





*“‘“Liberg Bell * x % x % % x % %

THE REVOLVING DOOR
rIN FOOD REGULATION\

POISONED FOODS (from page 12A)

for Integrative Toxicology, the GRAS designation
was originally created by Congress under the
Food Additives Amendment of 1958 to exempt
household staples—like vinegar, table salt, and
baking soda—from undergoing lengthy pre-
market approval processes.

However, a structural loophole allows
commercial manufacturers to self-certify new
synthetic chemicals and additives as GRAS:

o Self-Affirmation Pathway: Companies can
hire their own panels of paid consultants to
deem a substance “safe” internally, without
being required to submit their findings to
the FDA.

« Lack of Independent Oversight: Under
current law, submitting a GRAS notification
to the agency is completely voluntary. As a
result, hundreds of synthetic additives enter
the consumer market without independent
FDA testing or public disclosure.

Following the Money: Regulatory
Capture and Political Lobbying

To understand why the FDA's GRAS loophole
remains untouched, one must look at the
internal economics and political structure of
federal food regulation.

For decades, public health advocates have
pointed out that the FDA operates under a form
of regulatory capture—a phenomenon where a
state agency created to act in the public interest
instead advances the commercial or political
concerns of the industry it is tasked with
regulating.

According to investigative reporting on the
FDA' food division, the agency has historically
treated food safety as a second-tier priority
compared to pharmaceuticals and medical
devices. While drug makers pay billions in user
fees to fund FDA drug review processes, the
agency’s food program relies almost entirely
on shrinking congressional budget allocations.
This chronic underfunding has created an
institutional incentive for the agency to offload
the expensive, labor-intensive burden of safety
testing directly onto food manufacturers.

The Revolving Door in Food
Regulation

The legal mechanics that permanently crippled
federal oversight began with an internal policy
decision made by the FDA itself. In 1997, faced
with growing backlogs and limited staff, the
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FDA abandoned formal GRAS affirmations

in favor of a “voluntary notification system”
(finalized in 2016). Under this rule, companies
were no longer required to ask for FDA
confirmation. If a manufacturer decided a
chemical was safe, it could keep that decision
entirely private—creating a “Secret GRAS”
pathway where thousands of chemicals enter
the U.S. market with zero mandatory premarket
safety reviews.

Whenever public outrage or Congressional
inquiries threaten to close this loophole,
industry lobbying groups—such as the
Consumer Brands Association (CBA) (formerly
the Grocery Manufacturers Association) and
specialized chemical coalitions—mobilize
massive campaign resources to preserve self-
certification:

1. Sponsoring “Preemption” Legislation:
When individual U.S. states take
independent action to ban harmful food
chemicals (like Titanium Dioxide or Red
Dye No. 3), industry groups lobby federal
lawmakers to pass “Preemption” acts
that strip states of their authority to ban
additives while codifying weak federal
oversight.

2. Deploying Conflict-of-Interest Panels:
Public health studies analyzing voluntary
GRAS notifications reveal that the scientific
panels hired by food corporations to

judge additive safety routinely have direct
financial ties to the manufacturers—
serving as employees, paid consultants, or
contracted partners.

3. Blocking Government Audit
Recommendations: As early as 2010,
the Government Accountability Office
(GAO) issued a scathing report warning
that the FDA could not ensure the safety
of GRAS chemicals and recommended
mandatory notifications and conflict-of-
interest bans. Over a decade later, intense
industry lobbying has ensured those
recommendations remain unfulfilled.

Even in the courts, public interest lawsuits
attempting to force the FDA to shut down self-
certification have hit legal walls, with judges
ruling that while safety concerns are legitimate,
only Congress possesses the statutory power to
rewrite the underlying 1958 law.

A Modern Standard for Consumer
Safety

Modern public health advocates argue that
holding the regulatory system accountable is
not an unreasonable expectation. Expecting
federal regulators to reassess 1970s safety
baselines, incorporate modern nanoscience,
close self-certification loopholes, and prioritize
health over cosmetic food additives is the
baseline standard for consumer protection in
an advanced society. &
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Flock Flack: When Surveillance Replaces
Trust, Justice, and Moral Responsibility

A free society should
be cautious whenever
government asks citizens to
surrender privacy in exchange
for promises of safety.

By Staff Writer

he proposal is usually presented as
I straightforward: Install cameras, collect
license-plate information, allow law
enforcement to search the records, and crime
will be reduced. Anyone who objects may
be portrayed as suspicious, unreasonable, or
unconcerned about public safety.

But the central question is not whether cameras
can sometimes help solve crimes. Of course
they can. The more important question is
whether a constitutional republic should

create searchable records of innocent people’s
movements without individualized suspicion, a
warrant, meaningful public consent, or effective
oversight.

That question is not merely about technology.
It reaches into the Fourth Amendment, due
process, the presumption of innocence, the
right to confront witnesses, and the principle
that government—not the accused—must
prove its case.

It also raises a deeper question: What happens
to a society when it attempts to solve a

moral and spiritual crisis primarily through
surveillance, databases, fines, and expanding
government control?

Crime Is More Than a Security
Problem

Crime is often treated as a problem of
insufficient policing, inadequate technology, or

© Pamela Brick | Dreamstime.com

ineffective social programs. Those issues may
have some relevance, but they do not address
the root of the problem.

At its foundation, crime is a moral failure. It
represents a breakdown in personal conscience
and in the shared moral order that allows a
society to live together in peace.

The Ten Commandments provide a clear
framework for that moral order: “You shall

not murder,” “You shall not steal,” “You shall
not bear false witness,” and “You shall not
covet.” These commandments establish duties
toward God and neighbor. They are not merely
suggestions or changing social preferences.
They represent objective standards of right and
wrong.

When belief in God and accountability to Him
decline, moral responsibility often declines
with them. Individuals begin to view right and
wrong as subjective. Excuses multiply, personal
responsibility weakens, and the conscience
becomes less sensitive to wrongdoing.

A person who believes he will ultimately answer
to God is more likely to exercise restraint even
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when no police officer, camera, or database is
watching. External enforcement may restrain
some conduct, but it cannot create virtue. A
camera can record a theft; it cannot teach a
person not to steal. A database can identify a
vehicle; it cannot restore a broken conscience.

This is why widespread surveillance cannot
substitute for moral renewal. Technology may
help address certain crimes, but it cannot repair
families, form character, restore honesty, or
teach the next generation to respect the lives
and property of others.

The Promise and Danger of Flock
Cameras

This is the concern surrounding Flock Safety
cameras and other automated license-plate-
reader systems. The cameras do not photograph
only suspected criminals. They record vehicles
traveling through public places, including
vehicles belonging to people who have
committed no crime. Over time, individual
images can become a searchable record of a
person’s movements. A single plate scan may
appear harmless. A collection of scans can
reveal where someone works, worships, shops,
receives medical treatment, visits family, attends
political meetings, or spends the night.

That is no longer simply a
photograph. It is a map of a person’s
life.

The fact that the camera is placed near a public
road does not eliminate every constitutional
concern. The Fourth Amendment was written
in response to broad government power to
search people, homes, papers, and belongings
based on general suspicion. The technology
has changed, but the danger of indiscriminate
government surveillance remains familiar.

Flock states that its system collects license-plate
images, vehicle characteristics, timestamps, and
camera locations rather than names, facial-
recognition data, or biometric information. The
company also describes access controls, search
logging, and data-retention policies.

Those safeguards may be helpful, but policies
are not the same as constitutional limits. A
policy can be changed. An administrator can
reinterpret it. A new contract can expand
access. A data-sharing agreement can connect
one agency’s system to another.

A system created to locate stolen vehicles

may eventually be used to investigate minor
offenses, traffic violations, civil disputes,
immigration matters, political activity, or other
conduct never mentioned when the cameras
were approved.

Once surveillance infrastructure
exists, pressure to expand its use is
difficult to resist.

Once surveillance infrastructure exists, it is
rarely left alone. Agencies seek to expand their
budgets, administrators look for additional
uses, and elected officials are often reluctant
to dismantle a program identified with
public safety. A system approved to locate
stolen vehicles can gradually be extended to
traffic enforcement, revenue collection, civil
investigations, and other purposes never
presented to the public at the outset. Each
expansion may be defended as reasonable,
but the cumulative result is a permanent
surveillance network with ever-broadening
authority.

Mapping the Watchers: The DeFlock
Controversy

The debate has escalated beyond traffic

poles and town halls into a battle over basic
transparency. When the citizen-led initiative
DeFlock began mapping the locations of

public surveillance cameras, the backlash from
industry proponents was immediate and telling.

This isn’t simply about solving crime

anymore. It is about building an increasingly
comprehensive picture of where vehicles travel,
when they travel, and how artificial intelligence
can connect those movements. If these cameras
are installed in public spaces using taxpayer
dollars, why shouldn’t the public know where
they are? That is the question DeFlock is asking,
and asking it, apparently, has led critics to label
citizen mappers as security threats.

(continued on page 15A)
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FLOCK FLACK (from page 14A)

It is a question the surveillance industry
appears increasingly uncomfortable answering.
The most revealing part of the controversy is
what it exposes about the mindset behind the
technology: when someone maps surveillance
cameras, the cameras aren’t questioned; the
person documenting them is. This represents an
extraordinary inversion. The debate shifts away
from whether expanding surveillance deserves
public scrutiny and toward whether the citizens
demanding accountability are somehow the
threat.

When Public Safety Becomes a
Revenue Strategy

The concerns become even more serious when
municipalities use surveillance technology
not only to investigate serious crimes, but also
to generate revenue through citations, fines,
fees, and collection costs. A system promoted
as a public-safety tool can gradually become a
financial strategy. Once officials begin counting
citations as income, the central question
changes from “Does this make the public
safer?” to “How much money can this system
produce?”

That transformation is morally and
constitutionally dangerous. Government exists
to protect the public, administer justice, and
preserve individual rights—not to treat citizens
as sources of revenue. A municipality should
never be financially rewarded for increasing
the number of people it accuses, especially
when automated cameras and plate readers
may not establish who was driving, what
actually happened, or whether a violation was
intentional.

