December 17, 2025

VIA EMAIL

The Honorable Pamela J. Bondi

87th Attorney General of the United States
United States Department of Justice
Robert F. Kennedy Federal Building

950 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20530

The Honorable Todd W. Blanche

40th Deputy Attorney General of the United States
United States Department of Justice

Robert F. Kennedy Federal Building

950 Pennsylvania Avenue NW

Washmgton, DC 20530

RE: Restitution for Presidentially Pardoned Contingent Electors and Affiliates
Dear Attorney General Bondi and Deputy Attorney General Blanche,

We write to express our sincere gratitude to you, the Department of Justice (“DOJ”), and
= President Trump for your work in extending clemency io the slates of contingent electors and the
lawyers, advocates, and other affiliates who have fallen victim to weaponized government
persecution for merely engaging in lawful, good-faith challenges to the 2020 Presidential Election.
President Trump’s November 7, 2025 Proclamation Granting Pardons for Certain Offenses
Related to the 2020 Presidential Election’ was a critical step towards securing full and complete
Justice for those loyal patriots who courageously stood for what was right for their beloved country,
and for doing no more than what has been done in the midst of virtually every election cycle since
the founding of our great Nation. Yet there is still more work to be done to make these victims of
weaponization whole.

These brave, God-fearing, America-loving citizens have faced financial and reputational
ruin simply for pursuing lawful means in the courts and before their elected representatives in
Congress and state legislatures to address voting irregularities, contest reported election results
reasonably believed to be flawed, petition their own government, and raise colorable legal
arguments in support of unpopular positions. And to this very day, they live under constant threat

! Proclamation No. 10,989, 90 Fed. Reg. 51,071, 51,071-73 (Nov. 7, 2025) (granting “full, complete, and
unconditional pardon to all United States citizens,” including but not limited to individuals specifically named in the
Proclamation, “for conduct relating to the advice, creation, organization, execution, submission, support, voting,
activities, participation in, or advocacy for or of any slate or proposed slate of Presidential electors, whether or not
recognized by any State or State official, in connection with the 2020 Presidential Election, as well for any conduct
relating to their efforts to expose voting fraud and vulnerabilities in the 2020 Presidential Election™); see also Eagle
Ed Martin (@EagleEdMartin), X (Nov. 9, 2024, 10:54 PM),
https://x.com/EagleEdMartin/status/19877304983748282527s=2( (publishing the same).
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of frivolous investigations and weaponized political prosecutions, targeted purely at the
destruction of their personal finances and reputations, persisting in the indefinite future. Simply
put, the process itself is the punishment.

Unfortunately, members of the United States Senate appear only interested in enriching
themselves as purported victims of weaponization, despite seemingly lacking any remotely
comparable material injury.2 Meanwhile, innocent Americans and their loved ones are left to the
wolves as prey, wallowing under the suffocating financial and reputational weight of defending
themselves against the ruthless attacks of weaponized law enforcement agencies in multiple
jurisdictions. Fortunately, the Executive Branch can fill the void where Congress chooses not to.

The President and his Administration possess sufficient legal authority and congressional
appropriations to afford to each recipient of President Trump’s November 7, 2025 pardons
adequate financial relief in the form of restitution. Such would enable the pardonees to recover the
devastating amount of financial assets and other property that they have unjustly relinquished in
the course of fending off the vexatious legal proceedings of weaponized federal and state
government agencies. In a nutshell, the victims of weaponization can be made whole for the out-
of-pocket costs they’ve incurred as a result of the weaponization. In a free republic, it cannot be
the case that the civil government may readily render any one of its citizens financially destitute
through abuse of the investigatory and prosecutorial tools that the citizenry enfrusts to it for public
law enforcement and administration of justice, and not be called to account. We set forth the
relevant authorities and appropriations in greater detail below.

The President’s Full Pardon Entitles the Contingent Electors and Affiliates to Restitution.

Restitution is a principle of public law as old as Western Civilization itself. Dating as far
back as the Roman Republic and continuing through the Founding of our American Republic, it is
the proposition that when a person’s position is unfairly prejudiced by some event or transaction,
the state entitles him to annulment of the legal effect of the event or transaction and to restoration
to his original position—i.e., the state he was in prior to sustaining unfair prejudice.? In restoring
the victim of injustice to his original position, the remedy of restitution has always encompassed
the remission of any property (real and personal alike) he has been deprived of on account of the
injustice.

In our tripartite government system of separated powers, it is the Executive Branch—
specifically, the President of the United States as its sole constitutional officer and executor of the

2 See Continuing Appropriations, Agriculture, Legislative Branch, Military Construction and Veterans Affairs, and
Extensions Act, 2026, Pub. L. No. 119-37, div. C, § 213, 139 Stat. 495 (Nov. 12, 2025); Press Release, Oversight
Project, Oversight Project’s Statement on Self-Dealing Provisions in Shut Down Deal (Nov. 12, 2025),
https://itsyourgov.orgfoversight-projects-statement-on-self-dealing-provisions-in-shut-down-deal/.

