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CLERK OF COURTS

2026 CV 0685

ROBINSON, JUDGE BRENT N

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
RICHLAND COUNTY, OHIO

)
In Re: ) Miscellaneous Action No.
)
ROBERT WYN YOUNG ) Judge Brent N. Robinson
)
Reporting Attorney. )
AFFIDAVIT OF REPORTING ATTORNEY
STATE OF OHIO )
) SS:
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )

The Affiant, Robert Wyn Young, being first duly cautioned and sworn, deposes and states
as follows:

1. I am over the age of 18, have personal knowledge of the facts contained herein, and
am competent to testify to the same. All matters set forth below and herein are true and accurate
to best of my knowledge.

2. I am and have been a licensed and actively~registered attorney in good standing,
continuously to present, since my admission to practice law in the State of Ohio in 1995 (Ohio Bar
No. 0064876). I am also a federally licensed attorney, and have maintained good standing status,
continuously to present, since my admission to practice before: the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Ohio (1996); the United States District Court for the Northern District
of Ohio (2009); the United States Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals (2001); and the Supreme Court
of the United States (2025; U.S. S. Ct. Bar No. 326130). My business address is 1421 Lexington

Avenue #180, Mansfield, OH 44907.



3. Since admission to practice in 1995, my legal career has been primarily devoted to
civil litigation in state and federal courts. Attached hereto at Tab C, and separated by a blank
binder divider, are: (1) a true and accurate copy of my current resume summarizing my educational
background and legal work experience and listing my employers and bar admissions (designated
on the attached USB flash drive as “Tab C1_R. Wyn Young Resume November 2025”), and (2) a
true and accurate screenshot of the Attorney Information for the Affiant, Robert Wyn Young (Ohio
Bar No. 0064876), retrieved by the Affiant from the website of the Supreme Court of Ohio on July
16, 2026, and showing the Affiant’s admission to the Ohio bar, by exam, on November 13, 1995,
with no history of discipline or administrative sanction or suspension for the Affiant since
admission [designated on the attached USB flash drive as “Tab C2_ Supreme Court of Ohio
Attorney Information (Atty. Reg. No. 64876) 07.16.26].

4. Attached hereto at Tab D is a USB flash drive, newly purchased by the Affiant in
July 2026, with one (1) (and only one) file folder (and nothing else) copied to same by the Affiant,
said folder being labeled “Misprision Report Package” and containing 125 true and accurate

electronic file copies of: the Misprision Report Package cover sheets and reference pages for three

(3) report binders (two black and one blue); the Affiant’s “Misprision Report (written)”, i.e., the

Affiant and Reporting Attorney, Robert Wyn Young’s, Miscellaneous Action to Make Mandatory

Report, Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2382, of Treason Against the United States; the Misprision Report

Package Table of Contents; the text of the Misprision of treason statute, 18 U.S.C. § 2382, at Tab

A (designated on the USB flash drive as “Tab A Misprision of Treason Statute, 18 U.S.C. Section

2382”); this Affidavit of Reporting Attorney, at Tab B (designated on the USB flash drive as “Tab

B_Affidavit of Reporting Attorney”); and all documents, photographs, images, and recorded

videos identified in and attached to this Affidavit of Reporting Attorney, and made a part of the




Affiant’s Misprision Report Package, whether in hard copy and/or electronic form, and being

attached to this Affidavit of Reporting Attorney at Tabs C through Z. Hereinafter, all parenthetical

or bracketed references to identified and attached documents and electronic files, e.g., “(designated

3

’)”, shall be understood as referring to the name of the file as it appears/is

recorded on the attached USB flash drive (designated “Tab D_Misprision Report Package USB
Flash Drive”).

5. In late 2023 or early 2024, the Affiant heard Alex Jones and his second counsel in
the notorious Connecticut Sandy Hook defamation cases, Norm Pattis, speaking in a cagey or
suspicious way on Infowars about their pending state court appeal, and the Affiant decided to look
into it. The Affiant first retrieved and reviewed Alex Jones’ appeal Brief in Lafferty, et al. v. Jones,
et al., Conn. App. Ct. No. AC 46131, appeal from Superior Court Docket No. UWY-CV18-
6046436-S (also referred to herein as “Lafferty”). Attached hereto at Tab E is a true and accurate
copy of the Brief of Defendants Alex Jones and Free Speech Systems, LLC in the Lafferty case,
Conn. App. Ct. No. AC 46131, retrieved by the Affiant from the Connecticut Judicial Branch
website, without the Appendix to said Brief, and with highlighting by the Affiant to relevant
portions of said Brief at Pages 32, 47, and 50 (designated “Tab E Jones’ CT Appeal Brief w_o
Appx. 06.02.23 Highlighted”). As the Affiant’s added highlighting indicates, in his own appeal
Brief, Alex Jones specifically admitted actual malice (i.e., lying about Sandy Hook to attract
attention), and he specifically disclaimed First Amendment protections for his speech. /d. at Pages
47 and 50. This plainly demonstrated to the Affiant that there was something very wrong with
Alex Jones’ overall defense in Lafferty.

6. In then reviewing the Lafferty appellate and trial court dockets and various case

filings downloadable from same, the Affiant promptly discovered unequivocal evidence that Alex



Jones threw the defense of the Connecticut Sandy Hook defamation cases with his very first
responsive pleadings, i.e., by deliberately failing to claim federal question jurisdiction when
removing the related Lafferty and William Sherlach v. Alex Emric Jones, et al., Case No. 3:18-cv-
01269 (D. Conn.) (removed from Conn. Super. Ct.), Connecticut state court First Amendment
lawfare cases [also collectively referred to herein as “the Connecticut Sandy Hook (defamation)
cases (or actions)”] to federal court in July 2018. Attached hereto at Tab F, and separated by a
blank binder divider, are true and accurate copies of the current Lafferty state appellate and trial
court dockets, retrieved by the Affiant from the Connecticut Judicial Branch website on or about
July 12, 2026 [designated “Tab F1 _CT Jud. Br. App Supreme Case Look-Up Lafferty v.
Jones Case Detail - AC 46131 07.12.26” and “Tab F2 CT Jud. Br. Superior Ct. Case Look-
Up_Lafferty v. Jones_Case Detail - UWY-CV18-6046436-S 07.12.26”’]. Hereinafter, the Lafferty
trial court docket (Tab F2 on USB flash drive) shall be referenced and abbreviated as “Trial Ct.
Dckt.”

7. As the Affiant came to learn in conducting further and diligent research, Alex
Jones’ collusive surrender in the Sandy Hook defamation cases appears to have been part of a
broader, two~part, and treasonous conspiracy against the United States, to undermine or destroy
both our First and Second Amendments.

8. In the Affiant’s considered and professional opinion, the evidence, namely, (1)
Alex Jones’ case filings in the Connecticut defamation actions, and (2) network, cable, and local
TV station video footage and pictures from the day, time, and location of the alleged Sandy Hook
mass school shooting event, provides probable cause, at the very least, for reasonable minds to
conclude that Alex Jones’ “Capitulation & Betrayal” in the Connecticut Sandy Hook cases was

the second and necessary stage of a massive, two~part, and treasonous conspiracy against the



United States. In the first part, the horrific Sandy Hook school shooting story was concocted to
turn legislators, laws, and the American people against the Second Amendment. In the second part,
Alex Jones and others took purposeful dives on bogus defamation claims to hand the Connecticut
Sandy Hook Plaintiffs a massive win that chills free speech, investigative journalism, and public
participation in the political process. Indeed, Jones’ loss and the outrageous $1.43 Billion default
judgment eventually entered against him (reduced by the Connecticut Appellate Court to $1.3
Billion) appears largely designed to “scare off” further and proper scrutiny of the alleged Sandy
Hook mass school shooting event. Further, the evidence identified in and attached to this Affidavit

of Reporting Attorney and pointed to in the Affiant’s Misprision Report (written), provides

undeniable proof that it was the United States Department of Justice (“DOJ”) which orchestrated
(what the Affiant asserts to be) the manufactured and sham Sandy Hook mass school shooting
event of December 14, 2012.

0. Upon discovering confirming probable cause evidence of the two~part and
treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy, the Affiant became duty~bound, as a state and federally
licensed attorney, who is oathbound to support and defend the United States Constitution, to
expose it. On November 1, 2024, the Affiant began publicly pursuing a public advocacy case to
expose the two~part and treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy.

10. On November 1, 2024, the Affiant gave a podcast interview, and exhibited a
PowerPoint presentation, on the Affiant’s public case to expose Alex Jones/Sandy Hook
conspiracy, titled “Operation Madcap” (title and theme deriving from the movie “Tombstone”).
The interview host, Victor~Hugo Vaca II, headlined the podcast as “Alex Jones Sandy Hook Case
Bares Weaponized DOJ Controlled Opposition Used to Curb 1st 2nd Amendment”, and it may be

viewed on the “VictorHugoArt” Rumble channel at https://rumble.com/v519ndc-alex-jones-sandy-




hook-case-bares-weaponized-doj-controlled-opposition-used-.html?playlist id=AJkOYcgkw2c.

11. In early November 2024, the Affiant began creation of a documented,
chronological, and fully illustrated case file page, for the Affiant’s public case to expose the
overall, two~part, and treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy, which is presented on the Affiant’s Art

& Advocacy website at https://www.alwayswyn.com/operation-madcap.

12. On November 11, 2024, the Affiant issued a Public Statement and Request for

Action regarding Sandy Hook: A Two~Part, Treasonous Conspiracy to Undermine or Destroy the

First and Second Amendments, via blast email, to a group of approximately 250 persons,

consisting primarily of journalists, podcasters, doctors, activists, attorneys, and retired U.S.
military personnel (i.e., the Affiant’s “Patriots” email list). Attached hereto at Tab G, and
separated by a blank binder divider, are true and accurate copies of the Affiant’s aforesaid

November 11, 2024, Public Statement and Request for Action and email of even date attaching

the same [designated “Tab G1 Public Statement re SH & Alex Jones 11.11.24” and “Tab
G2 24 11 11 SE(Patriots List) re Public Stmt and Presn on Sandy Hook and Alex Jones™].
Attached hereto at Tab H is a true and accurate copy of the Abridged Highlights Version of the
full Operation “Madcap” PowerPoint presentation of November 1, 2024 (a PDF document
designated “Tab H_ Operation Madcap Highlights PPT 11.10.24”), which the Affiant prepared

for, attached to, and included with the November 11, 2024, Public Statement and Request for

Action (Tab G1 on USB flash drive).