Revenue-based enforcement creates a conflict
between public safety and financial gain. It

can encourage officials to place cameras where
they will generate the most citations rather
than where they are most needed. It can also
promote enforcement based on volume instead
of accuracy, punish people who were not
responsible for an alleged violation, and place
the greatest burden on working families, elderly
residents, and low-income citizens.

Many people pay questionable citations simply
because fighting them requires time away from
work, transportation, legal knowledge, or the
ability to appear in court. When the cost of
contesting an accusation exceeds the penalty
itself, the system rewards payment rather than
truth. Additional fees, collection costs, license
suspensions, and court expenses can turn

one disputed notice into a cycle of financial
hardship.

Such systems also risk undermining the
presumption of innocence. Instead of the
government proving a violation through
reliable evidence, the citizen may receive a
demand for payment and then be forced to
prove why the government’s record is wrong.
That reverses the proper relationship between
the people and the state.

From a moral standpoint, using public
authority to maximize revenue is especially
troubling. The Ten Commandments condemn
stealing, bearing false witness, coveting, and
oppression. Government does not escape those
principles simply because money is collected
through a legal notice. Legal authority alone
does not make every use of that authority

just. Enforcement must also be honest,
proportionate, transparent, and directed toward
a legitimate public purpose.

A system that turns alleged wrongdoing into
projected income creates a built-in temptation
to expand accusations, reduce meaningful
review, and resist reforms that would reduce
collections. What begins as a tool to locate
stolen vehicles may eventually be used for
traffic enforcement, parking violations, debt
collection, civil penalties, or other purposes
never clearly disclosed to the public.

Citizens therefore have a right to know how
these systems are funded and operated.
Municipalities should disclose the cost of the
cameras, the amount collected through fines
and fees, payments made to private vendors,
the number of notices issued and dismissed,
the number sent to collections, and where the
money ultimately goes. A program described
as a public-safety measure should demonstrate
measurable safety benefits—not merely
financial returns.

Public safety must never become a blank check
for revenue collection. Municipalities should
not design surveillance programs around
revenue projections or reward agencies based

"Guard with jealous attention the
public liberty. Suspect everyone who
approaches that jewel. Unfortunately,
nothing will preserve it but downright
force. Whenever you give up that
force, you are inevitably ruined."
-Patrick Henry

on the number of citations generated. Any
penalties should be incidental to a legitimate
public-safety purpose, not the reason the
system exists. No person should be fined or
subjected to additional punishment based solely
on an automated record that fails to establish
identity, responsibility, intent, and an actual
violation.

When government turns surveillance into
revenue extraction, it does more than threaten
privacy. It corrupts the purpose of law, burdens
the innocent, weakens due process, damages
public trust, and teaches officials to measure
justice in dollars collected. Government
authority is supposed to serve the people—not
monetize them.

Technology may assist human
judgment. It must not replace it.
When government turns surveillance into
revenue extraction, it does more than threaten
privacy. It corrupts the purpose of law, burdens
the innocent, weakens due process, encourages
mission creep, and teaches officials to measure
justice in dollars collected. That is abhorrent
because government authority is supposed to
serve the people—not monetize them.

Once surveillance is tied to revenue, the
slogan “If You Have Done Nothing Wrong,
You Have Nothing to Fear” becomes even
more dangerous. The issue is no longer merely
whether the government is watching innocent
people. It is whether the government is
watching them in order to create accusations,
impose penalties, and collect money. That
reverses the proper relationship between
citizens and the state.

“If You Have Done Nothing Wrong,
You Have Nothing to Fear”

The familiar slogan that innocent people have
nothing to fear from surveillance reverses

the proper relationship between citizens and
government. The American principle is not that
citizens must prove they are harmless before
government leaves them alone. The principle is
that government must have lawful justification
before it intrudes upon a personss liberty.

The presumption of innocence means that a
person is treated as innocent unless and until
the government proves guilt through lawful
procedures. Due process requires more than
an accusation. It requires notice, a meaningful
opportunity to be heard, an impartial decision-
maker, and reliable evidence. A Flock camera
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does not prove who was driving. It does not
establish why a vehicle was present. It does
not prove what happened before or after the
photograph was taken. It does not establish
criminal intent.

A license plate can be misread. A character
can be altered. A vehicle can be borrowed,
rented, sold, or stolen. A family member may
be driving. A car may be near a crime scene
without being involved in the crime. A camera’s
location or timestamp may be inaccurate

or incomplete. An image may create an
appearance of certainty while leaving the most
important questions unanswered. A camera
record may be a useful investigative lead. It
should not be treated as a conviction.

Evidence Must Still Be Tested

There is a serious difference between using a
camera image as one piece of corroborating
evidence and treating a database entry as if it
were an all-knowing witness. A Flock record
cannot explain why a vehicle was present. It
cannot describe what a person saw or intended.
It cannot be cross-examined. It cannot
distinguish between presence and participation.

The Sixth Amendment protects the accused’s
right to confront the witnesses against him and
to receive a public trial before an impartial jury.
Digital records may be admitted under certain
evidentiary rules, but admissibility is not the
same as reliability, completeness, or proof
beyond a reasonable doubt.

Even Flock’s own materials emphasize that its
systems are intended to generate investigative
leads and that alerts should be verified by

a human being before action is taken. That
distinction matters. If human verification is
necessary before officials act, then a camera
alert should never be treated as conclusive
proof by itself.

The proper rule should be simple: A Flock
camera may generate a lead, but it should not,
standing alone, establish identity, criminal
conduct, probable cause, or guilt. That concern
becomes especially important when a citizen
is stopped, cited, arrested, or prosecuted based
primarily on a camera image or an officer’s
interpretation of that image.

The Mark French Case: When
Government Evidence Goes
Unchallenged

The danger of treating surveillance as

proof does not end with the camera or
database. It continues when the government
uses a technological lead—or an officer’s
interpretation of that lead—as the basis for
accusing a citizen.

That concern is illustrated by Mark French’s
challenge to a misdemeanor traffic case in
Sanders County, Montana. According to the

(continued on page 16A)
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FLOCK FLACK (from page 15A)

filings, French disputed several procedural
matters, including the transfer of the Justice
Court record, the nature of the District

Court proceeding, judicial substitution, trial
scheduling, filing fees, and the evidence against
him.

French argued that the District Court
proceeding should have been a trial de novo—a
new trial rather than a review of the earlier
proceeding—and that he was entitled to a

jury trial and the opportunity to substitute the
judge. According to the filings, both requests
were denied.

The State’s response relied in part on Montana
Code Annotated § 26-1-301, which allows a
single witness’s testimony to establish a fact if
the fact-finder considers that witness credible.
But legal admissibility is not the same as
reliability, completeness, or conclusive proof. A
single witness may be legally sufficient, yet the
testimony must still be carefully examined and
weighed by an impartial fact-finder.

The government retains the burden of proof. A
citizen should not be treated as guilty simply
because an officer’s account is presumed more
trustworthy—or because the government
possesses a camera image, database entry, or
computer-generated alert.

Those concerns become even more significant
when technology is involved. A camera may
record a vehicle without identifying the driver.
A database may identify a license plate without
establishing intent or proving that a violation
occurred. Ultimately, the accusation may

still depend on an officer’s interpretation of
incomplete information.

The issue is not whether officers are always
dishonest. Most may sincerely believe what they
report. The issue is whether one government
witness—or one unverified technological
record—should be allowed to outweigh a
citizen’s liberty without meaningful scrutiny.
Due process requires more than an accusation.
It requires a fair opportunity to challenge the
evidence, question the technology, examine
witnesses, and require the government to prove
its case.

That is why Mark French’s case is relevant to
the broader debate over Flock cameras and
automated surveillance. Whether an accusation
begins with a plate-reader image, a database
search, a computer-generated alert, or an
officer’s observation, an investigative lead

must not be treated as proof of guilt. Before

the government restricts a citizen’s liberty, the
evidence must be independently examined and
evaluated through a fair and impartial process.

Biblical Justice Rejects One-Sided
Accusations

The principle of careful examination is not
merely political or technological. It is also
consistent with biblical justice. Deuteronomy
19:15 teaches that a matter should be
established by the testimony of two or more
witnesses. Jesus repeated that principle in
Matthew 18:16: “By the mouth of two or three
witnesses every word may be established.”

These passages do not necessarily mean that
every modern legal case must mechanically
require two human witnesses. However,
they express a profound principle: Serious
accusations should not rest casually on one
untested assertion.

Biblical justice emphasizes truthful testimony,
impartial judgment, examination of evidence,
and protection against false accusation. It does
not endorse a system in which the government
collects information on everyone and then asks
the accused to explain why that information
should not be used against him.

A camera image is not a witness in either the
biblical or ordinary human sense. It cannot

be questioned about motive. It cannot explain
context. It cannot be challenged about what it
failed to record. It cannot distinguish between
being present and being responsible. The more
serious the consequence, the more important
careful review and corroboration become.

Public Consent Cannot Come After
Installation

Another serious concern is the lack of
meaningful public participation. In some
communities, residents learn about Flock
cameras only after contracts are signed,
equipment is installed, or the system is already
operating. Public notices may be buried in
meeting agendas, while officials present the

"They that can give up essential
liberty to obtain a little temporary
safety deserve neither liberty nor
safety." - Benjamin Franklin

cameras as a simple safety measure rather than
a permanent surveillance network. That is not
meaningful consent.

Before cameras are installed, the public should
know:

«  Who approved the system and whether a
public hearing or vote was held;

e How much it costs and who owns the data;

« How long records are retained and which
agencies may access them;

o Whether outside, state, or federal agencies
can search the system;

o  Whether warrants or subpoenas are
required;

o  Whether searches are limited to serious
crimes or may be used for traffic
enforcement;

o  Who audits searches and whether those
audits are made public;

«  What penalties apply to officials who
misuse the system;

o Whether the system will generate revenue
and where the money will go; and

« How citizens can challenge, modify, or
terminate the program.

These questions are especially important
because government agencies are often
reluctant to release even ordinary public
records. If officials resist transparency when
citizens request routine documents, how much
more difficult will it be to determine what they
are doing with a vast surveillance database?

Will the public know what information is being
collected, who is searching it, what agencies

are receiving it, or how often searches are
conducted? Will citizens know when data is
shared, preserved, or used for a purpose never
disclosed when the cameras were installed?

