speech by particular
subject matter.” Ante, at 6, 12 (majority opinion).  Indeed, the precise 
reason the majority applies strict scrutiny here is that “the Code 
singles out signs bearing a particular message: the time and location of
a specific event.” Ante, at 14. 
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Edison Co. of N. Y. v. Public Serv. Comm’n of N. Y., 447 
U. S. 530, 537, 539–540 (1980) (invalidating a limitation 
on speech about nuclear power). We have stated that “[i]f
the marketplace of ideas is to remain free and open, gov-
ernments must not be allowed to choose ‘which issues are 
worth discussing or debating.’ ”  Id., at 537–538 (quoting 
Police Dept. of Chicago v. Mosley, 408 U. S. 92, 96 (1972)).
And we have recognized that such subject-matter re-
strictions, even though viewpoint-neutral on their face, 
may “suggest[] an attempt to give one side of a debatable 
public question an advantage in expressing its views to
the people.” First Nat. Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, 435 
U. S. 765, 785 (1978); accord, ante, at 1 (ALITO, J., concur-
ring) (limiting all speech on one topic “favors those who do
not want to disturb the status quo”). Subject-matter 
regulation, in other words, may have the intent or effect of
favoring some ideas over others. When that is realistically
possible—when the restriction “raises the specter that the
Government may effectively drive certain ideas or view-
points from the marketplace”—we insist that the law pass 
the most demanding constitutional test.  R. A. V., 505 
U. S., at 387 (quoting Simon & Schuster, Inc. v. Members 
of N. Y. State Crime Victims Bd., 502 U. S. 105, 116 
(1991)).

But when that is not realistically possible, we may do
well to relax our guard so that “entirely reasonable” laws
imperiled by strict scrutiny can survive.  Ante, at 14. This 
point is by no means new.  Our concern with content-
based regulation arises from the fear that the government
will skew the public’s debate of ideas—so when “that risk
is inconsequential, . . . strict scrutiny is unwarranted.” 
Davenport, 551 U. S., at 188; see R. A. V., 505 U. S., at 388 
(approving certain content-based distinctions when there 
is “no significant danger of idea or viewpoint discrimina-
tion”). To do its intended work, of course, the category of
content-based regulation triggering strict scrutiny must 
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sweep more broadly than the actual harm; that category 
exists to create a buffer zone guaranteeing that the gov-
ernment cannot favor or disfavor certain viewpoints.  But 
that buffer zone need not extend forever.  We can adminis-
ter our content-regulation doctrine with a dose of common 
sense, so as to leave standing laws that in no way impli-
cate its intended function. 

And indeed we have done just that: Our cases have been 
far less rigid than the majority admits in applying strict 
scrutiny to facially content-based laws—including in cases 
just like this one.  See Davenport, 551 U. S., at 188 (noting 
that “we have identified numerous situations in which 
[the] risk” attached to content-based laws is “attenuated”).
In Members of City Council of Los Angeles v. Taxpayers for 
Vincent, 466 U. S. 789 (1984), the Court declined to apply 
strict scrutiny to a municipal ordinance that exempted
address numbers and markers commemorating “historical, 
cultural, or artistic event[s]” from a generally applicable
limit on sidewalk signs. Id., at 792, n. 1 (listing exemp-
tions); see id., at 804–810 (upholding ordinance under 
intermediate scrutiny).  After all, we explained, the law’s
enactment and enforcement revealed “not even a hint of 
bias or censorship.” Id., at 804; see also Renton v. Play-
time Theatres, Inc., 475 U. S. 41, 48 (1986) (applying
intermediate scrutiny to a zoning law that facially distin-
guished among movie theaters based on content because it 
was “designed to prevent crime, protect the city’s retail
trade, [and] maintain property values . . . , not to suppress
the expression of unpopular views”).  And another decision 
involving a similar law provides an alternative model. In 
City of Ladue v. Gilleo, 512 U. S. 43 (1994), the Court 
assumed arguendo that a sign ordinance’s exceptions for 
address signs, safety signs, and for-sale signs in residen-
tial areas did not trigger strict scrutiny.  See id., at 46–47, 
and n. 6 (listing exemptions); id., at 53 (noting this as-
sumption). We did not need to, and so did not, decide the 
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level-of-scrutiny question because the law’s breadth made 
it unconstitutional under any standard.

The majority could easily have taken Ladue’s tack here. 
The Town of Gilbert’s defense of its sign ordinance—most 
notably, the law’s distinctions between directional signs 
and others—does not pass strict scrutiny, or intermediate
scrutiny, or even the laugh test. See ante, at 14–15 (dis-
cussing those distinctions). The Town, for example, pro-
vides no reason at all for prohibiting more than four direc-
tional signs on a property while placing no limits on the 
number of other types of signs.  See Gilbert, Ariz., Land 
Development Code, ch. I, §§4.402(J), (P)(2) (2014).  Simi-
larly, the Town offers no coherent justification for restrict-
ing the size of directional signs to 6 square feet while 
allowing other signs to reach 20 square feet. See 
§§4.402(J), (P)(1).  The best the Town could come up with
at oral argument was that directional signs “need to be 
smaller because they need to guide travelers along a
route.” Tr. of Oral Arg. 40.  Why exactly a smaller sign
better helps travelers get to where they are going is left a 
mystery. The absence of any sensible basis for these and 
other distinctions dooms the Town’s ordinance under even 
the intermediate scrutiny that the Court typically applies
to “time, place, or manner” speech regulations.  Accordingly,
there is no need to decide in this case whether strict scru-
tiny applies to every sign ordinance in every town across
this country containing a subject-matter exemption. 

I suspect this Court and others will regret the majority’s
insistence today on answering that question in the affirm-
ative. As the years go by, courts will discover that thou-
sands of towns have such ordinances, many of them “en-
tirely reasonable.” Ante, at 14.  And as the challenges to 
them mount, courts will have to invalidate one after the 
other. (This Court may soon find itself a veritable Su-
preme Board of Sign Review.) And courts will strike down 
those democratically enacted local laws even though no 
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one—certainly not the majority—has ever explained why
the vindication of First Amendment values requires that
result. Because I see no reason why such an easy case
calls for us to cast a constitutional pall on reasonable 
regulations quite unlike the law before us, I concur only in 
the judgment. 
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