13. In early December 2024, the Affiant prepared, and, on December 14, 2024, the
twelfth (12™) anniversary of the alleged Sandy Hook mass school shooting event, the Affiant
published to the Affiant’s “Always Wyn” Rumble channel, a 43~minute compilation documentary

evidentiary video, titled “My Sandy Hook Video Scrapbook” (also referred to herein by the



acronym “MSHVS”), which contains, embodies, and/or points to the entirety of the substantive
evidence the Affiant offers and presents (in the Affiant’s aforementioned public case and in the

Misprision Report Package of which this Affidavit of Reporting Attorney, hereinafter “Affidavit”,

is a part) to establish probable cause for reasonable minds to believe that the alleged Sandy Hook,
Connecticut, mass school shooting of December 14, 2012, was a manufactured and sham event,
orchestrated by the DOJ. Attached hereto at Tab I, and separated by blank binder dividers, are true
and accurate copies of the following items from and for MSHVS: video thumbnail (designated “Tab
I1_ MSHVS Video Thumbnail”); two photo slides from the MSHVS “Photograph” segment
(designated “Tab 12 MSHVS Photograph Movie Slide 4” and “Tab I3 MSHVS Photograph Movie
Slide 8”); “The Inescapable Conclusion” Slide from the “Sloppy Sniper” segment of MSHVS
(designated “Tab 14 MSHVS Sloppy Sniper Inescapable Conclusion Slide”); two (2) screenshots
from MSHVS of men marching at Sandy Hook on December 14, 2012 (designated “Tab
I5_ MSHVS Screenshot Marching1” and “Tab 16 MSHV'S Screenshot Marching2”); a promotional
meme created and published for MSHVS in the fall of 2025 titled “David ‘Two Roles’ Wheeler”
(designated “Tab 17 MSHVS Sloppy Sniper Promo Meme Fall 2025”); and a collage of five (5)
December 14, 2012, Sandy Hook images, being the two (2) screenshots from MSHVS of men
marching, carrying guns, and wearing law enforcement uniforms and combat gear (Tabs IS and 16
on USB flash drive), two (2) photos included in MSHVS from AP and Reuters of broken window(s)
and window wall(s) at the Sandy Hook elementary school, and one (1) widely~publicized photo of
the alleged evacuation of persons from Sandy Hook on December 14, 2012, published by
usatoday.com, and retrieved and screen clipped by the Affiant from bing.com/images on or about
July 7, 2026 (designated “Tab I8 Sandy Hook Dec. 14,2012, Image Collage”). A true and accurate

copy of the 43~minute “My Sandy Hook Video Scrapbook™ MP4 video is attached/copied to the



attached USB flash drive at Tab 19 (designated “Tab I9 My Sandy Hook Video Scrapbook’). The
“My Sandy Hook Video Scrapbook™ video is also available for viewing on the Affiant’s “Always
Wyn” Rumble channel at:

https://rumble.com/v5zc94k-always-wyn-episode-3-my-sandy-hook-video-scrapbook.html?e9s=

stc_vl clr%2Csrc_vl ucp a.

14. In response to the Affiant’s November 11, 2024, Public Statement and Request for

Action and email attaching same (Tabs G1 and G2 on USB flash drive), the Affiant was contacted
by one of the addressees/recipients of said email, world~renowned psychiatrist, Dr. Rima E.
Laibow, MD, with whom the Affiant had not previously spoken, and was invited by Dr. Laibow
to appear on two (2) livestream podcasts she hosted at the time, being “Catalytic Conversations”
and “Dr. Rima Laibow Truth Reports”, on December 14, 2024, and December 17, 2024,

respectively, to present the Affiant’s public case regarding Sandy Hook: A Two~Part, Treasonous

Conspiracy to Undermine or Destroy the First and Second Amendments [i.e., the subject of the

Affiant’s November 11, 2024, Public Statement and Request for Action (Tabs G and G2 on USB

flash drive)]. The Affiant appeared for both livestream interviews with Dr. Laibow, as invited and
scheduled, on December 14 and 17, 2024. The “Catalytic Conversations with Guest Wyn Young
14th Dec 2024 livestream (2 hours, 18 minutes in length) was posted to, and it remains available

on the “PeopleForPeople2022” Rumble channel at rumble.com/v5zcvhS-catalytic-

conversations.html?playlist id=AJkOYcgkw2c. The December 17, 2024, “Dr. Rima Laibow

Truth Reports with Guest Wyn Young” livestream (1 hour, 54 minutes in length) was posted to,

and it remains available on the “PeopleForPeople2022” Rumble channel at rumble.com/v60c1v5-

dr.-rima-laibow-truth-reports-with-guest-wyn-young1 1 -pm-uk-3-pm-pacific-5-

p.html?playlist 1d=AJkOYcgkw?2c.




15.  During the “Catalytic Conversations with Guest Wyn Young 14th Dec 2024”
livestream interview, the Affiant played, and Dr. Laibow watched, the entirety of the
just~published, 43~minute “My Sandy Hook Video Scrapbook” video (Tab I9 on USB flash
drive) which, again, contains, embodies, and/or points to the entirety of the substantive evidence
the Affiant offers and presents to establish probable cause for reasonable minds to believe that the
alleged Sandy Hook, Connecticut, mass school shooting of December 14, 2012, was a
manufactured and sham event, orchestrated by the DOJ. During the December 17, 2024, “Dr. Rima
Laibow Truth Reports with Guest Wyn Young” livestream interview, the Affiant played only the
16~minute “Sloppy Sniper” segment of, and showed some screenshots from, the aforementioned
“My Sandy Hook Video Scrapbook™ video (Tab I9 on USB flash drive), which portions of said
video Dr. Laibow thus viewed, for a second time, within a three (3) day period. Attached/copied
at Tab J of the attached USB flash drive is a true and accurate 3~minute MP4 video clip of the
December 17, 2024, “Dr. Rima Laibow Truth Reports with Guest Wyn Young” livestream
interview, together with opening title and closing/bookend slides prepared by the Affiant
(designated “Tab J1_Laibow ~ Young Truth Reports Mini Wyn Clip 12.17.24”). Also attached at
Tab J, and separated by blank binder dividers, are true and accurate copies of: the opening title
slide prepared by the Affiant for the Laibow ~ Young Truth Reports Mini Wyn Clip (designated
“Tab J2_Laibow ~ Young Truth Reports Mini Wyn Clip Title Slide”), a screenshot of the New
York state medical Licensee information for Rima Ellen Laibow, retrieved by the Affiant from the
official NYS ED government website on July 11, 2026 (designated “Tab J3 Rima E. Laibow, MD
NY Licensure Info July 2026”), and the Arizona MD Profile Page for Rima Ellen Laibow MD,

retrieved by the Affiant from the official website of the Arizona Medical Board on July 12, 2026



(designated “Tab J4 Rima E. Laibow, MD AZ Licensure Info July 2026”).

16.  Attached hereto at Tab K is a true and accurate copy of a second public statement,
sent via blast email by the Affiant on December 15, 2024, to substantially the same group of
approximately 250 addressees listed on the Affiant’s “Patriots” email list identified in ] 12 above,
with the subject heading, “Sandy Hook and Alex Jones ~ Part II”’, and without the listed screenshot/
thumbnail attachments to same [designated “Tab K SE(Patriots List) re_Sandy Hook and Alex
Jones ~ Part II 12.15.24”].

17.  Attached hereto at Tab L, and separated by a blank binder divider, are true and
accurate copies of: (1) a reply~to~all email Attorney Todd S. Callender (Colorado Bar No. 25981)
sent on December 23, 2024, in response to the Affiant’s aforementioned second public statement
blast email of December 15, 2024 [titled “Sandy Hook and Alex Jones ~ Part II”” (Tab K)], stating:
“Exactly right. What now Wyn. [sic] We aren’t going to get anywhere with the govt. [M]aybe a
state AG?” (designated “Tab L1 Atty Callender’s Endorsement of RWY’s Two~Part AJ] SH
Public Case 12.23.24”); and (2) a screenshot of the Attorney Information for Todd S. Callender
(Colorado Bar No. 25981), retrieved by the Affiant on or about July 11, 2026, from the website of
the Office of Attorney Regulation Counsel of the Colorado Supreme Court, showing an Admission
Date of October 23, 1995, “Active” License Status, and “no public disciplinary history” for
Attorney Callender [designated “Tab L2 Todd S. Callender (CO Bar No. 25981) Atty Profile (July
2026)].

18. Upon invitation, the Affiant appeared for a January 15, 2025, livestream interview
regarding Affiant’s public case exposing the two~part and treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy on
Attorney Todd S. Callender’s podcast, “Truth Be Told”. The January 15, 2025, “Truth Be Told”

livestream, “The Sandy Hook Scandal with Wyn Young” (57 minutes, 33 seconds in length), was

10



posted to, and it remains available on Attorney Callender’s “Vaxxchoice” Rumble channel at

https://rumble.com/v69nagm-truth-be-told-with-r.-wyn-young.html?playlist id=AJkOYcgkw2c.

Attached/copied at Tab M of the attached USB flash drive is a true and accurate, nearly 13~minute
MP4 video clip of the January 15, 2025, “Truth Be Told” livestream interview, together with
opening title and closing/bookend slides, and musical accompaniment for same, prepared and
published by the Affiant in January 2025, titled “F!! The Diaz Brothers” (designated “Tab M1 F
The Diaz Brothers Wyn Clip”). The “F!! The Diaz Brothers” video clip is also available for

viewing on the Affiant’s “Always Wyn” Rumble channel at: rumble.com/v6aan2a-f-the-diaz-

brothers.html. Attached hereto at Tab M of the binder is a true and accurate copy of the thumbnail
prepared by the Affiant in January 2025 for the “F!! The Diaz Brothers” video clip (designated
“Tab M2 _F the Diaz Bros Wyn Clip Thumbnail™).

19.  In the “F!! The Diaz Brothers” clip from the January 15, 2025, “Truth Be Told”
livestream (designated “Tab M1_F The Diaz Brothers Wyn Clip”), which includes a portion of the
Affiant’s earlier December 17, 2024, interview with Dr. Rima Laibow (i.e., replayed during the
“Truth Be Told” livestream), Attorney Callender agrees with the Affiant’s argument that, given
the underlying alleged shooting event of December 14, 2012, was a provable hoax, the Sandy
Hook families would not have sued Alex Jones, or anyone else, for defamation unless they knew
that person would take a dive (i.e., capitulate) on the defense, because (1) there was/is no evidence
to prove the alleged underlying shooting event and resulting deaths, and (2) filing suit against
anyone who wasn’t in on the conspiracy would expose the claimants to risk of potential criminal
liability (i.e., a trip to “The Big House”). During the January 15, 2025, livestream with Attorney
Callender, the Affiant also identified Wolfgang Halbig and Dr. James Fetzer, well~known figures

in the Sandy Hook “truth community”, as likely co~conspirators in the general Sandy Hook

11



conspiracy, given that, like Alex Jones, they were both sued by alleged Sandy Hook family
members for defamation and, like Alex Jones, they both took dives (i.e. capitulated) on the defense
of the respective cases against them [i.e., Halbig, a co~defendant in Lafferty, by consenting to Alex
Jones’ blatantly faulty Notice of Removal which failed to claim federal question jurisdiction for
the First Amendment SLAPP suit (i.e., “Strategic Lawsuit Against Public Participation™) (see
Lafferty Remand File, Tab P1, identified at Affidavit § 28 below); and Fetzer, a college professor
separately sued in his home state of Wisconsin by alleged Sandy Hook parent Leonard Pozner, by
not obtaining publisher’s liability insurance for his book “Nobody Died at Sandy Hook”, which
would have provided coverage for and a controlled, competent defense to such claim, and, instead,
by representing himself pro se through all proceedings, resulting in a massive adverse judgment
on court~ordered liability], just as the Affiant argued, and Attorney Callender agreed, anyone sued
by the Sandy Hook fraudsters would.