Without mandatory reporting, independent
audits, and meaningful public-records access,
the people may never know the full extent of
government surveillance. A system can operate
in the name of public safety while its actual uses
remain hidden from public view.

The public should not be expected to rely on
promises that officials will use surveillance
responsibly. Trust is valuable, but it is not a
substitute for transparency, public consent, and
enforceable limits.

China Should Be a Warning, Not a
Blueprint

China is often cited as an example of how
cameras, facial recognition, data analytics,

and centralized government control can be
combined to monitor citizens. The point is

not that every American license-plate-reader
system is identical to China’s surveillance state.
The point is that surveillance infrastructure
tends to expand.

A system introduced to locate stolen vehicles
can later be used to identify vehicles traveling
to certain places. A database created for serious
crimes can later be searched for minor offenses.
A tool described as “not facial recognition”

can still become part of a broader system
connecting plate data, mobile-phone records,
financial information, social media, facial
images, and government databases. The danger
is not only what officials say the system does
today. The danger is what the system makes
possible tomorrow.

American institutions are not immune from
corruption, political pressure, mission creep,
retaliation, favoritism, or abuse. Government
officials are human beings. They may be honest
or dishonest, careful or careless, transparent

or secretive, fair or vindictive. That is precisely
why constitutional restraints exist.

A Better Path Forward

Public safety matters. Victims deserve justice.
Law enforcement needs effective tools. But
public safety is not a blank check. Surveillance
systems should be authorized by law, necessary
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for a specific public purpose, narrowly limited,
transparent to the public, subject to judicial
oversight, independently audited, and protected
against misuse.

Municipalities should be prohibited from
designing surveillance programs around
revenue projections. No agency should receive
financial incentives based on the number

of citations, fines, or penalties generated by
automated enforcement. Any fines or penalties
should be incidental to a legitimate public-
safety purpose—not the reason the system
exists. Independent audits should examine
whether enforcement patterns are driven by
safety concerns or financial targets.

Policies should prohibit political monitoring,
personal searches, harassment, and the use of
historical travel data without appropriate legal
process. Searches should require a documented
case number, a specific investigative purpose,
supervisory approval, and meaningful public
accountability.

Improper searches should carry real
consequences, including termination and
criminal penalties when appropriate. No
person should be fined, charged, or subjected
to additional penalties based solely on an
automated camera record that fails to establish
identity, responsibility, intent, or an actual
violation.

Most importantly, citizens should have

a genuine opportunity to object before a
surveillance system is deployed—not after the
cameras are already operating. At the same
time, communities must confront the moral
crisis that technology cannot solve. Restoring
order requires renewed attention to personal
responsibility, the authority of God, the Ten
Commandments, strong families, honest
institutions, and the formation of moral
character.

Surveillance can manage symptoms.
It cannot create righteousness.

A society that fears God and respects His
commandments will need fewer cameras and
less coercive enforcement. A society that rejects
moral accountability will continue demanding
more technology, more databases, more fines,
and more government control—yet still lack
genuine peace and justice.

Liberty Is Lost One “Reasonable”
Exception at a Time

Freedom is rarely lost all at once. One camera
is installed to address theft. Another is added
near a school. A neighboring county joins the
network. A state agency gains access. A federal
agency requests records. A search that once
required a warrant becomes “just an inquiry.”
A system introduced for public safety begins
generating revenue for local government. Each
step may be defended as reasonable. The final
system may be anything but free.

The question is not whether law-abiding people
should fear being seen in public. The question
is whether citizens should be cataloged, stored,
searched, analyzed, and financially penalized by
government without individualized suspicion
and reliable proof.

The answer should be no. The Bill of Rights
does not exist only to protect perfect citizens.

It protects ordinary people, including those
accused by the government, those who disagree
with officials, those who attend unpopular
churches, those who protest, those who

make mistakes, and those who cannot afford
powerful lawyers.

Mark French’s case provides a useful reminder
that due process is not an abstract phrase. It is
the barrier between a citizen and the unchecked
power of the state. Whether the evidence is

a camera record, a database entry, or a lone
officer’s testimony, the government must still
prove its case through a fair and impartial
process.

Security is valuable. Liberty is not a
disposable accessory.

A free people should demand more than
promises. They should demand warrants,
transparency, corroboration, due process,
public consent, and enforceable limits. They
should also reject the transformation of public
safety into a revenue-collection scheme.
Government authority is supposed to serve the
people, not monetize them. Once government
can track everyone, accuse anyone, and
financially benefit from enforcement, innocence
itself may no longer be enough to keep a person
out of the system. &
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MacQue Bohleen Under Investigation

by State of Montana for Alleged Election Law Violations-Her Time as
Clerk and Recorder is Up-Vote for Integrity and Transparency
— Vote Cheryl Denton for Clerk and Recorder

By Staff Writer

Trust in local government isn't given—it's
earned through transparency; statutory
compliance, and absolute integrity. When
public officials abuse their authority, conceal records,

and obstruct the very citizens they are elected to
serve, they forfeit the privilege of holding office.

As Carbon County voters prepare to cast

their ballots this November, they face a stark
reality: current Clerk and Recorder Macque
Bohleen and her Election Administrator,
Crystal Roascio, are the targets of a formal
criminal investigation before the Montana
Commissioner of Political Practices (COPP) for
alleged violations of state criminal election law.
https://politicalpractices.mt.gov/home/Docket-
of-Formal-Complaints/Bennett-v-Roascio.pdf

The 2022 Election Night Shredding
and Contradictory Statements

The cloud over the Clerk and Recorder’s office
stems from election night on November 8,
2022. Security camera footage from the Annex
Building captured Election Administrator
Crystal Roascio feeding approximately 21
batches of paper through an office shredder

at roughly 8:45 p.m.—just minutes after polls
closed. The paper weight, pre-folds, and visible
timing marks strongly indicate these were
official absentee ballot materials.

When asked directly on camera during a
January 4, 2023 public meeting whether the
county retains all election records, including
UOCAVA (overseas and military) ballots,
both Clerk Bohleen and Ms. Roascio affirmed
unequivocally that they keep everything. Yet,
when the shredding video became public, the
county reversed course, issuing a press release

claiming the shredding was merely “routine
disposal” of printed UOCAVA materials.

Under federal law (52 U.S.C. § 20701) and
Montana state statutes, election officials are
mandated to retain all election records for a
minimum of 22 months. You cannot claim on
video to retain all records and then retroactively
excuse election-night shredding as routine.

The Absentee Ballot Chain of Custody
There is another critical issue the public needs to
understand. Montana mails absentee ballots to voters
before Election Day, meaning county election offices
begin receiving voted absentee ballots during the
period leading up to Election Day.

Under MCA § 13-13-241, This process takes
place as absentee ballots are being received
and processed the full 28 days before Election
Day. The election administrator and her

staff are responsible for the initial handling
and verification of these returned ballots.

The election staft verify signature envelope,
then open the signature envelop to remove

the secrecy envelope containing the actual
ballot. Montana election materials expressly
state that the signature envelopes and secrecy
envelopes are kept separate. The election judges
and election-day observers are not present
during that initial 28 days prior to Election

to independently verify that the signatures
matched and the secrecy envelopes eventually
handed over to the judges are the same secrecy
envelopes received inside the corresponding
signature envelopes and approximately 80% of
our county votes with mail-in ballots.

This means the chain of custody cannot be
independently verified by the election judges

CRIMINAL PROBE HIGHLIGHTS
ALLEGED MISCONDUCT AND
SECRECY AMONG CARBON

COUNTY OFFICIALS

Macque Bohleen

Sheriff McQuillan Commissioner Miller

or observers from the original voter’s signature
envelope to the secrecy envelope ultimately
delivered for counting. By the time the judges
receive the secrecy envelopes or ballots
contained in those mailed in envelopes, the
identifying signature envelope has already
been separated from the ballot envelope.

The judges and observers therefore have no
independent way to establish that a particular
secrecy envelope delivered to them is the same
secrecy envelope that was originally received
inside a particular voter’s returned signature
envelope.

In practical terms, Montana law places the
public’s trust in the election administrator
and election staff to maintain the security and
integrity of those separated ballots while they
are in the election office. The critical question

(continued on page 4B)

Power Corrupted

How Carbon County Attorney Alex Nixon Uses and Abuses His Office to Shield the Good Old Boy Club and Silence Critics

OPINION & EDITORIAL

By Lisa Bennett

hen a citizen sits in the dock of a
courtroom, the message delivered
by the State of Montana is absolute,

solemn, and unyielding. You are told that

the law is a sacred shield, that public safety

is paramount, and that rules apply to
everyone equally. We are lectured on personal
responsibility by prosecutors who wear the

mantle of the public trust like a badge of moral
superiority.

But what happens when the man holding

the charging pen—Carbon County Attorney
Alex Nixon, who decides entirely in his

own discretion whose life gets upended by a

criminal charge—decides that those rules are
optional for himself?

Let’s be clear about how the power is
structured: as County Attorney, Nixon doesn’t

hold the gavel; a judge does. But the County
Attorney holds something far more dangerous
in an unchecked system: absolute prosecutorial
discretion. He decides which crimes are
brought to light and which are quietly buried.
That unilateral power means he can simply
look the other way for friends and members
of the good old boy club, while throwing

the full penalty of the law at those that dare
challenge the good old boy club. It gives him
the unchecked ability to target and prosecute

(continued on page 7B)

When Lawmen Become Qutlaws

How Commissioner Scott Miller, Sheriff Josh McQuillan, and the Good Old Boy Machine Built a County in Chaos

OPINION & EDITORIAL

By Lisa Bennett

istory teaches us what happens when
H local officials decide that the law applies

to everyone except themselves. In 1946,
the citizens of McMinn County, Tennessee,
watched in horror as a corrupt political
machine rigged elections, used armed deputies
to intimidate voters, and stole ballot boxes—
pushing returning World War II veterans to
take a stand against tyranny on their own soil in
the historic Battle of Athens.

We don’t need to look back eighty years or
across state lines to see the chilling echoes of
machine rule. Right here in Carbon County,

a cozy network of political insiders operates
under the exact same arrogant assumption:
that they are above the law, above scrutiny, and
immune to accountability.

