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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF FULTON COUNTY 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

 

 

NORINE CANTOR, 

WILLIAM FREEMAN, 

NEAL HOWELL, 

BRANDYN JAMES, 

DAVID NAHABEDIAN, 

MICHAEL OPITZ, 

BRIAN PARKER, 

RENEE PARKER, 

ANGELA RUBINO, and 

HARVEY WYSONG, 

 

 Plaintiffs, 

 

      v. 

 

GEORGIA REPUBLICAN PARTY, INC., 

 

 Defendant. 

 

CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. 

 

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 

COME NOW, Plaintiffs NORINE CANTOR, WILLIAM FREEMAN, NEAL HOWELL, 

BRANDYN JAMES, DAVID NAHABEDIAN, MICHAEL OPTIZ, BRIAN PARKER, RENEE 

PARKER, ANGELA RUBINO, and HARVEY WYSONG, delegates and state committee 

members of the Georgia Republican Party, Inc. (collectively, “Plaintiffs”), and hereby file the 

following COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT against the GEORGIA 

REPUBLICAN PARTY, INC. (the “GRP”), showing as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. Plaintiffs bring this Complaint for Declaratory Judgment after the GRP violated its own 

rules of party governance. The 2025 GRP State Convention passed a resolution 
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prohibiting Georgia Secretary of State Brad Raffensperger from qualifying as a 

Republican candidate in any future Republican primary (the "Binding Resolution"). In 

defiance of the Binding Resolution, the GRP State Executive Committee certified 

Raffensperger as a Republican candidate for the office of Governor of the State of 

Georgia. 

2. This is an action by members of the Georgia Republican Party, Inc. to enforce the 

organization’s own internal governance rules. Plaintiffs do not seek to alter any election 

result, compel any government action, or regulate the GRP from without. They seek 

only a declaration that resolutions duly passed by the GRP State Convention are binding 

upon the GRP State Executive Committee under the GRP's own Rules; and that the 

Executive Committee's certification of Brad Raffensperger in direct defiance of such a 

resolution was therefore void as ultra vires.  

JURISDICTION, STANDING, AND VENUE 

3. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action pursuant to O.C.G.A. §9-4-1 

et seq., which empowers superior courts to declare rights and other legal relationships 

of interested parties. 

4. Plaintiffs have standing to bring this action as delegates and state committee members 

of the GRP who voted in favor of the Binding Resolution, whose votes were rendered 

a nullity by the State Executive Committee's ultra vires certification in direct defiance 

of that resolution. 

5. Although Brad Raffensperger did not advance past the May 2026 Republican primary, 

this action is not moot. Count I seeks a declaration of general applicability that will 
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govern all future GRP conventions and is entirely independent of any specific election 

outcome. Count II presents the Raffensperger certification as the concrete instance of 

the ultra vires conduct at issue, which remains a live controversy for purposes of 

establishing that precedent. 

6. Venue is proper in Fulton County under Article VI Section II Paragraph III of the 

Constitution of the State of Georgia of 1983 because in an equity action venue is proper 

in the county where the defendant against whom substantial relief is prayed resides. 

PARTIES 

7. Plaintiff NORINE CANTOR is a qualified elector and member of the Georgia 

Republican Party who served as a duly elected delegate from Hall County to the 2025 

GRP State Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 

8. Plaintiff WILLIAM FREEMAN is a member of the State Committee of the GRP, who 

served as a duly elected delegate from DeKalb County to the 2025 GRP State 

Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 

9. Plaintiff NEAL HOWELL is a qualified elector and member of the Georgia 

Republican Party who served as a duly elected delegate from Dade County to the 2025 

GRP State Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 

10. Plaintiff BRANDYN JAMES is a qualified elector and member of the Georgia 

Republican Party who served as a duly elected delegate from Catoosa County to the 

2025 GRP State Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 
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11. Plaintiff DAVID NAHABEDIAN is a qualified elector and member of the Georgia 

Republican Party who served as a duly elected delegate from Walker County to the 

2025 GRP State Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 

12. Plaintiff MICHAEL OPTIZ is a member of the State Committee of the GRP, who 

served as a duly elected delegate from Cobb County to the 2025 GRP State 

Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 

13. Plaintiff BRIAN PARKER is a qualified elector and member of the Georgia 

Republican Party who served as a duly elected delegate from Banks County to the 

2025 GRP State Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 

14. Plaintiff RENEE PARKER is a qualified elector and member of the Georgia 

Republican Party who served as a duly elected delegate from Lowndes County to the 

2025 GRP State Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 

15. Plaintiff ANGELA RUBINO is a member of the State Committee of the GRP, who 

served as a duly elected delegate from Floyd County to the 2025 GRP State 

Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 

16. Plaintiff HARVEY WYSONG is a qualified elector and member of the Georgia 

Republican Party who served as a duly elected delegate from Whitfield County to the 

2025 GRP State Convention and voted in favor of the Binding Resolution. 

17. Defendant GEORGIA REPUBLICAN PARTY, INC. is a nonprofit corporation 

organized under the laws of the State of Georgia with a principal office address of P.O. 

Box 550008, Atlanta, GA 30355 in Fulton County, Georgia. 
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18. The GRP may be served via its registered agent Alex Kaufman, located at 120 Fowler 

Ave, Roswell, GA 30075. 

