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Case No. 5:24-cv-1043
Cause No. 2024CI19710

THE STATE OF TEXAS,
Plaintiff,

JACQUELYN CALLANEN in her In the District Court of

official capacity as Bexar County
Election Administrator; PETER SAKAI,
in his official capacity as Bexar County
Judge; REBECA CLAY-FLORES, in her
official capacity as Bexar County
Commissioner; JUSTIN RODRIGUEZ,
in his official capacity as Bexar County
Commissioner; GRANT MOODY, in his
official capacity as Bexar County
Commissioner; TOMMY CALVERT, in
his official capacity as Bexar County
Commissioner.

Bexar County, Texas

73rd Judicial District

LON LON O O DN UOD LD LN LN LN DR O DD DD LN LN LN LN O LoD O LoD

Defendant.

Plaintiff’s Amended Verified Petition and
Application for Temporary Restraining Order,
Temporary Injunction, and Permanent Injunction
1. The State of Texas, by and through Ken Paxton, the Attorney General
of Texas, files this Amended Verified Petition and Application for Temporary
Restraining Order, Temporary Injunction, and Permanent Injunction against
Defendants Jacquelyn Callanen, in her official capacity as Bexar County Election
Administrator; Peter Sakai, in his official capacity as Bexar County Judge; as well as
Rebeca Clay-Flores, Justin Rodriguez, Grant Moody, and Tommy Calvert, in their

official capacity as Bexar County Commissioners.
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2. The State seeks emergency injunctive relief against the named
defendants to prevent them from giving a partisan organization, in violation of state
and local procurement procedures, hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars to mail
unsolicited voter registration applications to an untold number of Bexar County
residents, regardless of whether those residents have requested such an application
or are even eligible to vote. Defendants’ actions will create confusion, facilitate fraud,
undermine confidence in elections, and are illegal ultra vires acts because they exceed

statutory authority.
Discovery Control Plan

3. Discovery is intended to be conducted under Level 2 of Texas Rule of

Civil Procedure 190.3.
Claims for Relief

4. Plaintiff seeks injunctive relief. Therefore, this suit is not governed by

the expedited actions process in Tex. R. Civ. P. 169.
Venue

5. Venue is proper in Bexar County under section 15.002(a)(1), (a)(2), and
(a)(3) of the Texas Civil Practices and Remedies Code.

Waiver of Sovereign Immunity

6. Neither sovereign immunity nor governmental immunity applies to the
State of Texas’s wultra vires claim. “The basic justification for thle] wltra vires
exception to sovereign immunity is that wltra vires acts—or those acts without
authority—should not be considered acts of the state at all.” Hall v. McRaven, 508
SW.3d 232, 238 (Tex. 2017) (internal quotation marks and citations omitted). As a
result, “ultra vires suits do not attempt to exert control over the state—they attempt
to reassert the control of the state over one of its agents.” Id.
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Parties

7. The plaintiff is the State of Texas, by and through its Attorney General,
Ken Paxton. Yett v. Cook, 115 Tex. 205, 221, 281 S.W. 837, 842 (1926) (“That the state
has a justiciable ‘interest’ in its sovereign capacity in the maintenance and operation
of its municipal corporations in accordance with law does not admit of serious
doubt.”); see also State v. Naylor, 466 S.W.3d 783, 790 (Tex. 2015) (“As a sovereign

entity, the State has an intrinsic right to enact, interpret, and enforce its own laws.”).

8. The defendants include Jacquelyn Callanen, in her official capacity as
the Bexar County Election Administrator. See Hall, 508 S.W. at 240 (stating that “an
ultra vires suit must lie against the allegedly responsible government actor in his
official capacity”) (internal quotation marks omitted). She may be served with process

at 1103 S. Frio, Suite 100, San Antonio, TX 78207.

9. The defendants include Peter Sakai, in his official capacity as the Bexar
County Judge. Id. He may be served with process at 101 W. Nueva, 10th Floor, San
Antonio, TX 78205.

10. The defendants include Rebeca Clay-Flores, in her official capacity as
Bexar County Commissioner. Id. She may be served with process at 101 W. Nueva,

Suite 1009, San Antonio, TX 78205.

11. The defendants include Justin Rodriguez, in his official capacity as
Bexar County Commissioner. Id. He may be served with process at 101 W. Nueva,

10th Floor, San Antonio, TX 78205.