When you combine a county attorney who
actively lies and covers up for his cronies, a
sheriff who feigns ignorance to protect insiders
while weaponizing his badge against everyday
citizens, and commissioners who treat ballot
boxes like personal property, what you get is a
county in chaos and corruption.

Complicit in the Dark: Scott Miller
and the Ballot Handling Scandal

Let’s start with Carbon County Commissioner
Scott Miller. Back in November 2022,

while ballot shredding was taking place,
Commissioner Miller was right there on the
scene alongside fellow Commissioner Bill
Bullock.

Let’s be entirely clear about the legal reality:
neither Miller nor Bullock were election

judges or workers. Furthermore, election day

is a legally established state holiday. Yet, both
commissioners were actively handling ballots—
an action entirely outside their legal authority
and contrary to the law. Participating in or
aiding and abetting the destruction of election
materials is no minor technicality; it strikes at
the very heart of a free society.

By rolling up their sleeves and getting involved
in the handling of ballots they had no business
touching, Miller displayed a staggering lack of
judgment and a blatant willingness to break
the law when it suits the political machine. Is
this really who we want to entrust with the
governance of our county?

Miller’s callous disregard for the people of
Carbon County was just as glaring when
disaster struck. During the devastating floods

of 2022, when residential water systems were
completely knocked out, displaced community
members had only one place to shower and
clean up: the school locker rooms. But when
football practice was starting up, Commissioner
Miller didn’t care to work on a collaborative
solution to accommodate both groups. Instead,
he heartlessly kicked flood-stricken residents
out on the street. Is this really who we want to
entrust with the governance of our county?

The Sheriff Who Protected the
Cronies: Josh McQuillan’s Selective
Badge

If Commissioners Miller and Bullock
provided the complicity, Carbon County
Sheriff Josh McQuillan provided the ultimate
administrative shield.

When credible red flags were raised regarding
election irregularities, Sherift McQuillan
didn’t investigate; he looked the other way
and actively told outside investigators to steer
clear—offering a lazy, dismissive “nothing to
see here, folks” When a state senator and an
election expert explicitly recommended that
McQuillan sequester the hard drives off the
tabulator machines to preserve them as vital
evidence—suggesting the clerk’s office simply
purchase new hard drives—he flatly refused.

(continued on page 3B)
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The Good Old Boy Network

How State and Local Politics Can Distort Truth, Justice, and
How Media Coverage Can Be Complicit in the Cover-up

The public is left asking who investigates the
people responsible for investigating everyone else.

By Lisa Bennett

Eighty years ago, on August 1 and 2, 1946,
citizens in McMinn County, Tennessee, took up
arms against their own local government. The
confrontation became known as the Battle of
Athens, or the McMinn County War. It began
with years of resentment over political control,
alleged police brutality, voter intimidation,
favoritism, and the belief that a local political
machine had taken control of law enforcement
and elections.

The story remains one of the clearest warnings
in American history about what can happen
when citizens believe their government has
become a closed political club—one in which
the sheriff, courthouse officials, political
leaders, and election authorities protect one
another instead of protecting the people.

The Battle of Athens was not caused by one
disagreement on one election night. It was
the culmination of years of distrust. It was
the consequence of citizens believing that the
people responsible for enforcing the law were
using the law to preserve political power.

The political machine in McMinn
County

The central figure in the McMinn County
political machine was Paul Cantrell, a former
sheriff and Tennessee state senator. Cantrell
was associated with the political organization of
Edward “Boss” Crump, the powerful Memphis
political leader whose influence extended
across Tennessee. Cantrell’s political operation
was supported locally by Sheriff Pat Mansfield,
who had served as Cantrell’s chief deputy and
political ally. In the 1946 election, the two men
were effectively rearranging political positions:
Cantrell was running for sheriff again, while
Mansfield was running for the state Senate.

George Woods, a state representative and
secretary of the McMinn County Election
Commission, was also associated with the
political organization. The machine’s strength
came not simply from one elected office but
from its control over several parts of county
government—Ilaw enforcement, elections, the
courthouse, and the political relationships
connecting those institutions. According to
historical accounts, Cantrell’s organization had
developed a reputation for political favoritism
and coercive law enforcement. Residents and
political opponents accused deputies of using
arrests, fines, beatings, and intimidation to
punish people who challenged the machine.

The system was especially powerful because
local government was not viewed as a collection
of independent offices. To many citizens,

the sheriff’s department, the courthouse,

the election commission, and the political
organization appeared to function as parts of
the same structure. Many people claim we are
seeing the same thing today in counties across
Montana and America.

“That is the true face of a political
machine: a system so corrupted that
it weaponizes the courts and state
power against the very citizens it
was built to protect.”

— Renee Pirtz, Prairie County
MT Land Board Member (Note:
Statement reflects personal views,
not an official position of the
Land Board)

The machine does not have to control every
citizen. It only has to control enough of the
offices that determine who gets arrested, who
gets prosecuted, who receives government
favors, who administers elections, and who

has the authority to certify the result. When
those offices are controlled by the same political
group, citizens may find that there is no neutral
institution left to hear their complaints.

Why the returning veterans
challenged the system

The men who challenged the McMinn County
machine had just returned from World War II
and when they came home, they encountered a
county government that they believed operated
through intimidation and political favoritism.

The headquarters for the G.l. Nonpartisan League in
Athens Tenn Courtesy of McMinn County Historical
Society and Archives

The veterans organized the GI Non-Partisan
League who supported candidates who opposed
the Cantrell-Mansfield machine. Their message
was straightforward: local government should
be accountable to voters, and elections should
not be controlled by the sherift’s political
organization.

The veterans challenge was significant because
it threatened more than a single office. It
threatened the machine’s ability to maintain
control over the sheriff’s department, the
courts, county administration, and the election
system. The veterans believed that if the
machine remained in control, the ordinary
methods of political change would not work.

If the sheriff’s department could intimidate
voters, if political allies controlled the election
commission, and if ballot boxes could be taken
away from public view, then an election could
become a performance rather than a method of
choosing government.

The allegations of law-enforcement
intimidation

Accounts of the period describe a county in
which political opponents feared the sherift’s
deputies. The Tennessee Encyclopedia reports
that the dispute involved allegations of police
brutality, political corruption, and the use of
law enforcement to protect the local political
organization. There were also allegations
that deputies interfered with voters and poll
watchers.

The importance of these allegations is not
limited to the individual incidents. They
demonstrate why citizens become suspicious
when law enforcement is deeply tied to local
political power. If the sherift’s deputies are
seen as political enforcers, then even ordinary
police actions can be interpreted as political
retaliation. An arrest may be viewed not as
neutral law enforcement but as punishment
for opposing the machine. A fine may be

seen not as a court decision but as a political
weapon. A deputy’s presence at a polling place
may be understood not as election security
but as intimidation. That is how public trust
disappears.

The 1946 election became a test

of whether the machine could be
removed

Historical accounts state that hundreds of
deputies were brought into McMinn County to
protect the political organization and monitor
the election. Some accounts describe deputies
being paid to work during the election and
being stationed around voting locations. Their
presence contributed to the veterans’ belief
that the election was being conducted under
intimidation.

Edward Hull Crump Jr. in 1945

The election was not merely a contest between
candidates. It was a contest over whether the
sheriff’s office and courthouse machine would
continue to control the county. The returning
veterans organized poll watchers and attempted
to monitor the process. They wanted the ballot
boxes opened and verified before voting began.
They wanted to ensure that ballots were not
added, removed, or altered outside public
observation.

The ballot-box confrontation

As the polls closed on August 1, the GI-backed
candidates were reportedly leading in the early
count. That was when the crisis intensified.
According to the Tennessee Encyclopedia,
Sheriff Pat Mansfield’s deputies took key ballot
boxes away from the polling locations and
carried them to the county jail. The veterans
and other citizens objected because the ballots
were no longer being counted in public. The
issue was who had control of them and what
would happen to the ballots once they were
inside the jail. The sheriff’s deputies were not
neutral election workers in the eyes of the
veterans. They were employees of the sherift
and supporters of the political machine whose
candidates were losing.

The election commission included officials
aligned with that machine. George Woods, who
was associated with Cantrell and Mansfield,
served as secretary of the election commission.
The veterans therefore believed that placing the
ballots inside the jail gave the machine control
over the vote-counting process. The act of
taking the ballot boxes, however, was enough to
convince the veterans that the ordinary election
process had failed. What began as a dispute
involving veterans and election officials turned
into a mass confrontation involving several
hundred people. The veterans’ demand was that
the ballot boxes be returned and that the votes
be counted openly. The deputies refused. That
refusal was the moment at which the dispute
became a siege.

The standoff lasted for hours. The veterans
attempted to force the deputies to surrender
the ballot boxes. The deputies refused to come
out. The longer the siege continued, the greater
the danger became that outside reinforcements
would arrive and restore the machine’s control.
The Tennessee Encyclopedia states that the
battle ended only after the front of the jail was
dynamited and the deputies surrendered.

The veterans and their supporters took
possession of the ballot boxes and proceeded
with the count. The votes were counted, and
the GI-backed candidates won. The result was
a political defeat for the Cantrell-Mansfield
organization. The machine that had controlled
McMinn County for years was removed from
power.

What the Battle of Athens actually
demonstrates

The Battle of Athens is sometimes simplified
into a story about citizens using guns to stop
election fraud. That description captures part
of the public memory but leaves out the deeper
political context. The episode demonstrates at
least four important things.

First, it shows how a local political machine
can combine law enforcement, elections, and
political power in a way that makes citizens
believe there is no neutral institution left to
protect them.

Second, it shows how the appearance of a
conflict of interest can be as destructive as a
proven conflict. When sheriff’s deputies loyal to
a political machine take possession of disputed
ballots, citizens may reasonably suspect that

the election is being manipulated—even before
anyone proves exactly what happened to the
ballots.

Third, it shows that election integrity depends
on public confidence. A ballot-counting process
that is technically lawful but widely viewed as
controlled by political insiders can still produce
a crisis of legitimacy.

Fourth, it shows that people are more likely
to resort to extraordinary measures when
ordinary remedies appear unavailable.