20.  Attached hereto at Tab N, and separated by a blank binder divider, are true and
accurate copies of: (1) a June 18, 2019, CNN online article, “Sandy Hook dad wins suit against

massacre deniers”, retrieved by the Affiant on or about July 19, 2026, from cnn.com/2019/06/

18/us/sandy-hook-victim-father-lawsuit-deniers/index.html, and pertaining to alleged Sandy Hook
parent Leonard Pozner’s Wisconsin defamation suit against Dr. James Fetzer and others
[designated “Tab N1_Sandy Hook dad wins suit against massacre deniers (Fetzer) (CNN) 06.18.19
ScrnShts 1-3 of 37]; and (2) a screenshot retrieved by the Affiant on or about December 1, 2024,

from the “James Fetzer” Wikipedia entry, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_ Fetzer, and

pertaining to the final results of the Sandy Hook litigation against Dr. Fetzer (designated “Tab

N2 James Fetzer Defamation Case Wiki 12.01.24”).

12



21. Starting on or about January 29, 2025, the Affiant began receiving dozens of
harassing, intimidating, and threatening telephone voice mail messages from Bill Bonitati, a
resident of Connecticut, former linebacker for the New England Patriots, and “associate” of Dr.
James Fetzer. The Affiant blocked Mr. Bonitati’s number, but the Affiant’s cell phone plan did
not allow for the blocking of voice messages from any caller. The Affiant did not know and had
no communications of any sort with Mr. Bonitati prior to January 29, 2025. In multiple voice mail
messages he left for the Affiant, Mr. Bonitati expressly admitted that he was acting at the behest
of or in conjunction with Dr. James Fetzer, was in contemporaneous telephone communications
with Dr. Fetzer regarding the calls being made to the Affiant, and was seeking to convince the
Affiant to retract or discontinue with efforts, in the Affiant’s public case, to identify Dr. James
Fetzer and Wolfgang Halbig as likely co~conspirators, along with Alex Jones, in the broader,
two~part and treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy against the United States. After sending Mr.
Bonitati cease and desist demands via text and email on January 30, 2025, and experiencing not a
cessation, but rather an increase in the level of harassment, the Affiant called the Mansfield, Ohio,
office of or contact number for the FBI and was advised to complete a report via tips.fbi.gov.
Attached hereto at Tab O is a true and accurate screenshot of the confirmation the Affiant received
upon completing a February 7, 2025, tips.fbi.gov report and complaint against Bill Bonitati and
Dr. James Fetzer asserting thirty~six (36) separate violations of 18 U.S.C. §§ 875, 1512, and 1503
(or related sections), one (1) for each harassing, threatening, and intimidating voice message Mr.
Bonitati left for the Affiant, the number of such voice messages having been limited only by the
maximum capacity of the Affiant’s voice mail message inbox (designated “Tab O1 FBI Tip Conf

re_Bonitati & Fetzer 02.07.25”).

13



22. On or about February 10, 2025, the Affiant received a telephone call from and
spoke for a few minutes with Special Agent Jake Hollister of the Cleveland Division of the FBI in
follow~up to the Affiant’s aforementioned February 7, 2025, complaint/report submitted against
Bill Bonitati and Dr. James Fetzer.

23. Thereafter, and also on February 10, 2025, the Affiant emailed FBI Special Agent
Hollister to generally confirm matters discussed during the telephone conversation earlier that day
and to provide items of evidence in support of the Affiant’s complaint/report, including electronic
copies of the thirty~six (36) harassing, intimidating, and threatening telephone voice mail
messages Bill Bonitati delivered to the Affiant. Not hearing anything in response to said February
10, 2025, email, the Affiant again emailed FBI Special Agent Hollister on February 18, 2025, to
inquire as to the status of the FBI’s investigation of the complaint/report submitted by the Affiant
and to advise of ongoing and expanding criminal intimidation activities by Bill Bonitati and Dr.
James Fetzer, so as to include Victor~Hugo Vaca II, the journalist to whom the Affiant gave the
aforementioned November 1, 2024, podcast interview. Thereafter, and also on February 18, 2025,
the Affiant received a responsive email from FBI Special Agent Hollister acknowledging the
Affiant’s emails of February 10 and 18, 2025, advising of the status of his investigation, and
requesting more information in order to determine whether the Affiant’s complaint/report would
be passed along to the U.S. Attorney’s Office or “referred to local law enforcement”; specifically,
FBI Special Agent Hollister requested additional proof of or grounds for an agency relationship as
between Dr. Fetzer and Mr. Bonitati and identification of the platform through which said
individuals had acted to harass and/or “dox” Mr. Vaca. On February 19, 2025, the Affiant sent FBI
Special agent Hollister a reply email further detailing the grounds for a finding of agency as

between Dr. Fetzer and Mr. Bonitati; providing the basic elements of the Affiant’s public case to

14



expose the two~part and treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy, which Dr. Fetzer and Mr. Bonitati’s
criminal acts were serving to protect, continue, and further; advising that the FBI/DOJ was
conflicted due to its publicly~apparent involvement in the alleged Sandy Hook mass school
shooting event of December 14, 2012; demanding that Attorney General Pam Bondi be
immediately advised of the FBI/DOJ’s conflict of interest in the matter “because probable cause
exists to believe the fraudulent underlying Sandy Hook shooting event of December 14, 2012,
was criminally orchestrated/implemented by, among others, former or current DOJ personnel”
[emphasis as in original]; and demanding that President Donald J. Trump also be immediately
advised of the Affiant’s public case, asserting, in pertinent part, “because probable cause exists to
believe that Sandy Hook was and is a two~part and treasonous conspiracy against the United States
to undermine or destroy our 1st and 2nd Amendments, because a federal grand jury cannot be
seated in the District of Connecticut to investigate the treasonous conspiracy due to actual or
perceived local prejudice, and because it is incumbent upon the president to appoint a special
counsel”. [Emphasis as in original.] A true and accurate copy of the aforementioned email
communications between the Affiant and FBI Special Agent Hollister, with the subject heading
“Interstate Telephone Harassment/Intimidation of Attorney”, dating from February 10~19, 2025,
and including original highlighting, but none of the listed attachments, is also attached hereto at
Tab O and separated by a blank binder divider [designated “Tab O2 _EW(FBI Sp. Ag. Hollister)
re_Atty Intim (w_Orig HL ing, w_o Attach) Feb. 10 thru 19, 2025”].

24. The Affiant received no written response to the Affiant’s February 19, 2025, reply
email to FBI Special Agent Hollister. Instead, FBI Special Agent Hollister telephoned the Affiant
sometime shortly after February 19, 2025, and advised that the FBI/U.S. Attorney’s Office would

not be further pursuing the matter of the Affiant’s complaint/report against Dr. James Fetzer and
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Bill Bonitati, considering it to be a matter for local law enforcement. FBI Special Agent Hollister
refused to state whether he had communicated with the Cleveland U.S. Attorney’s Office, refused
to identify any attorney he might have spoken with at the U.S. Attorney’s Office, and refused the
Affiant’s reiterated demands for (1) immediate notification of Attorney General Bondi of the
FBI/DOJ’s conflict of interest in the Sandy Hook and related Fetzer and Bonitati matters, and (2)
immediate notification of President Trump of the Affiant’s credible and peer~reviewed report on
the two~part and treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy, before yelling “I don’t take orders from
you!!” and hanging up on the Affiant.

25.  After seeing and hearing news reports in February 2025 that the judge in Alex
Jones’ Chapter 7 bankruptcy case had disallowed an auction sale of the assets of Infowars’ parent
company, Free Speech Systems, to “The Onion” (a satirical news site), the Affiant conducted some
preliminary online research concerning (1) the non~dischargeability in Chapter 7 bankruptcy of
debts incurred by fraud or collusion, and (2) the process for a citizen/attorney to notify an assigned
bankruptcy judge and/or trustee of fraud or collusion giving rise to a bankruptcy debt.

26. On February 24, 2025, the Affiant emailed the Case Manager for U.S. S.D. Tex. Bankr.
Judge Christopher M. Lopez, the presiding judge in Alex Jones’ pending Chapter 7 bankruptcy
case, No. 22-33553, in accordance with Rule 1 of Judge Lopez’s Court Procedures, stating:

“I am an attorney in independent practice, pursuing a public advocacy case, and seeking
to_advise the United States Trustee, the parties, and the Bankruptcy Court that I
discovered unequivocal evidence that Alex Jones deliberately threw the defense of the

Connecticut Sandy Hook defamation cases from the very beginning in July 2018 (i.e., by
deliberately failing to claim federal question jurisdiction when removing the related 1st
Amendment lawfare defamation cases to federal court) and that the $1.3 Billion
Connecticut state court judgment giving rise to the instant Chapter 7 bankruptcy case
was obtained by fraud or collusion between the parties to the aforesaid Connecticut
defamation actions. [Emphasis as in original. ]

Judge Lopez’s Case Manager sent the Affiant a responsive email on February 24, 2025, stating:
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“The Court does not read anything that is not filed on the public docket.”