12. The defendants include Grant Moody, in his official capacity as Bexar
County Commissioner. Id. He may be served with process at 101 W. Nueva, Suite 1007,

San Antonio, TX 78205.
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13. The defendants include Tommy Calvert, in his official capacity as Bexar
County Commissioner. Id. He may be served with process at 101 W. Nueva, Suite

1029, San Antonio, TX 78205.
Factual Background

14.  On September 2, 2024, Attorney General Ken Paxton sent a letter to the
Bexar County Commissioners Court expressing concerns over a proposal involving
mass mailing of voter registration applications. Letter from Texas Attorney General
Ken  Paxton, Bexar County Voter  Registration, (Sep. 2, 2024),
https://tinyurl.com/mudk3f83.

15. In the letter, the Attorney General warned the Bexar County
Commissioners Court that such a proposal is ultra vires since Bexar County has no

authority granted to it by law to print and mail unsolicited voter registration forms.

Id.

16.  The letter pointed out that, in addition to being ultra vires, the agenda
item makes elections in Texas less secure by indiscriminately inviting county

residents to vote regardless of legal status. Id.

17.  Over 6,500 non-citizens have been removed from Texas voter rolls since
2021. Press Release, Office of the Texas Governor, Governor Abbott Announces Over
1 Million Ineligible Voters Removed from Voter Rolls (Aug. 26, 2024),

https://gov.texas.gov/news/post/governor-abbott-announces-over-1-million-ineligible-

voters-removed-from-voter-rolls. Of those non-citizens, nearly 2,000 have voted. Id.

18.  On September 3, 2024, the Bexar County Commissioners Court held a
public meeting. See generally Bexar County Commissioners Court, Agenda for Sept.

3, 2024,Bexar County,https://www.bexar.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/ 0903
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2024-1621 (last visited Sept. 3, 2024) (Recording to be available at https://bexar

countytx.new.swagit.com/videos/313881)

19. At this meeting, the Commissioners Court approved an agenda item
hiring the company Civic Government Solutions (CGS) to conduct services for the

County that the County is unauthorized to perform.

20.  CGS claims to have the “most comprehensive database of unregistered
voters.” Home, Civic Government Solutions (last visited Sept. 3, 2024),

https://civicgs.com/. It states it has “broad range of expertise, including data

scientists, voting law experts, and mail logistics experience” that enables it to “deliver

the market’s most reliable and effective voter registration solutions.” Id.

21. It has sent more than 10 million mailers since 2018 and has registered

approximately 2 million people since 2018. Id.

22. Agenda item 66 called for approving a purchase order paying CGS
hundreds of thousands of dollars to print and mass mail voter registration

applications.
23. Agenda item 66 read:

Discussion and appropriate action regarding granting a discretionary
exemption to the competitive bidding requirements set forth in the
Texas County Purchasing Act for the purpose of awarding a purchase
order to Civic Government Solutions, LLC to print and mail State Voter
Registration Forms, with postage paid return envelopes, to unregistered
voters in location(s) based on targeting agreed to by the County, to
include data and reporting in the amount of $392,700, on a discretionary
exemption basis, in accordance with Texas Local Government Code
§ 262.024(7)(a), as requested by Commissioners Court; and authorizing
the Purchasing Agent to execute contract and file the appropriate award
documents for record.
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24.  According to the County, CGS will mail out 210,000 applications in
hopes of getting 75,000 new registrants, resulting in a 3-4% upswing in votes cast in

the county.

25. The CEO of CGS, Jeremy Smith, (Smith) told the Bexar County
Commissioners Court that CGS would register these voters at an estimated cost of

about $7 per voter.

26.  During the meeting, several members of the public voiced concerns over

how the agenda item could negatively affect the integrity of elections in Texas.

27.  Several citizens expressed concerns over Smith’s prior public comments
made on a podcast about his interest in getting people to vote for progressive
candidates. See Jeremy Smith of Civitech Discusses Data and Tools for Progressive

Politics, THE GREAT BATTLEFIELD (Sep. 2, 2022), https://greatbattlefield.com/episode/

data-and-tools-for-progressive-politics-with-jeremy-smith-of-civitech/.