3 See generally DiG. 4.1-3, 6 (discussing the remedy of restitutio in integrum, or “restoration to the original condition,”
granted by the praetors under Roman law); see also, e.g., Definitive Treaty of Peace, Gr. Brit.-U.S,, art. 'V, Sept. 3,
1783, 8 Stat. 80, 82 (providing that “Congress shall eamnestly recommend it to the legislatures of the respective states,
to provide for the restitution of all estates, rights and properties, which have been confiscated, belonging to real British
subjects, and also of the estates, rights and properties of persons resident in districts in the possession on his Majesty’s
arms, and who have not borne arms against the said United States” (emphasis added)).
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laws of the land* that possesses the final say on all matters of administration of justice on behalf
of the United States. It has thus always been understood that in the President’s discharge of his
constitutional trust as the ultimate arbiter of public justice, he has the authority to order and
administer restitutionary relief as an extension of his “Power to grant Reprieves and Pardons.”®
Having inherited the executive pardoning power from the common law and constitution of Great
Britain contemporaneous to the Founding Era,” one restitutionary remedy that has consistently
flowed from the operative legal act of a grant of full pardon is the chief executive’s remission of
the pardonee’s dispossessed property.®

4 See U.S. Consr. art. I, § 1, cl. I (“The executive Power shall be vested in a President of the United States of
America.”); Alexander Hamilton, Pacificus No. { (June 29, 1793) (explaining that with the exception of the
“participation of the Senate in the appointment of Officers and the making of Treaties,” and the “right of the
Legislature to declare war and grant letters of marque and reprisal,” the “Executive Power of the Union is completely
lodged in the President” (cleaned up)); see also Trump v. United States, 603 U.S. 593, 610 (2024) (noting that the
President “occupies a unique position in the constitutional scheme, as the only person who alone composes a branch
of government” (cleaned up)); Myers v. United States, 272 U.S. 52, 135 (1926) (“The ordinary duties of officers
prescribed by statute come under the general administrative control of the President by virtue of the general grant to
him of the executive power, and he may properly supervise and guide their construction of the statutes under which
they act in order to secure that unitary and uniform execution of the laws which article 2 of the Constitution evidently
contemplated in vesting general executive power in the President alone.™).

5 See U.S. ConsT. art. 1, § 2, cl. 1 (vesting in the President alone the “Power to grant Reprieves and Pardons for
Offenses against the United States™); id. art. I, § 3 (charging the President alone with the prerogative to “take Care
~ that the Laws be faithfully executed™).

¢ Jd. art. X, § 2, cl. 1 (excepting “in Cases of Impeachment” only); see 3 JosepH STORY, COMMENTARIES ON THE
ConstiTuTion § 1498 (1833) (“[TThe power of pardon is general and unqualified, reaching from the highest to the
lowest offences. The power of remission of fines, penalties, and forfeitures is also included in it; and may in the last
resort be exercised by the executive[.]”); Osborn v. United States, 91 U.S. 474, 478 (1875) (holding that “the
constitutional grant to the President of the power to pardon offences must be held to carry with it, as an incident, the
power to release penaliies and forfeitures which accrue from the offences™); Naval Service—Desertion—Pardon, 31
Op. Att’y Gen. 225, 232 (1918) (opining that Congress “can not affect the power of the President, which exists
independently of legislative recognition, to remit such penalties by pardon™).

7 See United States v. Wilson, 32 U.S. (7 Pet.) 150, 160 (1833) (Marshall, C.J.) (“As this power had been exercised,
from time immemorial, by the executive of that nation whose language is our language, and to whose judicial
institutions ours bear a close resemblance; we adopt their principles respecting the operation and effect of a pardon,
and look into their books for the rules prescribing the manner in which it is to be used by the person who would avail
himself of it.”); see also Effects of a Presidential Pardon, 19 Op. O.L.C. 160, 162 (1995) (recognizing that the “English
common law [is the source] from which the framers drew their understanding of the scope of the [pardon] power being
granted the Chief Executive,” that the “Pardon Clause of the Constitution was derived from the pardon power held by
the King of England at the adoption of the Constitution,” and that “[aJccordingly, the Supreme Court has repeatedly
Iooked to English cases for guidance in interpreting the effect of a pardon™).