(continued on page 3B)
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LAWMEN & OUTLAWS (from page 1B)

Instead, Sheriff McQuillan feigns ignorance

of election law, abdicating his fundamental
responsibility to oversee that the clerk’s staff

is operating legally. He defers entirely to the
Clerk and Recorder’s office to self-regulate and
enforce itself, providing zero law enforcement
oversight against illegal activities carried out
within that office. Let’s be entirely honest about
how that badge operates: Sherift McQuillan

is apparently only on duty to enforce the law
against ordinary citizen election infractions,
while looking completely the other way for
anyone part of the good old boy network.

A County Captured: Tying It All
Together

When a sheriff refuses to enforce election
law against insiders, actively interferes with

independent investigations, and works hand-
in-glove with a county attorney who doesn't just
look the other way, but actively lies and covers
up for his cronies, the system collapses.

As we've laid bare regarding County Attorney
Alex Nixon, this good old boy network protects
its own. Nixon uses his absolute prosecutorial
discretion to shield insiders while hammering
anyone who dares challenge the status quo.

He hides behind manufactured secrecy, blocks
public records through state-level bureaucratic
walls, and leans on deceptive narratives and
lies of omission to cover for administrative
misconduct.

When you tie Nixon’s active cover-ups and legal
gymnastics together with Sheriff McQuillan’s
selective enforcement and Commissioner
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Miller’s unauthorized ballot handling, the
picture is unmistakable. It is a carbon-copy
local machine reminiscent of the corrupt setups
that sparked uprisings like the Battle of Athens.
They think the public won’t notice, that we will
stay quiet while they protect their inner circle
and trample our rights.

It is time to retire Nixon, Miller, McQuillan,
and crooked Clerk and Recorder Macque
Bohleen—who was in charge of the election
administration that shredded ballots and is
under current criminal investigation—don’t
vote them back into office. We need public
servants with morals, not loopholes. Carbon
County deserves a justice system built on
integrity, equality under the law, and honest
leadership—not a playground for a corrupt
good old boy network. &

GOOD OLD BOY NETWORK (from page 2B)

The proper lesson is not that citizens should
use violence against public officials. The

proper lesson is that public institutions must
be independent enough, transparent enough,
and accountable enough that citizens never
conclude that violence is the only way to obtain
justice.

The connection to modern government

A political machine can still appear

when a sheriff protects a commissioner, a
commissioner protects a county attorney, a
county attorney protects a sheriff, and the clerk
and recorder is pressured to protect the election
system that sustains the political organization.
The structure may be informal. The people
involved may deny any agreement. There may
be no written plan. Yet mutual dependence can
create the same result.

A sherift may need county commissioners

for funding and staffing. Commissioners

may need the sheriff for political support and
public-safety messaging. A county attorney
may depend on the sherift’s office for cases,
evidence, and witnesses. The clerk and
recorder may depend on the commission for
resources. State officials may decide whether
to provide outside investigative assistance.
When the same officials are connected

by budgets, endorsements, campaigns,
investigations, contracts, and future political
ambitions, independence becomes difficult

to demonstrate. That is why citizens should
ask who is investigating a complaint, whether
that investigator has a conflict, whether the
accused official has political influence over the
investigator, and whether an outside authority
was considered.

Political ambition and mutual
endorsements

The pressure to protect political relationships

is intensified by the fact that many officials
must run for office again or hope to advance

to higher positions. Sheriffs seek reelection

and may need endorsements from sherifts’
associations, law-enforcement organizations,
county commissioners, political parties, donors,
and influential public figures.

County attorneys and prosecutors may

seek reelection, judicial seats, legislative
positions, statewide office, or appointments.
They may depend on endorsements from
county attorneys associations, prosecutors’
organizations, judges, sheriffs, political parties,
and elected officials.

County commissioners may pursue state
legislative positions or other offices. Clerks
and recorders may seek reelection or higher
administrative roles. These endorsements

are not automatically improper. Professional
organizations have a legitimate interest

in supporting candidates they believe are
qualified. But the system becomes dangerous
when endorsements create a culture in which
officials avoid investigating one another because
they do not want to lose political support. The
official who makes an enemy today may need
that person’s endorsement tomorrow.

A sherift may not want to investigate a
commissioner who controls the sherift’s budget.
A county attorney may hesitate to prosecute
an official who could influence a future
appointment. A commissioner may avoid
criticizing a prosecutor who has political allies
throughout the county. A state official may
decline to intervene in a local matter because
the local officials are members of the same
political organization. No explicit agreement is
required. Political loyalty can operate through
favors, expectations, and fear of retaliation.

CTION CERTIFICATES

The Gl winners are declared by the Daily Post-
Athenian

Plea deals and the unequal burden on
citizens

The same culture of convenience can affect
criminal prosecutions. Plea agreements are

a legitimate tool. Prosecutors have limited
resources, and many cases can be resolved
without a trial. But plea bargaining becomes
troubling when a prosecutor seeks a deal
because the office did not fully investigate the
case, lacks the time to prepare, wants to avoid
public scrutiny, or is protecting a friend or
political ally. An ordinary citizen cannot match
the resources of the government.

The prosecution may have investigators, police
officers, forensic specialists, subpoena power,
prosecutors, legal staff, and taxpayer-funded
resources. The accused citizen may have to

pay for every hour of an attorney’s time, every
expert, every document review, and every court
appearance.

Even an innocent person may accept a plea

to avoid financial ruin. A person may plead
because the cost of trial exceeds the family’s
savings. A defendant may plead because a
conviction after trial could result in a longer
sentence. Someone may accept a deal because
they cannot afford to hire an investigator or
expert to challenge the government’s evidence.

A plea is not necessarily proof that the
investigation was thorough. It is a negotiated
resolution. When prosecutors ask for a plea
before interviewing all witnesses, reviewing all
records, or testing contradictory evidence, the
legal system may be rewarding administrative
convenience instead of finding the truth. The
government should not be permitted to treat a
citizen’s poverty as evidence of guilt.

Arizona: The Hobbs-Mayes
controversy

The same questions about political
independence have arisen in Arizona. Arizona
Attorney General Kris Mayes investigated
allegations involving Governor Katie Hobbs
and Sunshine Residential Homes, a company
operating group homes for children in

state care. The controversy followed reports
that Sunshine made substantial political
contributions connected to Hobbs and the

Locals gathered oﬁtside the McMinn County jail

Arizona Democratic Party and later received

a significant increase in its state payment rate.
The reported increase was approximately 30
percent, and Sunshine and one other provider
were reportedly among the only companies

to receive rate increases during the relevant
period. On August 21, 2026, Mayes announced
that her office would not bring criminal
charges. A separate review by Maricopa County
Attorney Rachel Mitchell and the Arizona
Auditor General was continuing, according to
the Associated Press. The Arizona controversy
demonstrates why “no charges” does not
necessarily answer every question. The public
deserves to know what was investigated, what
evidence was reviewed, what legal standard
was applied, and whether an independent
prosecutor was considered. When governments
refuse to be transparent, the public cannot
know whether a quid pro quo is occurring.

Michigan: Flint and the problem of
accountability without a trial

Michigan presents another example of

the difficulty of holding powerful officials
accountable. The Flint water crisis began after
officials changed Flint’s water supply to the Flint
River in 2014 as a cost-saving measure. Lead
from aging pipes entered the water system, and
residents experienced years of health and safety
concerns.

Michigan Attorney General Dana Nessel
released a report on August 25, 2026,
describing the state’s criminal investigation.
The investigation involved charges against nine
people. The Michigan Supreme Court later
halted the prosecutions after ruling against

the legal procedure used to bring the cases.
Nessel’s office described the report as a final
accountability step. For residents, however, a
report is not the same as a trial. The report may
describe what investigators believed happened,
but the evidence was never fully tested before a

jury.

A prosecution may end because evidence is
insufficient, because the charging procedure is
invalid, because prosecutors made procedural
mistakes, or because a court determined that
the government lacked authority to proceed in
the manner chosen. When a case ends without
a verdict, the public may still have legitimate
questions about what happened and who
should be held responsible.

The media’s position in the political
network

The media plays a critical role in exposing
government misconduct. But reporters also
depend on access. A local journalist may need
the cooperation of a sheriff’s office to obtain
information about arrests and investigations.
A reporter may depend on the county attorney

(continued on page 6B)
|
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MACQUE BOHLEEN (from page 1B)

is: Who has access to the room where those
ballots are stored before they are delivered to
the election judges? Who has keys or other
means of access, and what independent
records document that access? Without that
information, the public cannot independently
verify the chain of custody during this critical
period. That is why the laws governing election
records and ballot handling are so important
and why they need to be changed.

Because of these laws and procedures, we put
one of our most critical checks and balances
on government into the hands of one person
who has the ability to intentionally change
results while no one is looking. This is why it
is imperative that the person entrusted with
administering our elections be someone the
public can trust—someone who operates with
transparency, honesty, and integrity and is
accountable to the people-meaning she or he
should be elected not appointed. Because an
appointed person is only beholden to their boss
who hired them, not the people served.

If the public cannot independently follow

the ballot from the moment it arrives at the
election office through every subsequent stage
of processing, then the integrity of the system
depends upon the people entrusted with

that responsibility and upon the records and
safeguards they are required to maintain.

When an election administrator tells the public
that election records are retained and protected,
while election materials are subsequently
discovered being destroyed and explanations
concerning those materials change, the public
has legitimate reason to demand answers.

The people of Carbon County deserve an
election administrator who understands that
these ballots and records belong to the public
and that safeguarding them is a fundamental
responsibility of the office. Macque Bohleen has
shown neither the transparency nor the honesty
that this responsibility requires.

The Missing Zero-Report Tape: A
Straight Cut and Feigned Ignorance
The pattern of missing evidence doesn’t stop with
the shredding. Within a week of the November
2022 election, Chip Bennett submitted a formal
request for copies of the physical tabulator tapes
printed by the ES&S DS200 machines. That
request revealed a glaring anomaly: the start-up

portion of the tape for one of the two tabulators
was completely missing.

This was not a jagged tear, paper jam, or natural
roll end. The top of the tape bore a perfectly
straight cut, as if executed cleanly with a cutting
board or blade. Because that opening section
was removed, there was no way for observers or
the public to verify the machine’s “zero report”,
the mandatory proof that the tabulator started
at zero and contained no pre-loaded votes
before counting began.