28. Smith is also listed as CEO of the company Civitech. See Texas
Comptroller of Public Accounts, Taxable Entity Search Results, “Civitech, INC.”

https://mycpa.cpa.state.tx.us/coa/coaSearchBtn. (last visited Sep. 3, 2024).

29.  Civitech is listed as the registrant contact of the CGS internet domain.
See WHOIS.com, https://www.whois.com/whois/civicgs.com. (last visited Sept. 3,

2024),

30. Civitech has been described as a “Progressive data startup.” Sara

Fischer, Progressive data startup Civitech rases $§10M, Axios, https://www.axios.com

/2022/01/12/dem-startup-civitech-raises-10-million-midterm (last wvisited Sep. 3,
2024).

31. Its website claims that the company’s goal is to “drive support for

progressive causes and candidates” and that “[r]egistering the unregistered likely
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Democratic voters across the nation could be the key to securing Democratic victory

in 2024.” Closing the Voter Registration Gap, Civitech, https://civitech.io/post/closing-

the-voter-registration-gap/ (last visited Sep. 4, 2024).

32.  During the meeting, Smith maintained that the efforts of CGS to mail

voter registrations would remain nonpartisan.

33. But given the appearance of partisanship, at least one member of the
Commissioners Court expressed concern over the County dispensing with the
competitive bidding process in retaining CGS. See Texas County Purchasing Act

§ 262.024(7)(a).

34. Elections Administrator Jacquelyn Callanen objected to the measure.
Her concerns included the potential for the mass mailing of voter registration
applications to worsen the backlog that already exists in the Bexar County Elections

Department.

35.  After extensive public comment and significant pushback, the agenda
item passed 3-1 in approving the purchase order with one member of the

Commissioners Court abstaining.

36.  Following the public meeting, the Attorney General acted promptly to
secure emergency injunctive relief. He filed an Original Verified Petition, Application
for Temporary Restraining Order, Temporary Injunction, and Permanent Injunction
mere hours after the Commissioners Court voted in favor of entering an illegal

contract with CGS.

37. He then had his office email two attorneys in the Bexar County District
Attorney’s Office the morning of September 4 to inquire about their availability for a
TRO hearing as well as whether counsel could accept service. The two attorneys

contacted were the Chief of the Civil Division Larry Roberson and Assistant District

Plaintiff's Amended Verified Petition and Application for Temporary Restraining Order, Temporary
Injunction, and Permanent Injunction Page 7
The State of Texas v. Jacquelyn Callanen



Case 5:24-cv-01043-OLG  Document 1-1  Filed 09/17/24 Page 8 of 23

Attorney Lisa Cubriel, who had worked alongside state counsel in an unrelated

election lawsuit.

38. Because of the urgency of Texas’s claims, the September 4 email
requested an answer from Bexar County by close of business. The only response that
state counsel received was an automatic out-of-office message from Ms. Cubriel,
stating that she would return on Monday, September 9. Recognizing the difficulty of
coordinating with multiple clients, state counsel decided to give Mr. Roberson an
additional day to respond before scheduling a TRO hearing. They received no

response.

39.  Accordingly, state counsel contacted the clerk’s office to inquire about
scheduling a hearing the following week. After getting confirmation of the Court’s
availability, they filed a notice of hearing, which set the hearing for 9:00 am on

Tuesday, September 9.

40. Despite the State’s efforts to provide Defendants an opportunity to
respond and confer regarding the necessary TRO hearing, Defendants’ counsel
undertook a bizarre strategy. On Friday, September 6, the Bexar County District
Attorney—not an assistant district attorney, not simply someone from his office, but
the elected official himself—arrived at the Bexar County courthouse to attend a

hearing no one set.

41.  Since there was no scheduled hearing, state counsel were not present.
The only people prepared to discuss this case with the Bexar County District Attorney
that Friday afternoon were a bevy of reporters who just happened to arrive at the
same time, microphones and cameras at the ready.

See https://x.com/robertpricetv/status/1832243985911513201?s=46.

42. The Bexar County District Attorney told reporters his office had reason
to believe the State had set the TRO for hearing that afternoon—a docket typically
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reserved, as Defendants’ counsel well knew, for uncontested matters. He claimed
state counsel had wasted the County’s time and had attempted to sneak a hearing

past his office.