¥ See, e.g., Rv. Amery (K.B. 1788), 2 T.R. 516, 569 (holding that “it be competent to the Crown to pardon a forfeiture
and to grant restitution . .. where things remain in statu quo™); George Washington, Proclamation of Pardons in
Western Pennsylvania (Jul. 10, 1795) (“Therefore be it known that I, George Washington, President of the said United
States, have granted, and by these presents do grant, a full, free, and entire pardon to all persons . . . of all treasons,
misprisions of treason, and other indictable offenses against the United States committed within the fourth survey of
Pennsylvania before the said 22d day of August last past, . . . hereby remiiting and releasing unto all persons, except
as before excepted, all penalties incurred, or supposed to be incurred, for or on account of the premises.”); Osbom, 91
U.S. at 47677 (affirming the circuit court’s holding that “the effect of a2 pardon was to restore to its recipient all rights
of property lost by the offence pardoned, unless the property had, by judicial process, become vested in other
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The Federal Tort Claims Act and the Judgment Fund Authorize the Department of Justice to Grant
Restitution on the President’s Behalf to the Pardoned Contingent Electors and Affiliates.

The Federal Tort Claims Act (“FTCA™)’ is the concrete legal authority most appropriately
suited for conferring equitable restitution upon those who received President Trump’s full pardon
on November 7, 2025. The FTCA prescribes a limited waiver of the United States’ sovereign
mmmunity that subjects the Federal Government to liability for various tortious actions or omissions
that its law enforcement officers commit against American citizens in violation of state law.'”

Specifically, the FTCA allows everyday Americans to sue and hold their government liable
in tort for, inter alia, any unlawful “abuse of process,” “malicious prosecution,” “false arrest,” or
“false imprisonment” they have suffered at the hands of one or more federal investigative or law
enforcement officers.!! Moreover, they may hold their government liable “in the same manner and
to the same extent as a private individual under like circumstances.”'? Depending on the applicable
law of the state in which the tortious act(s) or omission(s) occurred,? this allows for their recovery
of various types of “money damages™ for “injury or loss of property” against the United States
directly.'* Notably, such can include any damages incurred to “financial assets” in the form of
“attorney’s fees already expended in defending [themselves] against the underlying tortious
conduct” of “abuse of process and malicious prosecution.”!

~persons™); Knote v. United States, 95 U.S. 149, 15455 (1877) (“Where, however, property condemned, or its
proceeds, have not thus vested, but remain under control of the Executive, or of officers subject to his orders, or are
in the custody of the judicial tribunals, the property will be restored or its proceeds delivered to the original owner,
upon his full pardon. . . . The views here expressed have been applied in practice, it is believed, by the executive
departments of the government.”); see also Brandon Stras, Pardoning Corporations, 92 U. Caw. L. Rev. 1, 27-28
(2025) (explaining how presidents today can “repay pardoned people™ their lost property by “tum[ing] to budgetary
authority that they believe to be discretionary” and executing “an appropriation [that] could lawfully stretch to
refunding pardoned people” due to a “fit in both [the] “source and purpose’™ of the appropriation (quoting Consumer
Fin. Prot. Bureau v. Cmty. Fin. Servs. Ass’n of Am., Ltd., 601 U.S. 416, 427 (2024))).

28 U.S.C. §§ 1346(b), 2671-2680.

10 See Millbrook v. United States, 569 U.S. 50, 52 (2013) (“The FTCA waives the United States’ sovereign immunity
for certain intentional torts committed by law enforcement officers.” (citing 28 U.S.C. § 2680(h))); Raplee v. United
States, 842 F.3d 328, 331 (4th Cir. 2016) (expounding that the “FTCA merely waives sovereign immunity to make
the United States amenable to a state tort suit” and that the “substantive law of the state where the tort occurred
determines the liability of the United States” (citing 28 U.S.C. § 1346(b)(1))).

128 U.8.C. § 2680(h).

1228 U.S.C. § 2674; see also Richards v. United States, 369 U.S. 1, 6 (1962) (explaining that the FTCA “was designed
primarily to remove the sovereign immunity of the United States from suits in tort and, with certain specific
exceptions, to render the Government liable in tort as a private individual would be under like circumstances™).

13 See Malmberg v. United States, 816 F.3d 185, 193 (2d Cir. 2016) (“Damages in FTCA actions are determined by
the law of the state in which the tort occurred.”); Limone v. United States, 579 F.3d 79, 103 (1st Cir. 2009) (“{]n an
FTCA case, both the nature of allowable damages and the measure of those damages are drawn from state law.”).