When confronted about the missing section of
the continuous roll, Clerk and Recorder Macque
Bohleen feigned ignorance. She claimed to

have no idea why it was missing and offered no
explanation for where it went, stating simply
that she couldn’t find it. Whether driven by
incompetence, malice, or a deliberate attempt to
hide fraud, losing the critical legal proof of a zero
baseline is a disqualifying failure of duty.

Broken Security Seals and Missing
2020-2021 Security Logs

Security controls under Bohleen’s watch have
broken down repeatedly. All tabulators utilized
by the county were discovered with four
broken security seals, one on each side of the
two machines. Despite being responsible for
election security, Bohleen and her staft had no
idea the seals were broken and could offer no
explanation as to when or how it happened,
showing a complete lack of attention to detail.

Furthermore, Bohleen served as the primary
Election Administrator from 2017 through March
2022. When a public records request was submitted
in May 2022 requesting the previous 22 months

of mandatory security logs, which track every
instance a security seal is opened or replaced, the
county produced zero logs for the entire period
between January 2020 and January 2022.

As the election administrator during those

two years, Bohleen was personally responsible
for keeping those records. Did she forget

to maintain them, or was she intentionally
withholding them to hide something nefarious?
Either way, gross negligence or intentional
concealment of statutory security logs is not the
standard of leadership Carbon County needs in
a Clerk and Recorder.

Criminal Charges and a Pattern of
Hostility

The pending criminal investigation against
Bohleen and Roascio centers on potential

Proud to sup
the neighborhood

As your local State Farm® agent, I'll be there whenever
you need me with Good Neighbor service you can
count on. Give me a call.

********i“‘LiberQBell*

criminal violations of Montana state election
codes, specifically MCA § 13-35-206 (unlawful
injury or destruction of election records) and
MCA § 13-1-303 (unauthorized disposition of
election materials), alongside the total failure
to maintain required statutory election security
logs.

Compounding these alleged criminal violations
is a long-standing pattern of hostility regarding
public records. Over the past several years,
citizens seeking basic public documents have
encountered arbitrary overcharging, unexcused
delays, outright denials, and condescending,
uncooperative behavior from the ClerKs office.
Bohleen has consistently chosen to hide behind
bureaucracy, stonewall citizen inquiries, and treat
requests for transparency as personal attacks.

This refusal to respect constitutional right-to-
know guarantees ultimately forced the filing of
a formal Public Records Request lawsuit against
Carbon County. That lawsuit remains active
today—and notably, it stands as the primary
legal barrier preventing the county from
destroying critical election records from 2020
through 2024.

The Path Forward: Restore Integrity
to Carbon County

The Clerk and Recorder is the custodian of our
county’s most sacred civic duties: maintaining
public records, preserving historical archives,
and administering fair, transparent elections. It
is a position that demands absolute openness,
honesty, and strict adherence to the law.

Macque Bohleen’s tenure has been defined

by secrecy, missing audit trails, unrecorded
security seals, missing statutory logs,
contradictory statements under oath,
condescension toward taxpayers, and an active
criminal investigation into the destruction of
election materials. Carbon County taxpayers
and voters deserve an administration that
welcomes public oversight rather than fighting
it in court.

This November, we have the power to restore
trust to our local government. It is time for a
conscientious, transparent, and honest leader
who will respect the public’s right to know and
safeguard our elections.

Vote for accountability. Vote Denton for
Carbon County Clerk and Recorder. &
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When the Ones Who Swear to Protect Rights Start Violating Them

How Constitutionally llliterate Police Are Tramplmg Free Speech at the Alamo

SAN ANTONIO, Texas — Across the nation, the
Alamo stands as an enduring symbol of American
liberty—a sacred shrine where men drew a line

in the sand and gave their lives in defense of
freedom. Its story is revered not just by Texans,
but by citizens across the entire country who see it
as the bedrock of American independence.

Yet, step onto the public sidewalks surrounding
that historic fortress today, and a very

different picture of freedom unfolds—one
where sworn law enforcement officers

treat basic constitutional rights as optional
recommendations and blindly act as muscle for
bureaucratic overreach.

The Alamo’s Revolving Door:
Leadership Changes, Sameness in
Suppression

The trouble at the historic site came into sharp
public view when Alamo Trust President and
CEO Kate Rogers was forced out following
public exposure of her 2023 doctoral
dissertation written at the University of
Southern California.

Rogers’ academic work advocated for what

she termed a “broader historical narrative”

and “historical reconciliation”. In practice, this
meant attempting to shift focus away from

the battle-centered framing—the “13 Days of
Glory” centered on Texas heroes fighting for
independence. Instead, Rogers openly pushed to:

o Challenge Public & Legislative Oversight:
Rogers explicitly asserted in her dissertation
that politicians should not dictate history
curriculum—ignoring the foundational
democratic principle that elected officials
serve as the public’s representatives to
oversee taxpayer funds, public institutions,
and state curricula. Since the vast majority
of education and historic preservation
is publicly funded, taxpayers elect
representatives specifically to guard public
resources and ensure taxpayer dollars
reflect the public’s values, rather than
unelected academics.

o Deprioritize the 1836 Battle: Refocus site
presentation on its pre-1836 origins as
Mission San Antonio de Valero and push
progressive “land acknowledgments” on site
grounds.

» Center Slavery as the Primary Driver:
Incorporate theories—echoing books like
Forget the Alamo—that Texas defenders
fought primarily to maintain human slavery
against Mexican abolition.

Lt. Gov. Dan Patrick called out the paper
publicly, stating Rogers” ideology was
“incompatible with the telling of the history
of the Battle of the Alamo” and calling for her
removal.

However, replacing top leadership with a new
administration has proven to be nothing more
than a cosmetic fix. Months after Rogers’ exit,
the entrenched culture within the Alamo
administration continues to stifle fundamental
liberties—most notably, the Freedom of Speech.

This reality was on full display when peaceful
Christian abortion abolitionists were
confronted by state law enforcement while
standing on public space near the Alamo.
Holding signs displaying Scripture and verses
from the Bible, the peaceful demonstrators
were confronted by Texas Department of
Public Safety officers who claimed the group
was violating protocol. Their offense? Standing
outside a designated, arbitrary “free speech
zone” manufactured by the Alamo Trust.

When the citizens pointed out that traditional
public forums like public sidewalks are protected
by the First Amendment, officers ignored binding
constitutional precedent, handed down trespass
warnings, and arrested four demonstrators.
Ironically, the arrests occurred mere yards

away from a plaza star engraved with a quote
celebrating public liberty and free speech.

Order-Followers vs. The Oath of
Office: A Dangerous Police Epidemic
This breakdown highlights a systemic,
dangerous crisis running rampant through
American law enforcement: a total, willful
ignorance of the very Constitution officers
swear a solemn oath to uphold.

Every police officer in America raises their
right hand and promises to support, protect,

A screenshot of Texas DPS officers arresting a
street evangelist in San Antonio on Aug. 15, 2026.
| Screenshot/YouTube/@Texas 2A Attorney CJ
Grisham

and defend the Constitution of the United
States. Yet, in practice, a shocking majority of
officers receive zero meaningful education on
what that document actually protects. Few can
define the boundaries of the First Amendment,
articulate the rules governing traditional public
forums, or understand the hard limits placed on
government power.

Instead of operating as critically thinking
guardians of constitutional rights, officers have
devolved into unthinking order-followers.
When told by administrators or departmental
policy to clear a sidewalk or silence a voice,
officers routinely choose the easy path of
blind compliance—enforcing unconstitutional
corporate or municipal policies over the
supreme law of the land.

When police surrender their critical thinking
to follow illegal orders, they cease acting

as defenders of justice and turn into armed
enforcement agents for bureaucratic overreach.
“I'm just doing my job” and “T was just
following orders” are hollow excuses that
directly betray the badge on their chest and the
oath on their lips.

Rooted Bureaucracy and the Power of
Unions

Why does swapping out a chief executive fail

to alter an institution’s behavior? Because
decapitating the top of a modern institution
does little to change the ideological machinery
operating beneath it.

Across public and quasi-public entities
nationwide, Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI)
frameworks and anti-constitutional ideologies
have quietly permeated every level of middle
management and operational staff. Removing a
CEO like Kate Rogers leaves intact an entrenched
workforce that continues to craft and push
restrictive policies onto clueless police forces.

Compounding the problem are powerful public
employee unions and bureaucratic civil-service
protections. Built to shield workers, these
structures often make it nearly impossible to
fire low- and mid-level personnel who actively

Abolitionists were forced to stand in this tiny circle near the Alamo to
practice faux-"free speech"... or get arrested.

Two attorneys were present with the abolitionists.

Four abolitionists arrested for free speech on public property. ... See more

trample on constitutional guarantees or
refuse to adhere to statutory mandates. When
entrenched staff cannot be held accountable,
administrative tyranny becomes standard
operating procedure, regardless of who sits in
the executive office.

Reclaiming Stolen Institutions

If Americans hope to preserve their republic,
replacing a CEO here or holding a press
conference there will not suffice. Saving
institutions that have been captured by anti-
constitutional thought requires a hard-hitting,
comprehensive overhaul:

1. Mandatory Constitutional Literacy and
Liability for Police: Law enforcement
training academies must end the culture of
passive order-following. Police officers must
be thoroughly trained in constitutional law
and held personally accountable—losing
qualified immunity—when they enforce
unlawful policies that violate citizens’ rights.

2. Complete Bureaucratic Audits: State
legislatures and oversight bodies must
systematically exercise their statutory
mandate over taxpayer dollars, dismantling
DEI frameworks and unconstitutional
administrative rules across all public
institutions.

Union and Civil Service Reform:
Lawmakers must reform public-sector
employment rules, ensuring that
entrenched staff who repeatedly violate
citizens’ constitutional protections can be
promptly terminated without bureaucratic
shield.

The Alamo was once saved by individuals
willing to stand firm against tyranny. If
institutions created to honor that legacy now
rely on constitutionally illiterate police to strip
away the basic freedoms of the people, the spirit
of the Alamo is lost—not to foreign armies, but
to our own law enforcement’s blind obedience.
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GOOD OLD BOY NETWORK (from page 3B)

for case updates. A newspaper may need
county officials to provide records, interviews,
background information, and access to public
meetings. That dependence can create pressure.