43. In truth, state counsel only learned of Defendants’ courthouse press
conference the following Monday, because Defendants never contacted state counsel
about the putative hearing even though state counsel’s e-mail addresses and
telephone numbers appear on the signature block of the Petition. Defendants’ only

response to state counsel’s efforts to confer was a dishonest political stunt.

44.  After learning about the news story, state counsel again attempted to
contact the Bexar County District Attorney’s Office, first by email, and later by
leaving a message on Ms. Cubriel’s voicemail since she was scheduled to be back in
the office. The attempt was successful. Ms. Cubriel informed state counsel via email
that her office “[was] not authorized to accept service on behalf of Bexar County
officials.” She expressed concern about the hearing date since Mr. Roberson was
allegedly unaware of the State’s emails and was scheduled to attend a Commissioners
Court meeting that same morning. State counsel attempted to confer further by

phone to avoid the possibility of miscommunication, but Ms. Cubriel refused.

45. In an attempt to negotiate in good faith and give Defendants a fair
opportunity to respond to the Attorney General’s claims, state counsel offered the
following proposal: the Attorney General would agree to move the hearing back to
either Friday, September 13 or Monday, September 16 if Bexar County agreed to
either convert the hearing to a combined TRO/ TI hearing or enter a Rule 11

agreement.

46. The email specifically noted that the Attorney General’s reluctance to
move the hearing date stemmed from the office’s concern that Bexar County would

move forward with the mailing in the interim. Ms. Cubriel notified state counsel that
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Bexar County would agree to a join TRO/ TT hearing on Monday September 16 about
an hour before the September 9 hearing was scheduled to convene. State counsel

informed the court of the change and issued an amended notice.

47. In the time since the State acquiesced to Defendants’ plea for additional
notice, Defendants have—by their own telling—undertaken a profound effort to
subvert the very notion of notice. As of the date on which the State negotiated a later
hearing date with Defendants, the Defendants had not only—apparently—fully
executed a complete contract with their vendor, but the vendor had undertaken

considerable performance. See Defs.” Plea and Answer, Ex. A.

48. If this telling is to be believed, Defendants evidently undertook a
mammoth effort to implement their scheme before the Court could intervene. At the
time of Defendants’ initial vote to approve the scheme, the contract was not yet final,
and the vendor anticipated the first phase of the project would take weeks. Ex. A at
8. Yet Defendants now claim that the finalization of the contract, and additional
negotiation and alteration of its initial terms—as well as nearly 140,000 individual
mailings—were all complete within just seven days of Defendants’ vote. Defs.” Plea
and Answer, Ex. A. Despite having represented that triable issues would remain on
the agreed hearing date; Defendants willfully undermined their own

representations.

49. Yet portions of that plan remain unfulfilled. Defendants authorized
210,000 initial mailings, but only two thirds of that have issued. Ex. A at 7; Defs.’
Plea and Answer, Ex. A. Defendants have also authorized quarterly additional
mailings numbering in the tens of thousands, but those remain incomplete.
Defendants’ own evidence acknowledges additional mailings contemplated as soon as

November of this year, which have not yet issued. Defs.” Plea and Answer, Ex. A.
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50. Texas has successfully served Defendants as they carried out their plan,
despite considerable efforts to avoid service. Ex. B; Ex. C. This gamesmanship, when
combined with Defendants’ Friday afternoon publicity stunt, evidence Defendants’

unmoored approach to supervising the core democratic function: elections.

51. Because of these actions taken by Defendants, on September 14, Texas
filed a new Application for Emergency TRO and TI as well as a response to

Defendants’ plea to the jurisdiction.
Legal Background

52. It is well-established that “[t]he authority vested in Texas counties—
and county officials—is limited.” State v. Hollins, 620 S.W.3d 400, 406 (Tex. 2020).
This is because political subdivisions of the state—such as counties, municipalities,
and school districts—“represent no sovereignty distinct from the state and possess
only such powers and privileges as have been expressly or impliedly conferred upon
them.” Id. They are “a subordinate and derivative branch of state government.” Avery

v. Midland Cty., 406 S.W.2D 422, 426 (Tex. 1966).