27.  Beginning on February 24, 2025, and continuing through early March 2025, the
Affiant emailed Christopher Murray, the Chapter 7 Trustee in Alex Jones’ bankruptcy case, In re
Alexander E. Jones, Bankr. S.D. Tex. Case No. 22-33553, written explanatory statements,
evidentiary submissions, and Legal Notices & Demands regarding (1) the fraudulent nature of the
$1.3 Billion Lafferty Connecticut state court default judgment debt chiefly giving rise to Jones’
bankruptcy, and (2) the need and legal requirements for investigation and reporting of the credible
and peer~reviewed allegation of fraud presented. Notably, the Affiant used the word “treasonous”
a total of seven (7) times in describing the Sandy Hook conspiracy in the Affiant’s February 24,
2025, and March 4, 2025, emails to Trustee Murray. The Chapter 7 Trustee did not respond, in
any substantive way, to the Affiant’s written explanatory statements, evidentiary submissions, or
Legal Notices & Demands presented on behalf of the American people and with respect to matters
of public importance, namely, the integrity of the federal judicial system and the viability of the
First Amendment. It, therefore, became incumbent upon the Affiant to promptly seek permissive
leave to intervene in Alex Jones’ bankruptcy case, No. 22-33553, as a pro se litigant, and pursuant
to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 2018(a), to protect the Affiant’s interests as a United States citizen and state
and federally~licensed attorney in ensuring: (1) the integrity of the federal judicial system; (2) the
protection of the First Amendment to the United States Constitution; and (3) the efficacy of the
Affiant’s efforts in fulfilling the Affiant’s duties to support and defend the Constitution. These
legitimate and substantial interests were not and, to present, are not being adequately represented
by the existing parties in Alex Jones’ bankruptcy case (i.e., Jones and the alleged Sandy Hook
surviving family members). Accordingly, on March 19, 2025, the Affiant filed a Motion for Leave

to Intervene to Present Evidence of Fraudulent Judgment in Alex Jones’ Chapter 7 bankruptcy.
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28.  Attached hereto at Tabs P and P1 through P16 are true and accurate copies of the
Affiant’s March 19, 2025, Motion for Leave to Intervene to Present Evidence of Fraudulent
Judgment (Bankr. Dckt. 1120) (Tab P), and Exhibit Nos. 1 through 16 to same (Bankr. Dckt.
1120-1 through 1120-16) (Tabs P1 through P16), in the matter of /n re Alexander E. Jones, Bankr.
S.D. Tex. Case No. 22-33553, being designated: “Tab P_Motion for Leave to Intervene (RWY)
Bankr. Dckt. 1120 03.19.25”; “Tab P1_Mot for Leave Ex. 1 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-1 Lafferty Fed Ct.
Remand File (Full), Trial Ct. Dckt. 112.00” (in Blue Binder); “Tab P2 Mot for Leave Ex. 2 Bankr.
Dckt. 1120-2 02.24.25 Email to CM Saldana re_Jones Ch7”; “Tab P3 Mot for Leave Ex. 3 Bankr.
Dckt. 1120-3 02.24.25 Emails w_CM Saldana & Trustee Murray re_Jones Ch7”; “Tab P4 Mot
for Leave Ex. 4 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-4 02.24.25 Email to Trustee Murray w_6 Att. re_Jones Ch7”;
“Tab P5_ Mot for Leave Ex. 5 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-5 Lafferty Fed Court Remand Docs (Pgs. 1 thru
93 Only)” (see Tab P1); “Tab P6 Mot for Leave Ex. 6 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-6 Lafferty Ruling
Re Motion to Remand 11.05.18” (see Tab P1); “Tab P7 Mot for Leave Ex. 7 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-
7 Public Statement re SH & Alex Jones 11.11.24” (see Tab G1 on USB flash drive); “Tab P8 Mot
for Leave Ex. 8 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-8 Operation Madcap Highlights PPT 11.10.24” (see Tab H);
“Tab P9 Mot for Leave Ex. 9 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-9 SE(Patriots List) Re_ AJ SH Part II 12.15.24”
(see Tab K); “Tab P10 Mot for Leave Ex. 10 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-10 Callender’s AJ SH
Endorsement 12.23.24” (see Tab L); “Tab P11 Mot for Leave Ex. 11 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-11
02.27.25 Email to Trustee Murray w_1 Att.re_Jones Ch7”; “Tab P12 Mot for Leave Ex. 12 Bankr.
Dckt. 1120-12 PwrPnt for Jones BR Trustee; “Tab P13 Mot for Leave Ex. 13 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-
13 02.28.25 Email from Trustee Murray re_Jones Ch7”; “Tab P14 Mot for Leave Ex. 14 Bankr.
Dckt. 1120-14 03.04.25 Email to Trustee Murray & Counsel w_1 Att. re Jones Ch7”; “Tab

P15 Mot for Leave Ex. 15 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-15 Attachment for 03.04.25 Email to CH7T & UST
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Counsel”; and “Tab P16 Mot for Leave Ex. 16 Bankr. Dckt. 1120-16 Newstimes 03.12.25 SH
Families Shift Tactics”. While electronic copies of all the aforementioned Exhibits, Tabs P1
through P16, are attached/copied to the attached USB flash drive, in order to save space and avoid
repetition, only the time~stamped cover sheets for six (6) of the referenced Exhibits, which are
otherwise identified in and attached to this Affidavit, are included at Tabs P1 through P16 of the

Affiant’s Misprision Report Package binder (see alternate “Tab __ ” binder references in the

foregoing list of Exhibits, Tabs P1 through P16).

29.  Notably, the Affiant used the word “treason” once, and the word “treasonous” eight
(8) times, in describing the Sandy Hook conspiracy in the Motion for Leave to Intervene to Present
Evidence of Fraudulent Judgment that the Affiant filed and presented to U.S. S.D. Tex. Bankr.
Judge Christopher M. Lopez on March 19, 2025. (Tab P)

30. On April 22, 2025, Judge Lopez issued an Order Denying Motion for Leave to
Intervene in Case No. 22-33553 (Bankr. Dckt. 1129) on the basis of lack of standing, i.e., according
to Judge Lopez, “Young has no identifiable economic interest in this case.” (Bankr. Dckt. 1129 at
2) Judge Lopez further ruled: “The concerns raised by Young are adequately represented by
existing parties and permitting intervention risks causing undue delay in a case that has been
pending since December 2022.” Id. On May 4, 2025, the Affiant filed a timely appeal of the
Bankruptcy Court’s April 22, 2025, Order Denying Motion for Leave to Intervene. (Bankr. Dckt.
1135) The appeal was designated as In re Alexander E. Jones, Debtor, Robert Wyn Young,
Appellant, and it was assigned S.D. Tex. Civil Action Case No. 4:25-cv-02057. (Bankr. Dckt.
1138) On May 15, 2025, the Affiant filed a Request for Certification Under 28 U.S.C. §
158(d)(2)(A) to pursue a direct and immediate appeal to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals. (Bankr.

Dckt. 1144) On May 21, 2025, the Affiant filed a Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8007 Motion for Stay of
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Proceedings Pending Appeal. (Bankr. Dckt. 1153) Attached hereto at Tab Q, and separated by
blank binder dividers, are true and accurate copies of the aforementioned April 22, 2025, Order
Denying Motion for Leave to Intervene; the Affiant’s May 4, 2025, Notice of Appeal and
Statement of Election; the Affiant’s May 15, 2025, Request for Certification; and the Affiant’s
May 21, 2025, Motion for Stay [designated “Tab QI Order Denying Motion for Leave to
Intervene (Bankr. Dckt. 1129) 04.22.25”; “Tab Q2_Notice of Appeal and Statement of Election
(Bankr. Dckt. 1135) 05.04.25 (Partial SSNs Redacted)”; “Tab Q3 Appellant’s Request for
Certification Under 28 U.S.C. § 158(d)(2)(A) (Bankr. Dckt. 1144) 05.15.25”; and “Tab
Q4 Appellant's Rule 8007 Motion for Stay of Proceedings Pending Appeal (Bankr. Dckt. 1153)
05.21.257].

31. Notably, the Affiant used the word “treasonous” three (3) times, in describing the
Sandy Hook conspiracy in the Request for Certification the Affiant filed with the Bankruptcy
Court, in Case No. 22-33553, on May 15, 2025. (Bankr. Dckt. 1144) (Tab Q3 on USB flash drive)

32. On June 5, 2025, U.S. S.D. Tex. Bankruptcy Judge Christopher M. Lopez
conducted a status conference/hearing in Case No. 22-33553 and issued an Order Denying [the
Affiant’s] Request for Certification of Direct Appeal and Denying Motion to Stay Pending Appeal
“[f]or the reasons stated on the record at the June 5, 2025, hearing”. (Bankr. Dckt. 1164) At Page
12 of the transcript for the June 5, 2025, status conference/hearing, Judge Lopez states: “And for
whether the granting of the stay would serve the public interest. [ don’t, have no -- nothing showing
the public interest, and I’ve read all the papers.” (Bankr. Dckt. 1193) During the June 5, 2025,
status conference/hearing, Judge Lopez did not, in any way, address, or even mention, the Affiant’s
peer~reviewed, federal~court~file~evidence~based allegation that the $1.3 Billion Connecticut

state court default judgment giving rise to Alex Jones’ bankruptcy case, and all attendant adversary
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proceedings before the Bankruptcy Court, was produced by treasonous fraud or collusion of the
existing parties to such actions. Indeed, Judge Lopez specifically noted that he could dispose of
the Affiant’s Request for Certification Under 28 U.S.C. § 158(d)(2)(A) (Bankr. Dckt. 1144) (Tab
Q3 on USB flash drive) and the Affiant’s Rule 8007 Motion for Stay of Proceedings Pending
Appeal (Bankr. Dckt. 1153) (Tab Q4 on USB flash drive) “certainly without a hearing”. (Bankr.
Dckt. 1193 at 8) Notably, and as later confirmed and affirmed by the District Court on appeal,
under Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8006(b), Judge Lopez lacked subject matter jurisdiction, as of June 5,
2025, to even rule on the Affiant’s Request for Certification (Tab Q3 on USB flash drive). Also
attached at Tab Q, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and accurate copy of Pages
1~3 and 7~12, only, of the 70~page transcript for the June 5, 2025, status conference/hearing in
Case No. 22-33553 (Bankr. Dckt. 1193), designated as Tab QS5 on the USB flash drive [i.e., “Tab
Q5 Hearing Transcript (Pages 1-3 and 7-12 Only) (Bankr. Dckt. 1193) 06.05.25™].

33.  OnJune 22, 2025, the Affiant filed a Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8007(b) Motion for Stay of
Proceedings Pending Appeal in and with the District Court. (Case No. 4:25-cv-02057, S.D. Tex.
Dckt. 6) Hereinafter, all references to “S.D. Tex. Dckt. " shall refer to the docket for In re
Alexander E. Jones, Debtor, Robert Wyn Young, Appellant, S.D. Tex. Civil Action Case No. 4:25-
cv-02057. On July 23, 2025, more than a month later, U.S. S.D. Tex. Senior District Judge Lee H.
Rosenthal issued an Order denying the Affiant’s Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8007(b) Motion for Stay, ruling,
in pertinent part: “Finally, the stay will disserve, not serve, the public interest. The public has a
strong interest in the resolution of this case. Young has no right to disrupt that process by staying
the bankruptcy case to vindicate his wish to make an indirect and noneconomic point.” (S.D. Tex.
Dckt. 12 at 2) Although, in denying the Affiant’s Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8007(b) Motion for Stay, Judge

Rosenthal stated: “Young therefore has not shown a likelihood of success on the merits of his
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appeal of the denial of his intervention[,]” Judge Rosenthal did not, at that time, dismiss the
Affiant’s appeal. (S.D. Tex. Dckt. 12 at 2) Accordingly, and to maintain the viability of the appeal,
the Affiant was duty~bound to and, on August 7, 2025, did file an Appellant’s Brief in Case No.
4:25-cv-02057. (S.D. Tex. Dckt. 13) Attached hereto at Tab R, and separated by blank binder
dividers, are true and accurate copies of the Affiant’s June 22, 2025, Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8007(b)
Motion for Stay of Proceedings Pending Appeal (S.D. Tex. Dckt. 6) [designated “Tab
R1 Appellant’s Rule 8007(b) Mot. for Stay of Proc. Pending Appeal (S.D.T. Dckt. 006)
06.22.25]; Judge Lee H. Rosenthal’s July 23, 2025, Order denying the Affiant’s Fed. R. Bankr. P.
8007(b) Motion for Stay (S.D. Tex. Dckt. 12) [designated “Tab R2 Order Denying Motion for
Stay Pending Appeal (S.D.T. Dckt. 012) 07.23.25”’]; and the Affiant’s August 7, 2025, Appellant’s
Brief (S.D. Tex. Dckt. 13) [designated “Tab R3_Appellant’s Brief (S.D.T. Dckt. 013) 08.07.25™].