1428 U.S.C. § 1346(b)(1).

15 Tri-State Hosp. Supply Corp. v. United States, 341 F.3d 571, 573, 577, 579-80 (D.C. Cir. 2003) (holding that this
“adequately state[s] a claim “for money damages . . . for injury or loss of property’ within section 1346(b)(1) to the
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We have previously explained how the weaponized state government investigations and
prosecutions of many of the pardoned contingent electors and affiliates predominantly make up
questions of federal (rather than state) law and fact, whereof federal law and supremacy of federal
law should control the resolution.'® The State of Georgia has since conceded this very point in its
successful motion to dismiss all charges in the Fulton County criminal case against President
Trump and his now-pardoned co-defendants.!” Worse still, on top of the decidedly federal nature
and character of the substantive legal and factual questions that recipients of the November 7th
pardons have been forced to litigate in state courts, it has become apparent that multiple federal
entities—including the Biden White House and DOJ, along with Congress—were actively
involved in procuring, directing, coordinating, and aiding the weaponization of state criminal
proceedings against them.'®

extent that the state law governing [the FTCA claimant’s] tort claims allows the recovery of attorney’s fees qua
damages for abuse of process and malicious prosecution™).

'® See generally Oversight Project, Memo: Further Legal Basis for President Trump’s Pardon of Contingent Electors
and Affiliates, OVERSIGHT PROJECT: IT’s YOUR GovERNMENT (Nov. 10, 2025), https://itsyourgov.org/litigation/oversight-
project-memo-further-legal-basis-for-president-trumps-pardon-of-contingent-electors-and-affiliates/.

'7 See State’s Mot. to Nolle Prosequi, State of Georgia v. Donald John Trump, et al., No. 23SC188947, Ex. A at 19—
21 (Fulton Cty. Super. Ct. Nov. 26, 2025) (concluding that the “federal government is the appropriate venue for this
prosecution,” that a “federal investigation and prosecution would have been the most appropriate avenue to determine
whether the actions of those involved were crimes that could be proven beyond a reasonable doubt,” and that this

~entire-case in general “is best pursued at the federal level rather than by an individual state” because the “efforts by
President Trump and his [now-pardoned co-defendants] to obstruct the counting of electoral votes on January 6th lie
at the core of this case,” the result of which was that the District Attorney of Fulton County, Georgia had been
“pursuing the prosecution of all those involved . . . on essentially federal grounds™); Ord. Granting State’s Mot. for
Dismissal, State of Georgia v. Donald John Trump, et al., No. 238C188947 (Fulton Cty. Super. Ct. Nov. 26, 2025)
(“The State having moved for an entry of nolle prosequi for all remaining defendants, the Court grants the motion. . . .
This case 1s bereby dismissed in its entirety.”).

1 See, e.g., Order RE: In Camera Review of Records, Judicial Watch Inc., v. Fami Willis, No. 24CV002805, at 1
(Fulton Cty. Super. Ct. Mar. 7,2025) (“In August 2023, Plaintiff Judicial Watch Inc. submitted an open records request
to Defendant District Attorney Fani Willis seeking ‘[a]ll documents and communications sent to, received from, or
relating to Special Counsel Jack Smith’ and “[a]ll documents and communication sent to or received from the United
States House January 6th Committee.” Defendant claimed to have no responsive records. Doubting this, Plaintiff sued
and has since secured a default judgment against Defendant, who, it turns out, does have responsive records. After
several non-searches, one court order, and at least one actual search of unknown thoroughness, Defendant revised her
answer to, in essence, ‘I do have records, but you can’t have them.”); id. at 2 (describing the court’s findings that the
“universe of responsive records consists of 212 pages™ of documents and communications sent to, received from, or
relating to DOJ Special Counsel Yack Smith and the January 6 House Select Committee); Letter from Rep. Jim Jordan,
Chairman, H. Comm. on the Judiciary, to Mr. Nathan J. Wade, Esq., Wade & Campbell Firm (Jan. 12, 2024)
(highlighting how public court filings of Attorney Consultant and later-Special Assistant District Attorney Nathan
Wade’s invoices billed to the Fulton County District Attorney’s Office for payments reveal a multitude of recurring
meetings, conferences, and phone calls with key Biden Administration officials, as well as members and staff of the
January 6 House Sclect Committee); Betsy Woodruff, et al., Jan. 6 committee helped guide early days of Georgia
Trump probe, Pouitico (Jan. 10, 2024) (reporting that Januvary 6 “Committee staff quietly met with lawyers and agents
working for Fulton County District Attorney Fani Willis . . . just as she prepared to convene a special grand jury
mvestigation,” and provided a “boost” to their prosecution efforts by “letfting] the district attorney’s team review . . .
a set of evidence they had gathered,” by “answer[ing] the prosecutors’ questions and shar[ing] insight on matters . . .
featured prominently in the criminal charges that Willis brought,” and by “help{ing] prosecutors prepare for interviews
with key witnesses™); Julie Kelly (@julie_kelly2), X (Jan. 25, 2024, 4:22 PM),