53.  Bexar County is a political subdivision of the State of Texas; it therefore
possesses only those powers granted to it by the Texas Constitution or the Texas

Legislature. E.g., Town of Lakewood v. Bizios, 493 S.W.3d 527, 536 (Tex. 2016). More

precisely, it:

possesses and can exercise the following powers, and no others:
First, those granted in express words; second, those necessarily or
fairly implied in or incident[ ] to the powers expressly granted;
third, those essential to the accomplishment of the declared
objects and purposes of the corporation—not simply convenient,
but indispensable. “Any fair, reasonable, substantial doubt
concerning the existence of power is resolved by the courts against
the corporation, and the power is denied.”

Foster v. City of Waco, 113 Tex. 352, 355 (Tex. 1923).
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54. In the case of the Election Code, the Legislature further cabined the
power of political subdivisions, instructing that “[a] public official or election official
may not create, alter, modify, waive, or suspend any election standard, practice, or

procedure mandated by law or rule in a manner not expressly authorized by this

[election] code.” Id. § 276.019 (emphasis added).

55.  Defendant Jacquelyn Callanen is an agent of Bexar County; she cannot
take any action in her official capacity that exceeds the scope of the County’s powers.
She “possesses only those powers ‘granted in express words’ or ‘necessarily or fairly
implied 1n’ an express grant—powers ‘not simply convenient’ but

‘indispensable.”” Hollins, 620 S.W.3d at 406.

56. Defendants Peter Sakai, Rebeca Clay-Flores, Justin Rodriguez, Grant
Moody, and Tommy Calvert make up the Bexar County Commissioners Court. They
too “possess[] only those powers ‘granted in express words’ or ‘necessarily or fairly
implied 1n’ an express grant—powers ‘not simply convenient’ but
‘indispensable.”” Id.; see also City of San Antonio v. City of Boerne, 111 S.W.3d 22, 28

(Tex. 2003) (noting the limited nature of commissioner courts’ powers).

57. “Any reasonable doubt must be resolved against an implied grant of

authority.” Hollins, 620 S.W.3d at 406.
A. Voter Registration

58.  According to the Election Code, “[a] person desiring to register to vote”
in Texas “must submit an application to the registrar of the county in which the

person resides.” § 13.002(a).

59.  Not everyone is qualified to register to vote, however. A person is eligible
for registration, only if he or she is (1) “18 years of age or older;” (2) “a United States

citizen;” (3) has not “been determined by a final judgment of a court exercising
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probate jurisdiction to be: (A) totally mentally incapacitated; or (B) partially
mentally incapacitated without the right to vote;” (4) has not “been finally convicted

of a felony;” and (5) is “a resident of the county in which application for registration

1s made.” § 13.001.

60. Traditionally, “[t]he county tax assessor-collector was the voter registrar
for the county,” but the Election Code also allows certain counties to appoint an
election administrator to “perform[] the duties and functions of the voter registrar.”
§§ 31.043; 12.001. Defendant Callanen, as the election administrator, is the voter

registrar for Bexar County.

61. The Election Code does not empower the voter registrar or any other
county official to arrange for the mass mailing of voter registration forms unsolicited.
To the contrary, the Election Code provides, officials “shall furnish forms in a
reasonable quantity to a person requesting them for the purpose of submitting or filing

the document or paper.” § 1.010(b) (emphasis added).

62. The county registrar, as an election official to whom a document is
required to be submitted, “shall make printed forms for that purpose, as officially
prescribed, readily and timely available.” § 1.10(a). The Texas Supreme Court
explained in Hollins that this provision, when read in context, simply means that the
relevant officials must have the forms on hand to distribute to voters on request. 620

S.W.3d at 407.

63. The voter registrar has the authority to appoint persons who volunteer
to serve as deputy registrars. Tex. Elec. § 13.031. Although a deputy registrar may
distribute voter registration application forms, id. at § 13.038, “a person may not
receive compensation from the county for service as a volunteer deputy registrar

unless compensation is authorized by the commissioners court.” Id. at § 13.037.
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64. For a commissioners court to authorize said compensation, it must
follow proper procurement procedures. See infra. The Bexar County Commissioners

Court failed to do so here.

65. In addition, even if compensation is properly authorized by the
Commissioners Court, the Election Code prohibits performance-based compensation
for registering voters. §§ 13.008(a)(1-4). Compensation may not be “based on the
number of voter registrations . . . successfully facilitate[d]” or conditioned on a “quota
of voter registrations to facilitate.” Id. § 13.008(a)(1-2). Violations of this section

constitute a Class A misdemeanor.