FACTS 

19. The GRP is the incarnation of the Republican Party for the State of Georgia. 

20. A true and correct copy of the Rules of the Georgia Republican Party, Inc., as adopted 

on June 17th, 2020 (the “GRP Rules”), is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

21. The GRP Rules are currently in effect and were in effect at all times relevant to this 

lawsuit. 

22. Section 11.3 of the GRP Rules states that, unless otherwise stated, the Robert’s Rules of 

Order, Newly Revised, “shall be followed in all meetings of the GRP.” Ex. A, p. 39. 

23. A true and correct copy of selected excerpts of the Robert’s Rules of Order, Newly 

Revised, 12th ed. (“Robert’s Rules”) is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

24. In June of 2025, the Georgia Republican Party convened to hold the 2025 Georgia 

Republican Party State Convention. 

25. The GRP Rules state that “while in session, the State Committee shall be the governing 

body (except while the State Convention of the GRP is in session) of the GRP… while 

in session, the State Committee shall be vested with all the duties, power, and privileges 

possessed by the State Convention and the State Executive Committee. The State 

Committee, while in session, shall act for the GRP.” Ex. A, p. 2. 

26. The GRP Rules state that “the State Convention shall be governed and conducted: first, 

in accordance with these Rules and the Call, and second, except as modified by these 
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Rules or the Call…the latest edition of Robert’s Rules of Order, Newly Revised.” Ex. 

A, p.36. 

27. The GRP Rules are silent as to the procedure for propounding and passing motions and 

resolutions. 

28. Robert’s Rules states that “a main motion – particularly an original main motion – is 

frequently offered as a resolution.” Ex. B, 10:13 (emphasis in original). 

29. The delegates of the GRP State Convention voted in favor of the Binding Resolution, to 

deny Raffensperger certification as a candidate in any future Republican primary in the 

State of Georgia. 

30. A true and complete copy of the Binding Resolution is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

31. As a private political party, the GRP possesses a First Amendment right of political 

association, including the right to determine its own candidate selection criteria and the 

right to exclude potential candidates. See California Democratic Party v. Jones, 530 

U.S. 567 (2000). 

32. The Binding Resolution is an expression of the GRP’s associational right; a 

determination that Brad Raffensperger does not have the faith and confidence of the 

GRP. 

33. Despite the Binding Resolution, the GRP State Executive Committee certified 

Raffensperger as a candidate for Governor. 

34. Because the officers and staff of the GRP acted ultra vires, Raffensperger has not been 

duly certified by the GRP. 

COUNT I 
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Declaratory Judgment 

O.C.G.A. §9-4-1 et seq. 

 

35. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege all preceding paragraphs hereof, as if fully set forth herein. 

36. Various provisions of the GRP Rules and the Robert’s Rules establish a hierarchy of 

bodies within the GRP. 

37. By the plain structure of Rules 2.1 and 3.1, the State Convention is the supreme 

governing body of the GRP, the State Committee governs between Conventions, and 

the State Executive Committee administers between Committee meetings. Ex. A, p. 2, 

4. 

38. Because the GRP Rules incorporate Robert’s Rules for the conduct of all GRP meetings, 

and because Robert’s Rules treats resolutions as main motions, resolutions duly adopted 

at the GRP State Convention carry the binding effect of adopted main motions. 

39. Accordingly, the State Committee and the State Executive Committee are bound by 

resolutions passed by the State Convention. 

COUNT II 

Declaratory Judgment 

O.C.G.A. §9-4-1 et seq. and O.C.G.A. §14-3-304 

 

40. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege all preceding paragraphs hereof, as if fully set forth herein. 

41. The delegates of the State Convention of the GRP passed the Binding Resolution, 

holding that “Brad Raffensperger does not have the faith and confidence of the Georgia 

Republican Party.” Ex. C. 
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42. Pursuant to the GRP Rules and Robert’s Rules, the Binding Resolution was binding 

upon all subordinate bodies, including the GRP’s State Executive Committee.  

43. The GRP State Executive Committee’s authority under GRP Rules, Rule 3.1, is 

expressly limited to conducting affairs between the State Conventions and does not 

extend to overriding or nullifying an act of the State Convention itself. Ex. A, p. 4. 

44. As a subordinate body bound by the Binding Resolution, the GRP State Executive 

Committee was obligated to act in furtherance of the Binding Resolution by refusing to 

certify Brad Raffensperger as a Republican candidate. 

45. Despite the Binding Resolution, the GRP State Executive Committee certified the 

candidacy of Brad Raffensperger. 

46. By certifying Brad Raffensperger in spite of the Binding Resolution, the GRP State 

Executive Committee acted ultra vires. 

47. The certification of Brad Raffensperger is void as an ultra vires act. 

 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs humbly request that this Court declare that: 

1. Resolutions passed under the GRP Rules are binding upon the GRP State Committee 

and the GRP State Executive Committee; 

2. The GRP State Executive Committee was bound by and obligated to act in furtherance 

of the Binding Resolution; 

3. The certification of Brad Raffensperger is void as ultra vires. 

This 17th day of June, 2026. 



9 

 

 

CONWAY EADER, LLLP 

/s/ Jacob Medoff 

Jacob Medoff 

GA Bar No. 211318 

Hurt Building 

50 Hurt Plaza SE 

STE 1142 

Atlanta, GA 30303 

Tel. 470.764.7164 

jake@conwayeader.com 

Attorney for Plaintiffs 

 



EXHIBIT A 































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT B 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT C 