34.  Notably, the Affiant used the word “treasonous” twice in describing “the collusive
and treasonous conduct of Alex Jones and the Connecticut Sandy Hook Families” and “the Alex
Jones/Sandy Hook abuse of federal judicial process and treasonous fraud being perpetrated
against the courts and the American people” in the Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8007(b) Motion for Stay of
Proceedings Pending Appeal the Affiant filed and presented to U.S. S.D. Tex. Senior District Judge
Lee H. Rosenthal on June 22, 2025. (S.D. Tex. Dckt. 6, at 13 and 17) [designated “Tab
R1 Appellant’s Rule 8007(b) Mot. for Stay of Proc. Pending Appeal (S.D.T. Dckt. 006)
06.22.25”]. [Emphasis as in original.]

35. On August 19, 2025, before expiration of the 30~day appellee’s response period
under Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8018(a)(2), and in the absence of any brief filed in opposition, Judge
Rosenthal issued a Memorandum and Opinion (S.D. Tex. Dckt. 14) and an Order (S.D. Tex. Dckt.

15) dismissing the Affiant’s appeal, Civil Action No. 4:25-cv-02057. In dismissing the Affiant’s
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appeal, Judge Rosenthal ruled, in pertinent part, that:

The interest that Mr. Young asserts — his desire to protect the First Amendment and
the judicial process — does not given him a practical stake in the bankruptcy
proceeding. Recognizing such a self-proclaimed interest would provide a basis for
intervention to anyone with a law degree, or, indeed, anyone at all. The Bankruptcy
Court did not err by denying Mr. Young intervention based on his attenuated and
non-economic interest.

(S.D. Tex. Dckt. 14, at 2~3) Also attached hereto at Tab R, and separated by blank binder dividers,
are true and accurate copies of Judge Rosenthal’s August 19, 2025, Memorandum and Opinion
(S.D. Tex. Dckt. 14) [designated “Tab R4 Memorandum and Opinion (S.D.T. Dckt. 014) 08.19.
25”] and Order (S.D. Tex. Dckt. 15) [designated “Tab R5 Dismissal Order (S.D.T. Dckt. 015)
08.19.25’] dismissing the Affiant’s appeal.

36. Significantly, in the Appellant’s Brief the Affiant filed and presented to U.S. S.D.
Tex. Senior District Judge Lee H. Rosenthal on August 7, 2025, the Affiant used the word
“treasonous’ eight (8) times in describing the “Sandy Hook conspiracy” and the existing parties’
collusive “fraud” on the courts and “abuse of federal judicial process”. (S.D. Tex. Dckt. 13)
[Emphasis as in original.] In summarily dismissing the Affiant’s appeal, Case No. 4:25-cv-02057,
Judge Rosenthal did not, in any way, address or discuss the actual merits of the Affiant’s
peer~reviewed, federal~court~file~evidence~based allegation that the $1.3 Billion Connecticut
state court default judgment giving rise to Alex Jones’ bankruptcy case, and all attendant
proceedings, was produced by treasonous fraud or collusion by the existing parties to such actions.
(S.D.T. Dckt. 14 and 15) (Tabs R4 and RS on USB flash drive)

37. In July 2025, Justice Sonia Sotomayor granted Alex Jones an extension of time
until September 5, 2025, to file a petition for a writ of certiorari to pursue an appeal of the $1.3
Billion Connecticut state court default judgment. (Jones, et al., v. Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. No. 25A7,

at supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/25a7.html) In early
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August 2025, the Affiant began searching for necessary sponsorship, and assistance with
sponsorship, by and from existing members of the Bar of the Supreme Court of the United States
(hereinafter also referred to as the “Bar of the Court”), to gain admission to the Bar of the Court,
pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 5 (i.e., as admission, under Rule 5.2, requires sponsorship by two
existing members of the Bar of the Court), in order to then file an amicus brief, pursuant to
Supreme Court Rule 37, in opposition to any petition that Alex Jones might potentially file on or
before the September 5, 2025, deadline, which would support no party but would, instead, inform
the Court of the treasonous fraud and collusion producing the outrageous, free~speech~chilling
$1.3 Billion Lafferty Connecticut state court default judgment.

38. On or about August 12, 2025, the Affiant received a referral to a potential sponsor
and member of the Bar of the Court, Attorney Bruce Lee Castor, Jr. (PA Attorney ID: 46370) of
the Norristown, Pennsylvania, firm, van der Veen, Hartshorn, and Levin (hereinafter referred to as
“Attorney Castor”). On August 13, 2025, the Affiant sent Attorney Castor an email with the self~
explanatory subject line, “Ohio Attorney Seeking Assistance with Supreme Court Bar Sponsorship
to File Amicus Brief”, providing a brief description of the Affiant’s public case to expose the
“two~part and treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy” [emphasis as in original], and attaching
copies of (1) the Affiant’s Motion for Leave to Intervene to Present Evidence of Fraudulent
Judgment in Alex Jones’ bankruptcy case (Tab P) and (2) the Affiant’s Appellant’s Brief in the
appeal of the denial of such requested intervention (Tab R3 on USB flash drive). On August 15,
2025, Attorney Castor sent the Affiant a responsive email stating, in pertinent part, that he didn’t
“have time to [wade] through all the things” the Affiant sent, but that he was “willing to discuss
the issues with [the Affiant] and determine whether [he could] be of assistance” sometime the

following week, and Attorney Castor invited the Affiant to follow~up with his assistant. In an
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August 16, 2025, reply email, the Affiant thanked Attorney Castor and expressed intention to
follow~up with Attorney Castor’s assistant to schedule a telephone conference during the week of
August 18", 2025. Attached hereto at Tab S, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and
accurate copy of the Affiant’s email communications with Attorney Castor dating from August 13
through 16, 2025, and bearing the subject line “Ohio Attorney Seeking Assistance with Supreme
Court Bar Sponsorship to File Amicus Brief”, without the aforementioned Motion for Leave to
Intervene and Appellant’s Brief (Tabs P and R3 on USB flash drive) attachments [designated
“Tab S1_EW(Atty Castor) re OH Atty Seeking Assist. w_S. Ct. Bar Sponsorship w_o Attach
Aug. 13-16, 2025™].

39. On August 19, 2025, the Affiant had an approximately 40~minute scheduled
telephone conversation with Attorney Castor, during which the Affiant orally presented the main
components of the Affiant’s public case to expose the two~part and treasonous Alex Jones/Sandy
Hook conspiracy. During the course of the conversation, which the Affiant did not record, Attorney
Castor expressed no objection to or question with the first part of the Affiant’s public case,
concerning Alex Jones’ purposeful capitulation in the Connecticut Sandy Hook defamation cases
(i.e., the same being operatively evidenced by Jones’ repeated failure to claim federal question
jurisdiction, under 28 U.S.C. § 1331, on removal of First Amendment SLAPP suits to federal
court). (Remand File, Tab P1) However, Attorney Castor expressed a considerable degree of
skepticism concerning the second part of the Affiant’s public case, i.e., asserting that the alleged
Sandy Hook mass school shooting of December 14, 2012, was a sham event, by pointedly
inquiring: “Do you mean to tell me this was a manufactured event and the Sandy Hook graves are
empty ?!”, to which the Affiant responded: “Yes.” Despite his expressed skepticism, Attorney

Castor invited the Affiant to send him whatever information/evidence the Affiant might offer in
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support of the contention that Sandy Hook was a sham event.

40. Significantly, during the course of the aforementioned telephone conversation of
August 19, 2025, Attorney Castor informed the Affiant that he serves as personal, outside counsel
to President Donald J. Trump (a fact of which the Affiant, prior to that time, was unaware) and
that he would need to both consult with President Trump regarding, and obtain President Trump’s
approval for, any Supreme Court Bar sponsorship Attorney Castor might provide on the Affiant’s
behalf, as Attorney Castor’s doing so “would be seen as President Trump sponsoring” the Affiant.
In response to said revelation, the Affiant stated that, regardless of the issue of the Affiant’s
admission to the Bar of the Court, it was in any event essential that President Trump be advised of
the Affiant’s public case exposing the two~part and treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy against
the United States so that President Trump could make an informed and necessary appointment of
a special counsel to further investigate and prosecute the entire conspiracy. Attorney Castor
reiterated his invitation to send him whatever materials the Affiant might offer in support of the
Affiant’s case.

41. On August 20, 2025, the Affiant sent Attorney Castor an email, with the subject
heading “Assistance with S. Ct. Bar Sponsorship Follow~up and Thanks”, confirming the matters
discussed during the parties’ aforementioned telephone conversation of August 19, 2025, attaching
or linking to six (6) numbered items for Attorney Castor’s review and/or forwarding to others [i.e.,
additional potential bar sponsor(s)], and emphasizing the need for prompt reporting of the Sandy
Hook treasonous fraud to both the Supreme Court of the United States and President Trump.
Specifically, in the August 20, 2025, email to Attorney Castor, the Affiant stated, in pertinent part:

I seek assistance in obtaining Supreme Court Bar admission so that I may act to help
prevent incalculable damage to our Constitution and the integrity of our federal judicial
system which will undoubtedly occur if the Court renders any decision in the Jones case
while unaware of the undisclosed fraud.
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[Emphasis as in original.] Regarding notification of President Trump, the Affiant further stated in
the August 20, 2025, email to Attorney Castor that:

You advised during our August 19th call that, given your representation of President
Trump on various matters, you would need to both consult with him regarding, and obtain
his approval for, any Supreme Court Bar sponsorship you might provide on my behalf. I
appreciate your position in this regard; and I would posit that, my prospective bar
admission aside, it is in any event essential that President Trump be advised of this
two~part and treasonous conspiracy so that he may make an informed and appropriate
decision to appoint a special counsel to investigate and prosecute these high crimes against
the United States.