66. From all available evidence, it appears that the Bexar County
Commissioners Court has premised the contract price on the number of voters

contacted and/or registered. This arrangement violates the statute.

B. Improper Procurement

67. The Texas Local Government Code provides statutorily-mandated
procurement procedures for counties contracting with vendors for more than
$50,000.00. Tex. Loc. Govt. Code § 262.023. These procedures require competitive
bidding, a reverse auction, or compliance with Texas Government Code Section 2269.

Id. On information and belief, Defendants complied with none of these procedures.

68. Instead, according to the Commissioners Court agenda, Defendants
claim their proposed contract with CGS is exempt from the requirements of Section

262.023 under Section 262.024(7)(a). See Agenda Item 66, reproduced supra. But the

exceptions of Section 262.024(7)(a) are inapplicable. Those exceptions occur only
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where there is no competition for the contracted services due to “patents, copyrights,

secret processes, or monopolies.” Tex. Loc. Govt. Code § 262.024(7)(a).

69. Defendants make no mention of what patent, copyright, secret process,
or monopoly prevents them from undergoing the transparent bidding process
mandated by Texas procurement laws governing counties. The reason is simple: there
1s no such basis to forego statutorily-mandated procurement procedures. This is
particularly true where Defendants are entrusting a partisan vendor with

responsibilities in Texas elections.

70. By skipping mandatory procurement procedurs in selecting a partisan
vendor to send voter registration applications to recipients who may or may not be
eligible to vote, Defendants exceed their authority, and any implied authority
necessary to carry out their duties. Defendants’ vote to contract with CGS is there for
ultra vires, and the Court should enjoin any further action by Defendants to complete

the procurement process.

The State of Texas requests an injunction against
Defendants’ ultra vires acts

71.  The Court should issue such an injunction because Defendants lack the
authority to contract with a vendor outside the statutory procurement process, and
similarly lack authority to send unsolicited voter registration applications to
recipients who may or may not be eligible to vote. Defendants’ acts are therefore ultra

vires.

72.  In an ultra vires case, a plaintiff must allege, and ultimately prove, that
an officer acted without legal authority or failed to perform a purely ministerial act.

City of El Paso v. Heinrich, 284 S.W.3d 366, 372 (Tex. 2009).
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73. Counties in Texas are limited to exercising those powers that are
specifically conferred on them by statute or the constitution. Guynes v. Galveston Cty.,
861 S.W.2d 861, 863 (Tex. 1993). The County has no sovereign power of its own: It “is
a subordinate and derivative branch of state government.” Avery v. Midland Cty., 406
S.W.2d 422, 426 (Tex. 1966), rev'd on other grounds, 390 U.S. 474 (1968); see TEX.
CONST. art. IX, § 1 (“The Legislature shall have power to create counties for the
convenience of the people”); id. art. XI, § 1 (“The several counties of this State are
hereby recognized as legal subdivisions of the State.”). As a political subdivision, the
County “represent[s] no sovereignty distinct from the state and possess|es] only such
powers and privileges” as the State confers upon it. Wasson Interests, Ltd. v. City of
Jacksonville, 489 S.W.3d 427, 430 (Tex. 2016) (quotation omitted); accord Quincy Lee
Co. v. Lodal & Bain Engineers, Inc., 602 S.W.2d 262, 264 (Tex. 1980).

74. A commissioners court also has power “necessarily implied to perform
its duties.” City of San Antonio v. City of Boerne, 111 S.W.3d 22, 29 (Tex. 2003). Such
powers must, however, be “indispensable” to perform such an express grant of
authority, Foster v. City of Waco, 255 S.W. 1104, 1105-06 (Tex. 1923). “Any fair,
reasonable, substantial doubt concerning the existence of power is resolved by the

courts against the corporation, and the power is denied.” Id.

75. There is no statute empowering Defendants to circumvent statutory
procurement procedures or to send voter registration applications to recipients who
may or may not be registered to vote. Nor do those acts constitute exercises of power

necessarily implied to perform Defendants’ duties.

76. In fact, Defendants’ actions undermine Texas law. A governmental
entity sending voter registration applications may cause recipients who are ineligible

to vote to believe they may register. At best, applications sent to these individuals
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will simply go unused. More likely, these excess applications will become ripe

material for voter fraud.