A reporter who publishes an unfavorable story
may be excluded from briefings, ignored by
officials, or denied informal access. A sheriff
may stop returning calls. A governor’s office
may provide exclusive information to a more
favorable outlet. A county attorney may quietly
label a reporter as hostile or unreliable. The
reporter is then forced to walk a tightrope. Tell
the full story and risk losing access—or report
the government official in a positive light to
remain in the loop. Sometimes this pressure is
direct. More often it is subtle. The official does
not have to threaten the reporter. The official
only has to stop cooperating.

That can influence coverage. An investigation
may be described as a partisan dispute instead
of a conflict-of-interest case. A prosecution that
was never fully investigated may be described
as a routine plea agreement. A public-records
dispute may be presented as an administrative
disagreement. An official’s denial may receive
prominent coverage while the documents
contradicting that denial are left out. A

story can be technically accurate while still
misleading the public.

The bullet holes caused by Bill White's rifle are still
visible today

Media lies of omission

A “lie of omission” occurs when important
information is left out in a way that creates
a false impression and many politicians

and county attorneys are experts in this
realm. A story may report that an attorney
general declined to prosecute a governor
without explaining that the investigation was
conducted by an office politically connected
to the governor or failing to clarify that the
investigation was never fully completed. A
report may say that a defendant accepted a
plea without explaining that the person was
innocent but could not afford a trial.

A newspaper may quote a sheriff’s press release
without telling readers that the sherift’s office
refused to release supporting records. A story

Historical Society image the day after the Battle of
Athens

may announce that an election complaint was
dismissed without explaining whether anyone
independently examined the ballots, poll books,
chain-of-custody records, or tabulator logs.

No journalist can include every fact in every
story. Deadlines and limited staffing are
genuine problems. But repeated omissions
involving powerful officials can become a form
of institutional protection. The public receives
the official narrative while the facts that would
allow citizens to evaluate that narrative remain

hidden.

A free press cannot become an unofficial
public-relations department for the government
and in many instances it has. Access may help

a reporter discover the truth, but access must
never determine which truth the public is
allowed to hear.

The danger of institutional self-
investigation

The most serious accountability problem occurs
when public officials investigate their own
friends, political allies, supervisors, campaign
supporters, or professional associates. A sherift
may be asked to investigate a commissioner
who controls the sherift’s budget. A county
attorney may be asked to review allegations
involving the county commission that the
attorney advises.

A prosecutor may be asked to investigate a
law-enforcement agency whose officers provide
the evidence used in the prosecutor’s cases.

An election official may be asked to investigate
political conduct involving officials who control
the election office’s funding. A state attorney
general may investigate a governor from the
same political party. These relationships do not
automatically prove bias. But they create an
appearance of conflict that should be addressed
through recusal and independent review. The
public should not have to accept an official’s
claim of impartiality without being allowed to
examine the process.

Restoring public trust

The remedy is not political violence, and it is
not the assumption that every official is corrupt.
The remedy is independent accountability.
Complaints involving elected officials should be
eligible for review by outside investigators and
investigations records shouldn’t automatically

KNOCKOUT STABI.ES — UNDISPUTED HAY CHAMP.
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be classified as “confidential.” Prosecutors

with personal, political, family, financial, or
professional conflicts should recuse themselves.
Special prosecutors should be used when the
county attorney or attorney general cannot
reasonably act independently. Investigations
should produce written explanations
identifying the evidence reviewed, the witnesses
interviewed, the legal standard applied, and the
reasons for the final decision.

Election complaints should be addressed
through transparent audits, preserved records,
chain-of-custody documentation, and
independent review. Public contracts should be
competitively bid, conflicts should be disclosed,
and invoices should not be divided to avoid
oversight. Public officials should preserve
emails, text messages, recordings, calendars,
and other communications involving public
business.

Professional associations should disclose how
endorsements are made and whether their
endorsements create financial or political
obligations. Endorsements should not become
shields against investigation. The media

should disclose when officials refuse to answer
questions, identify when records were withheld,
provide opposing viewpoints, and distinguish
between allegations, documented facts, official
findings, criminal charges, and convictions.

The warning from Athens

The Battle of Athens began because citizens
believed local government had become a
closed system controlled by insiders. They
believed the sheriff’s deputies were protecting
the political machine. They believed the ballot
boxes had been taken to the jail to prevent an
honest public count. They believed the election
commission could not be trusted to resolve the
dispute. They believed the ordinary institutions
of government had failed.

The veterans’ response was unlawful and
dangerous. But the conditions that produced
the confrontation were also dangerous.

When citizens believe the sheriff protects the
commissioner, the commissioner protects the
county attorney, the county attorney protects
the sheriff, and state officials protect the entire
structure, the public begins to question whether
government serves anyone except itself.

When prosecutors negotiate pleas because they
do not have time to investigate, citizens may
be convicted without the facts ever being fully
tested. When ordinary people cannot afford
investigators, experts, attorneys, or years of
litigation, justice becomes available mainly

to those with money. When reporters fear
losing access, the public may receive favorable
government narratives instead of the complete
truth. When professional associations endorse
officials who are expected to investigate one
another, the appearance of a political club
becomes unavoidable.

The system may insist that every decision

was lawful. The public may still believe the
system was designed to protect its members,
but we should no longer be naive to think

that political insiders aren’t manipulating

the outcomes behind the scenes, where they
control the levers of justice. That is why the
lesson of Athens remains relevant in Montana,
Arizona, Michigan, and throughout America.
The question is not whether every official
belongs to a conspiracy. The question is
whether the structure of government allows
political relationships to override independent
judgment.

The people need sherifts who enforce the

law without political favoritism. They need
prosecutors who investigate before negotiating.
They need county commissioners who welcome
scrutiny. They need election officials whose
procedures can withstand independent review.
They need attorneys general who explain
politically sensitive decisions in detail. They
need governors who understand that public
office is a responsibility, not a shield. And they
need journalists who understand that access is
a tool for reporting the truth—not a reward for
protecting the powerful.

The Battle of Athens occurred 80 years ago. Its
warning remains current:

When officials protect officials, prosecutors
protect institutions, and media silence protects
both, citizens lose faith in government one
unanswered question at a time. &
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POWER CORRUPTED (from page 1B)

any citizen who steps out of line—making
examples out of community members he wants
to intimidate, silencing critics, or pushing
ideological political agendas under the guise of
law and order.

Carbon County Attorney Alex Nixon has

made a career out of this brand of selective
accountability. Yet, looking back at his track
record of dodging scrutiny, sheltering insiders,
and his own cavalier brushes with the law, it

is painfully clear: Carbon County has a top
prosecutor who looks the other way for political
insiders, and enforces strict punishment for
anyone who dares rock the boat.

The Midnight Double Standard and
the Cost of Recklessness

Let’s talk about the elephant in the room—or
rather, the cruiser parked on the side of the
highway, and the dangerous reality of driving
under the influence.

According to data from the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), an
impaired driver has, on average, driven under
the influence approximately 80 times before
their first official arrest. When an ordinary
citizen who dares to question the status

quo gets behind the wheel after a drink, the
system moves with swift, merciless precision.
Handcuffs click, licenses are suspended, and
public shaming follows immediately. But when
Carbon County’s own chief law enforcement
lawyer, Alex Nixon, was pulled over by the
Montana Highway Patrol and slapped with

a DUI charge, how did the machinery react?
Behind closed doors, quiet legal handwringing,
and an establishment eager to look the other
way and sweep personal failings under the rug.

How many innocent families, teenagers, and
community members did Nixon seriously

put in jeopardy on the road before that arrest
caught up with him—and how many times
since? Among local observers, the open secret
and persistent rumor is that his March 2023
arrest was hardly an isolated incident, pointing
to a long-running pattern of driving under the
influence both before and after that night.

When the heat briefly turned up, Nixon offered
a token gesture of resignation—knowing full
well that his allies on the county commission
would refuse to accept it, allowing him to save
face while keeping his grip on power. True

to form for the good old boy network, the
commissioners quickly batted it away, keeping
him securely in office. And while ordinary
offenders carry the permanent stigma of their
convictions, Nixon managed to secure an
expunged record—a legal luxury few ordinary
citizens ever see.

The hypocrisy runs even deeper when
examining his private conduct in the county’s
open range area, a legally established “driver
beware” zone where livestock have the legal
right to roam. Consider the civil litigation
involving the Harrison Ranch Company,

where late at night Nixon struck a cow on

the open range. In a stunning display of
entitlement, reports indicate he was never given
a breathalyzer at the scene, yet had the gall to
turn around and sue the ranch, dragging a local
family-owned business through a punishing
three-year legal battle and saddling them with

heavy legal fees. It is the ultimate expression of
a system rigged by the good old boy network:
wreck your car on someone else’s livestock in a
designated open range where drivers are legally
bound to beware, escape standard chemical
testing, and then use the legal system to punish
the victim.

Masterclass in Manipulation: Lies of
Omission, Secret Files, and Political
Cover-Ups

If you want a masterclass in how this good old
boy network covers its tracks, look no further
than how Nixon handles official inquiries.
When responding to state regulators regarding
election integrity complaints, Nixon mastered
the art of the misleading narrative. In an official
May 18, 2026 letter to the Commissioner of
Political Practices (COPP), Nixon aggressively
pushed to dismiss complaints by leaning heavily
on technicalities, claiming that the applicable
periods of limitation had run.

Conveniently, Nixon’s letter relies on lies of
omission: he emphasizes that the misdemeanor
statute of limitations has passed, while glossing
over the fact that if federal or felony election
violations occurred, those carry a 5-year
window. He boldly asserts that matters were
“thoroughly investigated” and “found to be
unsupported”. But when public records requests
were subsequently filed with the Montana
Department of Justice (DOJ) to view the DCI
investigative files, the AG’s office stonewalled,
hiding behind a blanket claim that investigation
files are completely confidential and refusing to
produce a single record.

If there is nothing to hide, why keep the
records locked away? When transparency is
blocked, it becomes entirely plausible that these
agencies are covering up the fact that a rigorous
investigation was never actually completed—
or perhaps never happened at all. Nixon

leans heavily into this manufactured lack of
transparency, counting on the public’s inability
to verify his claims. Meanwhile, whispers grow
louder about how federal inquiries into local
conduct—such as the FBI investigation—
mysteriously wound down after just a single
interview, managed under an establishment
where partisan ties and institutional self-
preservation run deep. After all, Nixon operates
as a Democrat while carefully hiding behind the
“nonpartisan” label in local races, seamlessly
leaning on friendly state-level networks to
shield his office from real accountability.