[Emphasis as in original.] Of the six (6) numbered items the Affiant attached/linked to in the
August 20, 2025, email to Attorney Castor, the Affiant offered only one (1) item of evidence in
support of the second part of the Affiant’s public case alleging probable cause for reasonable minds
to believe that the underlying alleged mass school shooting of December 14, 2012, was a
manufactured, sham event, namely: a link to the Affiant’s “My Sandy Hook Video Scrapbook™

Rumble video at https://rumble.com/v5zc94k-always-wyn-episode-3-my-sandy-hook-video-

scrapbook.html?e9s=src_v1 clr%2Csrc_vl ucp_a. (MSHVS, Tab I9 on USB flash drive)

42. On September 4, 2025, the Affiant received an email from Attorney Castor in
response to the Affiant’s August 20, 2025, email with the subject heading “Assistance with S. Ct.
Bar Sponsorship Follow~up and Thanks”. Attorney Castor’s responsive email of September 4,
2025, states: “I have reviewed your request and discussed it with the relevant parties. I will not be
in a position to sponsor you in the Supreme Court. However, I do wish you all the best as you
pursue this endeavor.” As confirmed in the Affiant’s follow~up email of August 20, 2025
(following the Affiant’s August 19, 2025, telephone conversation with Attorney Castor), the
relevant party, a client of Attorney Castor, who Attorney Castor advised the Affiant he would need
to both inform and obtain consent from in order to sponsor the Affiant for admission to the Bar of

the Court, was and is President Donald J. Trump. In his responsive email of September 4, 2025,
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Attorney Castor did not correct or deny the Affiant’s August 20, 2025, confirmation that President
Donald J. Trump was and is the client from whom Attorney Castor would need to obtain the
described informed consent. Accordingly, “the relevant parties”, with whom Attorney Castor
discussed the Affiant’s public case to expose the general Sandy Hook conspiracy, must have
included, at a minimum, President Donald J. Trump, and, according to the grammar of Attorney
Castor’s reference to “the relevant parties”, at least one (1) additional person.

43. On September 4, 2025, the Affiant sent a reply to Attorney Castor’s responsive
email of the same date, thanking Attorney Castor, vowing continued efforts to gain necessary
admission to the Bar of the Court, and requesting help with referrals to other potential sponsors.
Also attached hereto at Tab S, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and accurate copy
of the Affiant’s email communications with Attorney Castor dating from August 20, 2025, through
September 4, 2025, and bearing the subject line “Assistance with S. Ct. Bar Sponsorship
Follow~up and Thanks”, without the referenced attachments to the Affiant’s August 20, 2025,
email [designated “Tab S2_EW(Atty Castor) re Assist. with S. Ct. Bar Sponsorship Follow~up
and Thanks Aug. 20 to Sept. 4, 2025”’]. Also attached hereto at Tab S, and separated by a blank
binder divider, is a true and accurate copy of the Wikipedia entry for Attorney Castor, confirming
his status as personal outside counsel for President Donald J. Trump, which the Affiant retrieved

from https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bruce Castor on or about July 2, 2026 [designated “Tab

S3 Bruce Castor Wikipedia Entry 07.02.26™].
44. On September 5, 2025, Alex Jones filed a Petition for a Writ of Certiorari in the

Supreme Court of the United States in the matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica
Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268. Attached hereto at Tab T, and separated by a blank binder

divider, is a true and accurate copy of the “Search — Supreme Court of the United States” online
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record/docket for S. Ct. Case No. 25-268, showing Jones’ filing of the referenced Petition on
September 5, 2025, retrieved by the Affiant from the website of the Supreme Court of the United

States, at supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/25-268.html,

on or about July 23, 2026 (designated “Tab T1_ Search - Supreme Court of the United States Case
No. 25-268 07.23.26”). Also attached hereto at Tab T, and separated by a blank binder divider, is
a true and accurate copy of the Petition for a Writ of Certiorari Alex Jones filed in the Supreme
Court of the United States on September 5, 2025, in the matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al.,
Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268, without Appendix, retrieved by Affiant

from supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/25-268.html on or

about September 9, 2025 (designated “Tab T2 Jones’ Petition for Cert. U.S. S. Ct. Case No. 25-
268 w_o Appendix 09.05.25”).

45.  Notably, in the mandatory Related Proceedings section of his Petition for Certiorari
(pages v and vi ) (Tab T2 on USB flash drive), Alex Jones failed to list the removed and remanded
Lafferty federal case, No. 3:18-cv-01156, which proceeded in the Connecticut U.S. District Court
for four (4) months in 2018, in direct violation of Supreme Court Rule 14.1(b)(iii). A brief review
of the Lafferty U.S. District Court remand file (i.e., the 404~page, 61~entry case file for Case No.
3:18-cv-01156, Trial Ct. Dckt. 112.00) (Remand File, Tab P1) promptly reveals unequivocal,
operative evidence of the litigating parties’ collusion which eventually produced the outlandish,
free~speech ~chilling $1.43 Billion (now $1.3 Billion) fraudulent Connecticut state court default
judgment, that evidence being (1) Alex Jones’ blatantly deficient and purposely faulty Notice of
Removal failing to claim federal question subject matter jurisdiction, under 28 U.S.C. § 1331, for
a First Amendment SLAPP suit being removed to and defended as such in federal court (Remand

File at 11~18 of 405, Tab P1), and (2) the fact that the blatantly deficient and purposely faulty
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pleading, joined via consent by all named Defendants in Lafferty, et al. v. Jones, et al., Case No.
3:18-cv-01156 (D. Conn.) (removed from Conn. Super. Ct.) (Remand File at 11~82 of 405, Tab
P1), was “swept under the rug” in the federal proceeding.

46. On September 8, 2025, the Affiant, as counsel of record in Alex Jones’ bankruptcy
case, No. 22-33553, received via email a request “Seeking comment on Alex Jones petition to US
Supreme Court” from James Nani, Bankruptcy Correspondent for Bloomberg Law. Having
received, prior to that time, four (4) such requests for comments regarding the Alex Jones/Sandy
Hook matter from Bloomberg Correspondent Nani, and having responded to three (3) of Mr.
Nani’s prior requests with copies of the Affiant’s federal court filings demonstrating the treasonous
fraud and collusion of the litigating parties Mr. Nani was assigned to cover, but having received
no reply from Mr. Nani to such prior responses and provisions of evidence, the Affiant chose not
to respond to Mr. Nani’s fifth (5%) request for comment of September 8, 2025, but, instead, to
forward the same to Attorney Castor with a request which acknowledged Attorney Castor was not
in a position to sponsor the Affiant for admission to the Bar of the Court, but which nevertheless
sought his assistance in finding other potential sponsor(s) to allow for the Affiant’s timely
admission to the Bar of the Court and submission of “an amicus brief advising the Court of the
egregious and treasonous fraud” in the Lafferty case. [Emphasis as in original.] Significantly, in
the forwarded email and reiterated request for assistance the Affiant sent Attorney Castor on
September 8, 2025, the Affiant stated:

You would not have discussed my request for bar sponsorship with “the relevant parties”
if I did not convince you that my case is solid with respect to both the manufactured
underlying event and Jones’ collusion in throwing the Connecticut defamation cases from
the get~go. Please help me to help our country, Mr. Castor.

[Emphasis as in original.] Attorney Castor never responded to the Affiant’s forwarded email and

message of September 8, 2025. It should also be noted that, while the Affiant initially calculated
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an amicus brief deadline date of October 6, 2025, and noted same in the September 8, 2025, email
forwarded to Attorney Castor, a review by the Affiant of the Supreme Court’s online docket for
Case No. 25-268 on or about September 9, 2025, revealed a Court~set Response (and amicus brief)
deadline date of October 9, 2025. (Affidavit 944 and Tab T1 on USB flash drive) Also attached
hereto at Tab S, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and accurate copy of the email
the Affiant received from Bloomberg Correspondent James Nani of September 8, 2025, and the
email message the Affiant forwarded with same, to Attorney Castor, on September 8, 2025
[designated “Tab S4 SE(Atty Castor) re_Alex Jones’ filing of Petition w_U.S. S. Ct. 09.08.25].
47.  In early September 2025, the Affiant received a referral to a potential sponsor and
member of the Bar of the Court, Attorney George F. Braun (CA Bar No. 141952, hereinafter
“Attorney Braun”), a California~licensed attorney with offices in California and Washington, DC,
who, as the Affiant was advised, has assisted many qualified attorneys over the years in gaining
admission to the Bar of the Court via sponsorships, introductions to other bar members (i.e.,
potential co~sponsors), and the submission of written and in~Court motions to admit candidates.
On September 12, 2025, the Affiant had a lengthy telephone conversation with Attorney Braun
concerning the Affiant’s aforementioned Alex Jones/Sandy Hook public case and intention to file
an amicus brief in the matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct.
Case No. 25-268, pending acquisition of sponsorship to the Bar of the Court. During the course of
the conversation, which the Affiant did not record, Attorney Braun agreed to (1) sponsor the
Affiant for admission to the Bar of the Court, (2) help the Affiant find a second sponsor for
admission to the Bar of the Court, and (3) move the Supreme Court of the United States for the

Affiant’s admission to the Bar of the Court.
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48. On September 14, 2025, the Affiant sent Attorney Braun and a potential second
sponsor Attorney Braun identified during the course of the September 12, 2025, telephone
conversation an email with the subject heading “Supreme Court Application for Admission to
Practice ~ Wyn Young” confirming and following up on the matters discussed during said
telephone conversation of September 12, 2025, and specifically including a memorialization of the
three (3) aforementioned agreements to assist the Affiant which Attorney Braun made at that time.
On September 15, 2025, the Affiant received a responsive email from the second potential sponsor
proposed by Attorney Braun during the aforementioned telephone conversation of September 12,
2025, and to whom the Affiant also sent the aforementioned follow~up email of September 14,
2025, stating, in pertinent part, “for personal reasons, I cannot give you a recommendation”.
Thereafter, on September 15, 2025, the Affiant sent Attorney Braun and the proposed second
sponsor a reply in the same email string stating, in pertinent part: “If either of you know any other
Supreme Court Bar member with whom I might meet to discuss a potential second sponsorship
for my application, I would greatly appreciate it.” Attached hereto at Tab U, and separated by a
blank binder divider, is a true and accurate copy of the Affiant’s email communications with
Attorney Braun and the second potential sponsor proposed by Attorney Braun (whose name and
address information is redacted) dating from September 14~15, 2025, and bearing the subject line
“Supreme Court Application for Admission to Practice ~ Wyn Young” [designated “Tab
Ul _EW[Attys Braun and (Redacted)] re_S. Ct. App for Admission to Practice - Wyn Young Sept.
14-15, 2025™].