77. Sending voter registration applications to every voter, without any
attempt at all to tailor such a mass-mailing to persons who definitively are eligible to
vote, 1s certain to result in large numbers of applications from voters who are
ineligible to vote. Regardless of whether Defendants includes literature in their
mailing attempting to explain voter eligibility criteria, it is inevitable that recipients
of applications from a public official with the imprimatur of state authority will

wrongly assume they are eligible to vote.

78.  Similarly, circumventing statutorily-mandated procurement processes
in order to award a no-bid contract to a partisan vendor exceeds Defendants’
authority and undermines the integrity of Texas’s electoral process and Texans’ faith
in that integrity. The court must thus infer that some of those ineligible voters will

submit the applications and be incorrectly approved to vote.

79. Defendants’ plan to continue sending voter registration applications en
masse to recipients who may or may not be eligible to vote is wltra vires. Likewise,
Defendants’ contract with a partisan vendor outside the statutory procurement
process 1s ultra vires. Defendants should be enjoined and the illegal contract should

be declared void.
Application for a Temporary Restraining Order

80. “The purpose of a TRO is to preserve the status quo” which is defined as
“the last, actual, peaceable non-contested status which preceded the pending

controversy.” In re Newton, 146 S.W.3d 648, 651 (Tex. 2004).

81. Here, that means that the contract remains at least partially

unperformed. If the County were allowed to make payments or otherwise continue to
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perform the contract, then prospective relief in an ultra vires suit could not undo
those acts. Under such circumstances, the Supreme Court has stated that the status
quo “should remain in place while the court of appeals, and potentially this Court,
examine the parties’ merits arguments to determine whether plaintiffs have
demonstrated a probable right to the relief sought.” Order at 1, In re Abbott,
No. 21-0720 (Tex. Aug. 26, 2021)

82. The State stands to suffer irreparable injury. As a sovereign entity,
Texas has an inherent right to enforce its own law. Naylor, 466 S.W.3d at 790. And
the State “indisputably has a compelling interest in preserving the integrity of its
election process.” Eu v. S.F. Cty. Democratic Cent. Comm., 489 U.S. 214, 231 (1989).
That right will be fundamentally undermined the moment that mail goes out. And no
other way exists to make Plaintiff whole. The State’s sovereign interest cannot be
remedied with monetary damages. See Hollins, 620 S.W.3d at 410. State officers will
be required to combat the confusion that will inevitably result from Defendants’
actions. Even if state officers were able to divert their full attention to that task, it
likely will not repair the resulting damage. Moreover, time they spend on this issue

will distract them from their other critical duties just weeks before an election.

83. At the very least, the County cannot show that it will be harmed by
having to wait a short fourteen days before continuing to perform the contract that

the State has asserted in its sovereign capacity is a violation of core public policy. See

Tex. R. Civ. P. 680.

84. Therefore, the State is entitled to a temporary restraining order
preserving the status quo by enjoining Defendants from sending any more unsolicited

voter registration applications until the temporary injunction hearing.

85.  This Court should enter an order preventing the County from engaging

in any further performance of the contract, including making payments under it.

Plaintiff's Amended Verified Petition and Application for Temporary Restraining Order, Temporary
Injunction, and Permanent Injunction Page 18
The State of Texas v. Jacquelyn Callanen



Case 5:24-cv-01043-OLG  Document 1-1  Filed 09/17/24 Page 19 of 23

Application for a Temporary Injunction

86. For similar reasons, the State is entitled to a temporary injunction. A
temporary injunction’s purpose is to preserve the status quo of the litigation’s subject
matter pending a trial on the merits. Butnaru v. Ford Motor Co., 84 S.W.3d 198, 204
(Tex. 2002).

87.  Plaintiff must prove three elements to obtain a temporary injunction:
(1) a cause of action against the defendant; (2) a probable right to the relief sought;

and (3) a probable, imminent, and irreparable injury in the interim. Id.

88.  Plaintiff describes its probable right to recovery above. Plaintiff is not
required to establish that it will prevail at trial to obtain a temporary injunction.

Butnaru at 211.