This systemic deception traces right back to the
county’s public statements. In a January 2023
press release approved under his watch, the
county defended the shredding of UOCAVA
ballot materials by claiming it was standard
practice to protect voter identity. Yet this
“interpretation” flies directly in the face of
common sense and election laws, which
mandate that all election records must be
preserved. Whether it is dodging accountability
for destroying documents, hand-waving

away serious allegations, or building an
administrative shield to protect local cronies,
Nixon treats the law not as a standard of justice,
but as a flexible tool to protect his inner circle.

Hiding Behind the Shield of
Government Immunity

When regular people make a mistake, they
face the music. When Alex Nixon makes a
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mistake—or worse, when his office tramples
on the civil liberties of citizens—he doesn’t face
a jury of his peers. Instead, he retreats behind
the impenetrable fortress of government and
prosecutorial immunity.

As legal scholars and everyday citizens
increasingly ask: When government breaks the
law, can you even sue? The answer in Nixon’s
world is a frustrating, rigged “no.”

When federal civil rights lawsuits have pointed
out that Nixon acted outside the bounds

of proper legal procedure—stepping into
private property disputes to act as a “curbside
courtroom” without probable cause—he didn’t
stand up like a man and defend his actions on
their merits. He hid behind the state, invoking
legal shields designed to protect public officials
from accountability, effectively rendering
himself untouchable. It is the ultimate tool

of the institutional bully: wield the heavy
sword of the state against everyday citizens
who challenge the local power structure, and
when you overreach, duck behind government
immunity to dodge the consequences while the
taxpayers foot the bill.

A History of Strategic Omissions and
Evasion

As County Attorney, an elected prosecutor’s job
is not to win at all costs; it is to seek justice. Yet
time and time again, Nixon has demonstrated
that his primary loyalty is not to the people of
Carbon County, but to power preservation and
protecting his cronies.

It’s a game of strategic omissions, where
uncomfortable truths are buried, oversight is
resisted, and anyone who dares question the
local power structure is treated as an enemy
of the state. From shielding institutional allies
to dodging liability when his office steps out
of line, Nixon relies on secrecy and legal
technicalities to keep the public in the dark.

The Public Deserves Better Than a
Protector of Himself

The people of Carbon County are not fools. We
smell the stench of protectionism. We see how
sensitive investigations involving the good old
boy club are met with a blind eye, while the full
weight of the law is brought down on anyone
who dares challenge them.

Alex Nixon was elected to protect the public, not
his own career or his network of friends. He was
hired to uphold the law, not treat it as a flexible
weapon that looks the other way for insiders while
intimidating those who demand transparency.

As County Attorney, a prosecutor who flouts
the very laws he is sworn to enforce—and

then cowers behind government immunity to
avoid accountability—has forfeited his moral
authority to prosecute anyone else. A man who
relies on secrecy, special treatment for his inner
circle, and institutional armor has no business
sitting in a public office funded by the very
citizens he holds in contempt.

It is time to retire Nixon—don’t vote him back
into office. We need a County Attorney with
morals, not loopholes. Carbon County deserves
a justice system built on integrity, equality
under the law, and honest leadership—not

a private playground for the good old boy
network. &

Your Actions May Not Deliver Obvious
Wins, But Perhaps They Thwart Greater
Evil—Have Faith in God’s Plan and
Continue to Be His Hands and Feet

In every movement for justice, progress, or
faith, there exists a profound truth: outcomes
often extend far beyond the visible actions

of any individual. History offers countless
examples where contributions, large or small,
played essential roles in shaping the world,
even if the contributors themselves did

not witness the final victory. A compelling
illustration is found in the life of William
Wilberforce, the British parliamentarian
whose prolonged struggle helped abolish the
slave trade in the United Kingdom.

While Wilberforce is often recognized as the
face of the abolition movement, the victory
was a collective achievement. It involved
people like Thomas Clarkson, who gathered
crucial evidence; John Newton, who provided
spiritual guidance; the Quakers, who organized
sacrificially; and countless ordinary Britons
who petitioned and altered their buying habits.
Each played a part in the broader effort, none
fully aware of the eventual impact.

Wilberforce’s journey was fraught with
challenges, even after legislative success. He
and his allies strived to pass laws abolishing the
slave trade. However, these victories were not
the end. Traders with vested interests found
ways to manipulate and circumvent the laws.
Some reclassified their ship’s cargo, claiming

it was not human beings. Others exploited
legal loopholes by operating in foreign ports
where British laws were ineftectual, allowing
the horrific practice to continue. Despite
seeing their efforts twisted for personal gain,
Wilberforce and his allies remained steadfast.
They were fighting not just legal battles, but a
moral one, aiming to transform the conscience
of a nation. Their perseverance—despite such
manipulation—highlighted the enduring
power of faith and commitment, even when
immediate victories seemed elusive.

A pivotal lesson from Wilberforce’s story is
redefining success. The worth of one’s work
isn’t solely measured by legislative victories
or public acclaim. Instead, faithfulness to
one’s calling—remaining steadfast in the role
God has assigned—is a form of obedience
and success. Most may never witness the full
fruits of their labor. The abolition of the slave
trade emerged from innumerable small acts:

a signed petition, a changed purchase, a word
of encouragement. These actions collectively
reshaped the moral fiber of an entire nation.

In this narrative, God is seen as weaving

the efforts of His people into a tapestry far
beyond any single thread. Wilberforce’s trust
that God would use his faithfulness for a
greater purpose serves as a reminder that our
contributions, however modest, are part of a
divine plan, potentially leading to outcomes
beyond our understanding.

For members of any cause, take heart: your
efforts matter, even if results aren’t immediate.
Remain steadfast, trust in your faithfulness,
and believe that your work is part of God’s
greater plan. The story of William Wilberforce
and the abolition movement testifies to the
power of collective, faithful action. Every
contribution is woven by God into a narrative
of redemption and transformation.

Your efforts are not in vain. You may never
tully understand their impact, but in God’s
plan, nothing is wasted. Stay at your post,
persevere through setbacks, and trust that
your work is part of something far greater. &
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A Bucket of

By By Jeff Pattison, Republican candidate
for Montana Public Service Commission

have often said that when you truly need it,
I I would rather have a bucket of water than a
bar of gold.
That may sound like a simple observation
from a Montana farmer and rancher, but it
expresses something deeper about how I believe
government should work. We must understand
the difference between what is valuable and
what is essential.

Water is essential. Reliable electricity is
essential. Affordable heat in a Montana winter
is essential. Telephone and broadband services
that connect rural families, businesses and
emergency responders are essential.

The Public Service Commission exists because
most utility customers cannot shop around
for another provider. That places a serious
responsibility on commissioners to ensure
monopoly utilities receive a reasonable
opportunity to operate successfully—but
never a blank check at the expense of captive
ratepayers.

My governing philosophy begins with a simple
principle: the people who create a cost should
pay that cost, and those who receive the benefit
should carry their fair share of the risk.

That principle is increasingly important as
Montana considers data centers and other
enormous industrial loads. Economic
development can create opportunity, but
Montana families, farmers, ranchers and small
businesses should not pay higher utility bills
for infrastructure built primarily to benefit
somebody else. Nor should ratepayers be left
holding the bag if a project closes, relocates or
fails.

Large projects may require new generation,
transmission lines, substations and other
expensive infrastructure. Before existing
ratepayers are exposed, Montana should
consider appropriate financial guarantees,
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Water and a Bar of Gold

bonding and decommissioning requirements.
If a development creates the demand, its
owners—not ordinary ratepayers—should bear
the resulting costs and long-term risks.

That is not anti-development. It is responsible
development.

We should also demand more from the
infrastructure we already have.

Utility efficiency is not glamorous, but energy
saved through improved transmission, reduced
line loss and updated technology is energy

that does not have to be generated and paid

for again. Montana should examine advanced
conductors, grid modernization and other
innovations that can increase capacity, improve
reliability and reduce wildfire risk.

At the same time, we must remain open to new
generation. Montana needs dependable power
when the wind is not blowing and the sun is
not shining. Coal, natural gas and hydropower
remain important, while advanced nuclear,
improved storage and emerging technologies
may become part of our future. We should
evaluate each option honestly—without
ideological blinders—and ask whether it is safe,
reliable, affordable and suitable for Montana.

A commissioner must also recognize the limits
of the office. The Legislature establishes the laws
and sideboards under which the PSC operates.
The commission then applies those laws to
individual cases based upon the evidence.
Commissioners should communicate clearly
with legislators when laws need clarification,
while preserving the independence required in
matters that may come before the commission.

Cooperation should extend to Montana’s
electric and telephone cooperatives. Although
electric cooperatives generally fall outside

the PSC’s rate-setting authority, they serve
many of the same Montana families and face
many of the same questions about reliability,
affordability, transmission and future growth.
I would like to establish a regular forum where

cooperatives, regulated utilities, consumer
advocates, legislators and the public can
identify challenges before they become crises.

Transparency must be more than a slogan.
Montanans deserve understandable
information, meaningful opportunities to
participate and commissioners willing to
explain their reasoning. Not every decision
will please everyone, but people should never
feel that decisions affecting their homes and

livelihoods were made before their voices were
heard.

My faith teaches me that leadership is
stewardship. Public office does not belong to
the person occupying it; it is a temporary trust
given by the people. A commissioner should
therefore arrive prepared, listen carefully,

ask difficult questions and remember who
ultimately pays the bill.

No commissioner should pretend to have every
answer. Good decisions require preparation,
sound evidence and the humility to listen. But
I know the questions I will carry into every
decision:

Will this keep service safe and reliable? Is

it fair to existing customers? Who receives
the benefit? Who carries the risk? And will
this decision leave Montana stronger for our
children and grandchildren?

Montana can welcome opportunity without
surrendering the essentials that sustain us. Gold
may attract attention, but when the well runs
dry, we remember what is truly valuable.

Sometimes the soundest public policy begins
with something as simple as a bucket of water.

Jeft Pattison

Republican candidate for Montana Public
Service Commission, District 1
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