49.  After undertaking further and various efforts to find a second potential sponsor for
admission to the Bar of the Court, the Affiant sent Attorney Braun an email at 8:47 AM ET on

September 25, 2025, with the subject heading “Moving Forward with Amicus Brief”, and stating,
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in pertinent part: “I am moving forward in faith that I will gain the sponsorship I need and be
admitted in time to file a crucial amicus brief on or before October 9, 2025, opposing certiorari,
and informing the Court of fraud, in the matter Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica
Lafferty, et al., Case No. 25-268.” [Emphasis as in original.] Notably, the Affiant attached with
said email sent at 8:47 AM ET on September 25, 2025, a copy of the Affiant’s proposed amicus
briefin S. Ct. Case No 25-268, bearing a “Draft” watermark, but already delivered to a printer for
multicopy production/printing in paper booklet format as required by Supreme Court Rule 33. At
8:52 AM ET on September 25, 2025, the Affiant sent Attorney Braun a text message alerting him
to the email the Affiant had just sent at 8:47 AM ET regarding the Affiant’s “application for
admission to the Supreme Court Bar so that [the Affiant] may timely file a critical amicus brief in
the Alex Jones case.” Within an hour’s time, the Affiant received a responsive text from Attorney
Braun stating: “I am unable to sponsor you because of a conflict. I wish you all the best”. The
Affiant sent Attorney Braun a reply text at 9:54 AM ET on September 25, 2025, requesting his
assistance in finding other potential sponsors. At 10:14 AM on September 25, 2025, the Affiant
received an email from Attorney Braun in response to the Affiant’s “Moving Forward with Amicus
Brief” email, sent earlier at 8:47 AM ET that same day, stating: “I suggest that you contact your
friends and your Bar for potential sponsors. I have been told that I have a conflict[.] Good Luck].]
Geo”. At 11:34 AM ET on September 25, 2025, the Affiant sent Attorney Braun a reply email in
the “Moving Forward with Amicus Brief” chain requesting referrals to other potential bar
sponsors. Also attached hereto at Tab U, and separated by blank binder dividers, are true and
accurate copies of the Affiant’s email communications with Attorney Braun, dating from
September 25, 2025, and bearing the subject heading “Moving Forward with Amicus Brief”

[“designated “Tab U2 EW(Atty Braun) re Moving Forward with Amicus Brief 09.25.25”] and
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the Affiant’s text communications with Attorney Braun dating from September 25, 2025
[designated “Tab U3 TW(Atty Braun) re S. Ct. Bar Sponsorship and Claim of Conflict
09.25.257].

50. On September 29, 2025, and in accordance with Supreme Court Rule 37.2(a), the
Affiant sent counsel of record email notice of intent to file an amicus brief in the matter of Alex
Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268, stating, in pertinent
part: “I intend to file a Brief of Robert Wyn Young as Amicus Curiae Opposing Certiorari
and Supporting No Party in the above~referenced matter, contingent upon whether I am able to
gain admission to the Supreme Court Bar in time to file said amicus brief on or before October
9, 2025.” [Emphasis as in original.] Attached hereto at Tab V is a true and accurate copy of the
email, with the subject heading “Jones, et al., v. Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268, Intent to
File Amicus Brief”, the Affiant sent counsel of record in said matter on September 29, 2025
[designated “Tab V_SE(Counsel of Record) Jones v. Lafferty, Intent to File Amicus Brief
09.29.25”].

51.  In early October 2025, the Affiant received a referral to a law firm in Phoenix,
Arizona, Wilenchik & Bartness, P.C., with members of the Bar of the Court interested in/intrigued
by the Affiant’s public case and willing to review the Affiant’s proposed amicus brief in the matter
of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268, to determine
if they could and would support the Affiant’s admission to the Bar of the Court in order to timely
file said amicus brief. Between October 6~8, 2025, Attorneys Dennis Wilenchik and William
Fischbach of Wilenchik & Bartness, P.C. reviewed the Affiant’s proposed amicus brief in the
matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268

(bearing a “Draft” watermark), and, after doing so, they both signed the Affiant’s Application for
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Admission to Practice before the Supreme Court of the United States as Sponsors, and Attorney
Fischbach additionally signed the included and written Motion for [Affiant’s] Admission as
Movant. Attached hereto at Tab V1, and separated by a blank binder divider, are true and accurate
copies of the Arizona State Bar Member Directory profiles for (1) Attorney Dennis Wilenchik
(designated “Tab V1 _Arizona State Bar Member Directory Dennis Wilenchik 07.29.26”), and (2)
Attorney William Fischbach (designated “Tab V1 _Arizona State Bar Member Directory William
Fischbach 07.29.26”), retrieved by the Affiant from the website of the State Bar of Arizona,
azbar.org, on July 29, 2026. The Arizona State Bar Member Directory profiles for Dennis
Wilenchik and William Fischbach confirm each attorney’s status as a member of the Bar of the
Court. Attached hereto at Tab V2 is a true and accurate scan copy of the Application for Admission
Package of Robert Wyn Young (Ohio Bar #0064876) (with redactions to the Application for the
Affiant’s date of birth and residential address), completed via execution by Attorneys Wilenchik
and Fischbach, and sent out by Wilenchik & Bartness, P.C. on October 8, 2025, along with the
Affiant’s October 7, 2025, enclosure letter regarding same, for overnight delivery to the
Admissions Office of the Clerk of the Supreme Court of the United States on the morning of
October 9, 2025 [designated “Tab V2 U.S. S. Ct. Bar Application Package Robert Wyn Young
Copy 10.08.25 (Redacted)™].

52. On October 8, 2025, and after receiving confirmation from Wilenchik & Bartness,
P.C. of (1) Attorneys Wilenchik and Fischbach’s approval of the Affiant’s Case No. 25-268 amicus
brief and (2) their firm’s processing of the Affiant’s Application for Admission, the Affiant
telephoned the Admissions Office of the Clerk of the Supreme Court of the United States
(hereinafter referred to as the “Admissions Office”) and spoke with Admissions Office official Mr.

Perry Thompson, who advised the Affiant to ensure that Affiant’s admission application package
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and amicus brief, both in proper paper/hard copy format, be delivered to the Supreme Court on or
by the October 9, 2025, filing deadline in the matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v.
Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268. Mr. Thompson further explained that, if said items
were timely submitted, and the Affiant’s application was found to be in order, then, during the next
Court session (i.e., on Tuesday, October 14, 2025), the Court would issue an Order retroactively
granting the Affiant’s admission to the Bar of the Court effective October 9, 2025, and deeming
the Affiant’s amicus brief in Jones v. Lafferty to be timely submitted. Mr. Thompson stressed that
the key was timely submission of the amicus brief by October 9, 2025, to ensure distribution and
the Court’s consideration of same. At 6:06 PM ET on October 8, 2025, the Affiant sent Mr.
Thompson an email confirming the matters discussed during the aforementioned telephone
conversation earlier that day and attaching a scanned copy of the Affiant’s completed admission
application package. Attached hereto at Tab V3 [designated “Tab V3 SE(S. Ct. Admissions
Clerk) re_Copy of Application Package for Robert Wyn Young 10.08.25”] is a true and accurate
copy of the Affiant’s October 8, 2025, email to Mr. Perry Thompson of the Supreme Court
Admissions Office, with the subject heading “Copy of Application Package for Robert Wyn
Young”, and without the scanned application package attachment previously identified in
Paragraph 51 of this Affidavit and attached hereto at Tab V2.

53.  Attached hereto at Tab V4 is a true and accurate copy of the Affiant’s October &,
2025, letter, sent via UPS Next Day Air, for delivery on October 9, 2025, to the Clerk, Supreme
Court of the United States, enclosing the Affiant’s amicus brief and certificates of compliance and
service in the matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case
No. 25-268 [designated “Tab V4 LT(Clerk S.Ct.) re_ Amicus Brief and Certificates (RWY) 10.08.

257].
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54.  Attached hereto at Tab V5 is a true and accurate copy of the Brief of Robert Wyn
Young as Amicus Curiae Opposing Certiorari and Supporting No Party, timely delivered to the
Clerk, Supreme Court of the United States, by the applicable October 9, 2025, deadline, in the
matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268
[designated “Tab V5 Brief of Amicus Curiae, S. Ct. Case No. 25-268 (RWY) 10.09.25™].
Significantly, the Affiant used the word “treason” two (2) times, and the word “treasonous” ten
(10) times, with bold emphasis in original for each instance, in describing the Sandy Hook
conspiracy in the Affiant’s amicus brief in Jones v. Lafferty.

55.  Attached hereto at Tab V6 is a true and accurate copy of the Affiant’s October 9,
2025, Certificate of Compliance in the matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica
Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268 [designated “Tab V6 Certificate of Compliance, S. Ct.
Case No. 25-268 (RWY) 10.09.25”].

56.  Attached hereto at Tab V7 is a true and accurate copy of the Affiant’s October 9,
2025, Certificate of Service in the matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty,
et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268 [designated “Tab V7_Certificate of Service, S. Ct. Case No. 25-268
(RWY) 10.09.25™].

57.  Attached hereto at Tab V8 is a true and accurate copy of the Tracking record for
the Affiant’s original, hard copy admission application package, sent directly by the Phoenix,
Arizona, office of the Affiant’s admission sponsors, Wilenchik & Bartness, P.C., on October 8,
2025, via UPS Next Day Air, and delivered to the Supreme Court of the United States in
Washington, D.C., at 9:28 AM ET, on October 9, 2025 [designated “Tab V8 Tracking UPS-

United States Application Package (RWY) 10.09.25].
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58.  Attached hereto at Tab V9 is a true and accurate copy of the Tracking record for
the Affiant’s original, hard copy amicus brief package (i.e., the Affiant’s October 8, 2025, letter to
the Clerk, Supreme Court of the United States, Tab V4), enclosing the Affiant’s amicus brief and
certificates of compliance and service in the matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica
Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268, Tabs V5~7), sent by the Affiant on October 8, 2025, from
Mansfield, Ohio, via UPS Next Day Air, and delivered to the Supreme Court of the United States
in Washington, D.C., at 9:28 AM ET, on October 9, 2025 [designated “Tab V9 Tracking UPS-
United States Amicus Brief Package, S. Ct. Case No. 25-268 (RWY) 10.09.25].

59. At 12:59 PM ET on October 9, 2025 (i.e., this and other precise call times being
identified herein per the Affiant’s internal cell phone record), the Affiant telephoned the Supreme
Court Admissions Office to inform same of the delivery of the Affiant’s separate admission
application and amicus brief packages to the Supreme Court, via UPS, both at 9:28 AM ET that
day, and the Affiant spoke, once again, with Mr. Perry Thompson. During the referenced October
9, 2025, telephone conversation, which the Affiant did not record, Mr. Thompson confirmed the
overall process for a “conditional approval” of the Affiant’s admission on October 9, 2025 (i.e., if
the Affiant’s admission application package was found to be in order), to be retroactively granted
during the next Court session (i.e., on October 14, 2025), to allow for acceptance and consideration
of the Affiant’s amicus brief submitted to the Court in the Jones case, No. 25-268, at 9:28 AM ET,
on October 9, 2025 (i.e., within the deadline set by the Court for such a brief; see docket search at
Tab T1 on USB flash drive, Affidavit § 58, and Tab V9); but Mr. Thompson clarified that, in any
event, the Affiant would not be permitted to file the Affiant’s amicus brief in/with the Court’s

Electronic Filing System prior to the granting of the Affiant’s admission to the Bar of the Court.
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60. At 1:35 PM ET on October 9, 2025, the Affiant sent Supreme Court Admissions
Office official Mr. Perry Thompson an email (1) confirming the matters discussed during the
aforementioned telephone conversation at 12:59 PM ET that day (i.e., as recounted above in
Affidavit § 59) and (2) providing the UPS Tracking numbers for the Affiant’s admission
application and amicus brief packages delivered to the Court at 9:28 AM ET, on October 9, 2025
(i.e., to assist the Admissions Office and general Clerk in locating and conducting prompt reviews
of the Affiant’s submissions). Attached hereto at Tab V10 is a true and accurate copy of the
Affiant’s follow~up email sent to Mr. Perry Thompson of the Supreme Court Admissions Office,
under the subject heading “Re: Copy of Application Package for Robert Wyn Young”, at 1:35 PM
ET, on October 9, 2025 [designated “Tab V10 SE(S. Ct. Admissions Clerk) re Re Copy of
Application Package for Robert Wyn Young 10.09.25”].