89. An injury is irreparable if the injured party cannot be adequately
compensated in damages or if the damages cannot be measured by any certain
pecuniary standard. Butnaru at 204. If Defendants are not enjoined and send the
remaining applications, damages are not available as a remedy and would not
compensate Plaintiff in any event for the reasons discussed above. See Hollins, 620

S.W.3d at 410.

90. Because “ultra vires conduct automatically results in harm to the
sovereign as a matter of law, State v. Hollins, 620 S.W.3d 400, 410 (Tex. 2020), and
because the County’s decision to execute the contract was ultra vires for the reasons
explained below, at least part of the State’s injuries may be still be redressed by a
court via an order preventing the County from engaging in any further performance

of the contract, including making payments under it.
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91. Therefore, Plaintiff is entitled to a temporary injunction enjoining
Defendants from committing the wultra vires act of sending unsolicited voter

registration applications to recipients who may or may not be eligible to vote.
Application for a Permanent Injunction

92.  Plaintiff requests trial on the merits, where it will seek a permanent
injunction enjoining Defendants from committing the wltra vires acts of sending
unsolicited voter registration applications and contracting with a partisan vendor in

violation of statutory procurement procedures.
Declaratory Judgment

93. Under its own terms, the Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act (UDJA) is
to be “liberally construed and administered”. Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 37.002(b).
Under the UDJA, a court of record otherwise within its jurisdiction has the power to

declare rights, status, and other legal relations whether or not further relief is or

could be claimed. Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 37.003(a).

94. [“G]overnmental immunity is generally waived for declaratory relief
under the [UDJA].” Labrado v. Cnty. of El Paso, 132 S.W.3d 581, 592 (Tex. App—El
Paso 2004).

95. Any contract awarded in violation of the County Purchasing Act may
be declared void by a court when challenged. See Tex. Highway Comm’n v. Tex. Ass’n

of Steel Importers, Inc., 372 S.W.2d 525, 527-30 (Tex. 1963).

96. The commissioners court lacks the authority to ratify a void contract by
accepting its benefits because the authority to ratify a contract is premised on the
authority to enter into the contract in the first place. See Stratton v. Liberty Cnty.,
582 S.W.2d 252, 254 (Tex. App.—Beaumont 1979, writ ref'd n.r.e.) (“That which the

Commissioners’ Court could authorize in the first instance could be ratified by it at a
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subsequent date.” So the commissioners court cannot subsequently ratify a contract
that it lacked authority to make in the first place—like a contract in violation of the
County Purchasing Act. See Wyatt Metal & Boiler Works v. Fannin Cnty., 111 S.W.2d
787, 790 (Tex. App.—Texarkana 1937, writ dism’d) (“These purchases having been
made in violation of the provisions of the articles requiring competitive bids, the
[commissioners court] was without authority to ratify same, for this would grant them

a power to do something indirectly they could not do directly.”).

97. This Court should declare that the contract between Defendants and
CGS is void because Defendants failed to comply with the competitive bidding

requirements of the Texas County Purchasing Act.
Prayer

98. Therefore, Plaintiff seeks a temporary restraining order, temporary
injunction, and permanent injunction enjoining Defendants from continuing to send
any unsolicited voter registration applications to the residents of Bexar County. This
Court should enjoin all future performances under the CGS contract, including
preventing the County from making payments, and declare the contract void for

violating the competitive bidding requirements of the Texas County Purchasing Act.
Request for Disclosure

99.  Plaintiff requests that Defendants disclose, within 50 days of the service
of this request, the information or material described in Texas Rules of Civil

Procedure 194.2.
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Cause No. 2024CI19710

THE STATE OF TEXAS,

Plainti
laintiff, In the District Court of

Bexar County, Texas

JACQUELYN CALLANEN in her official
capacity as Bexar County Election

Administrator; ez al. P
’ 73rd Judicial District
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Defendants.

Declaration of Garrett Greene
My name is Garrett Greene. I am over eighteen years of age, am of sound mind, and am
capable of making this declaration. I am an employee of the following governmental agency: the
Office of the Attorney General of Texas. I am executing this declaration as part of my assigned
duties and responsibilities as an Assistant Attorney General in the Special Litigation Division.
I have read the above Amended Verified Petition and Application for Temporary
Restraining Order, Temporary Injunction, and Permanent Injunction. I verify under penalty of

perjury that the facts stated therein are within my personal knowledge and are true and correct.

ot L ois

GARRETT GREENE
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