61. At 2:49 PM ET on October 9, 2025, the Affiant received an email from Mr. Perry
Thompson of the Supreme Court Admissions Office stating, in pertinent part: “we requested an
expedite on the package, but we cannot receive the package until tomorrow. Once we have the
package, we will follow up.” Based on the aforementioned telephone conversation with Mr.
Thompson earlier that day at 12:59 PM ET (see Affidavit 9§ 59), and representations he made during
same, the Affiant understood the delay Mr. Thompson described in his 2:49 PM ET, October 9,
2025, email as being attributable to standard security processes/procedures for packages received
by the Court. At 3:07 PM ET, on October 9, 2025, the Affiant sent Mr. Thompson a reply email
asking whether the Affiant should “speak with anyone in the general Clerk’s office today regarding
[the Affiant’s] submission/filing?”” At 3:14 PM ET on October 9, 2025, the Affiant received a reply
email from Mr. Thompson stating: “An advisory has been given to the section that would docket

your brief.” At 3:24 PM ET on October 9, 2025, the Affiant sent Mr. Thompson a reply email
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expressing thanks. Attached hereto at Tab V11 is a true and accurate copy of the Affiant’s email
communications with Mr. Perry Thompson of the Supreme Court Admissions Office, dating from
October 8~9, 2025, and bearing the subject heading “Re: Copy of Application Package for Robert
Wyn Young” [designated “Tab V11 _EW(S. Ct. Admissions Clerk) re Re Copy of Application
Package for Robert Wyn Young 10.09.25].

62.  Attached hereto at Tab V12 is a true and accurate copy of the Affiant’s October 9,
2025, email providing electronic service of the Affiant’s amicus brief package on Counsel of
Record in the matter of Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case
No. 25-268, without the listed attachments to same, which are otherwise identified in and attached
to this Affidavit at 9 53~56 and Tabs V4~V7 [designated “Tab V12 SE(Counsel of Record)
re_S. Ct. Submissions, Jones v. Lafferty, No. 25-268, w_o Attach. 10.09.25”]. In accordance with
Supreme Court Rules, and as is indicated in the Clerk letter, Tab V4, the Affiant also served
Counsel of Record on October 9, 2025, via UPS, with paper/hard copies of the Affiant’s amicus
brief package.

63.  Attached hereto at Tab V13 is a true and accurate copy of the Order List of the
Supreme Court of the United States for Tuesday, October 14, 2025, retrieved by the Affiant at

10:24 AM ET on said date, from the “Orders of the Court - Term Year 2025 page of the Supreme

Court’s website, at https://www.supremecourt.gov/orders/ordersofthecourt/25 [designated “Tab
V13 _S. Ct. Orders List for 10.14.25 (Retrv’d. 10.24 AM ET, 10.14.25)’]. Notably, the Order List
for October 14, 2025, at Page 4, includes a denial of certiorari in Alex Emric Jones, et al.,
Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268.

64. At 3:11 PM ET on October 14, 2025, the Affiant received a telephone call from

Mr. Perry Thompson of the Supreme Court Admissions Office advising that the Affiant was (1)
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admitted to the Bar of the Court, effective October 14, 2025, (2) assigned Bar #326130, and (3)
granted access to the Supreme Court’s Electronic Filing System. Mr. Thompson offered no
explanation as to why, despite his prior representations to the contrary, the Affiant’s Supreme
Court bar admission was not made retroactive to the October 9, 2025, date of submission of the
Affiant’s qualifying application on written motion.

65. At 4:16 PM ET on October 14, 2025, the Affiant received an email, with no
signature block, from Brian Lewis (blewis@supremecourt.gov), presumably of the Supreme Court
Clerk’s office, stating: “We received your submitted amicus brief in No. 25-268. It is currently
under review. I received your message from our admissions office.” At 4:21 PM ET on October
14, 2025, the Affiant sent Mr. Lewis a responsive/acknowledging email. Attached hereto at Tab
V14 is a true and accurate copy of the Affiant’s email communications with Brian Lewis of the
Supreme Court dating from October 14, 2025, and bearing the subject heading “amicus 25-268”
[designated “Tab V14 EW(S. Ct. Clerk) re_amicus 25-268, 4.21 PM ET, 10.14.25™].

66.  On the afternoon of October 14, 2025, and after receiving authorization and a
working bar number from Mr. Thompson of the Admissions Office, the Affiant registered for and
uploaded electronic copies of the Affiant’s submissions in Case No. 25-268 to the Supreme Court’s
Electronic Filing System. Attached hereto at Tab V15 is a true and accurate screenshot taken by
the Affiant of/from the Supreme Court Electronic Filing System website confirming electronic
submission of the Affiant’s amicus brief and certificates in Case No. 25-268 (i.e., the Jones case)
at 5:12 PM ET on October 14, 2025 (designated “Tab V15_S. Ct. EFS Screenshot Case No. 25-
268, 5.16 PM ET, 10.14.25”).

67. Attached hereto at Tab V16 is a true and accurate copy of a confirmation email the

Affiant received at 5:23 PM ET, on October 14, 2025, from the Supreme Court Electronic Filing
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System, giving notice that: “A new docket entry, ‘Brief of Amicus Curiae of Robert Wyn Young
submitted.” has been added for Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al.
[hyperlink omitted]” [designated “Tab V16 EF(sc-us.gov) re S. Ct. EFS, No. 25-268 Amicus
Docket Entry, 5.23 PM ET, 10.14.25™].

68.  Attached hereto at Tab V17 is a true and accurate copy of the “Search — Supreme
Court of the United States” online record/docket for S. Ct. Case No. 25-268, showing the Affiant’s
electronic filing, on October 14, 2025, of the amicus brief (Tab V5) and certificates (Tabs V6 and
V7) the Affiant timely submitted, in paper form, on October 9, 2025, such online record/docket
being retrieved by the Affiant from the website of the Supreme Court of the United States, at

supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/25-268.html, at 5:25

PM ET on October 14, 2025 (designated “Tab V17 Search - Supreme Court of the United States
Case No. 25-268, 5.25 PM ET,10.14.25).

69. At 2:57 PM ET on October 16, 2025, the Affiant received a second email from
Brian Lewis of the Supreme Court under the same “re_amicus 25-268” subject heading and in a
continuation of the prior exchange from October 14, 2025, stating: “’Your case has been denied”.
At 3:03 PM ET on October 16, 2025, the Affiant sent Mr. Lewis a responsive email asking: “On
what grounds has my case been denied, please?”” At 3:04 PM ET on October 16, 2025, Mr. Lewis
replied: “I would not that have info. I just checked on the courts [sic] docket”. While Mr. Lewis
thus referenced the Court’s denial of certiorari in Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica
Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-268, he did not state that the Affiant’s amicus brief was, for any
reason, rejected by the Clerk and, to date, the Affiant has never received any notice of
nonconformity or rejection by the Supreme Court Clerk of the Affiant’s submissions in Case No.

25-268. Attached hereto at Tab V18 is a true and accurate copy the Affiant’s email communi-
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cations with Brian Lewis of the Supreme Court dating from October 16, 2025 (and October 14,
2025) and bearing the subject heading “amicus 25-268” [designated “Tab V18 EW(S. Ct. Clerk)
re_amicus 25-268, 10.16.25™].

70.  Attached hereto at Tab V19 is a true and accurate photograph of an undated letter
received by the Affiant from Scott S. Harris, Clerk, Supreme Court of the United States, advising
of the Affiant’s admission to the Bar of the Court, effective October 14, 2025, and assigning the
Affiant Bar #326130 [designated “Tab V19 LF(S. Ct. Clerk) re Notice RWY Adm., Bar 326130,
Postmarked 10.14.25”]. The envelope enclosing the Affiant’s admission letter (Tab V19) was
postmarked October 14, 2025, and the Affiant received and photographed said letter, atop the
Affiant’s monogrammed portfolio, on or about October 19, 2025.

71.  Attached hereto at Tab V20 is a true and accurate copy of the Affiant’s “Sandy
Hook, Line, and Sinker” meme, created and published to the Affiant’s public case file page at

https://www.alwayswyn.com/operation-madcap, and to the Affiant’s X social media profile at

https://x.com/RWynYoung, on or about December 1, 2025 (designated “Tab V20 Sandy Hook,

Line, and Sinker Meme December 2025”).
72.  In November 2025, and based upon numerous/repeated representations that it
allows for free speech, the Affiant joined the X social media platform and created a verified (i.e.,

paid) profile account, @RWynYoung, for the specific and intended purpose of informing the

public about and exposing the general Sandy Hook treasonous conspiracy. During November and
December 2025, the Affiant, on numerous occasions, posted the link and directed X readers to the
Supreme Court’s online docket for Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S.

Ct. Case No. 25-268, at supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/

25-268.html, specifically noting that the Affiant’s amicus brief exposing the treasonous Sandy
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Hook conspiracy, electronically posted on October 14, 2025, was readily viewable, downloadable,
and shareable from the Supreme Court’s website. Further, on December 14, 2025, the 13%
Anniversary of Sandy Hook, the Affiant gave a 90~minute livestream podcast interview on said
two~part and treasonous conspiracy and specifically directed viewers, via link in the livestream
description, to the Supreme Court’s online docket for Case No. 25-268 and the Affiant’s amicus
brief downloadable from same. (See December 14, 2025, livestream and description for same at

rumble.com/v730h78-victor-hugo-live-with-wyn-young-sandy-hook-treason-13-year-annivers

ary-spec.html?e9s=src_vl clr%2Csrc_v1 ucp pl%2Csrc_vl pl&playlist id=AJkOYcgkw?2c.)

73. After October 14, 2025, and through the fall of the year, the Affiant regularly (i.e.,
almost daily) checked the online docket for Case No. 25-268, suspecting that the Supreme Court
might, without notice, order, or explanation, simply remove from viewability/downloadability the
Affiant’s amicus brief which, as previously noted at Affidavit 4 54, uses the word “treason” two
(2) times, and the word “treasonous” ten (10) times, with bold emphasis in original for each
instance, in describing the Sandy Hook conspiracy. On Friday, December 19, 2025, the Affiant
checked the Supreme Court’s online docket for Case No. 25-268 and found the Affiant’s amicus
brief and certificates of compliance and service to still be viewable and downloadable; however,
the Affiant again checked the Supreme Court’s docket for Case No. 25-268, at supremecourt.

gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/25-268.html, on the evening of

Sunday, December 21, 2025, and found that the Affiant’s amicus brief and certificates of
compliance and service had been removed from viewability/downloadability without notice, order,
or explanation. The Affiant immediately prepared an X post (using screenshots from the Supreme
Court’s docket for Case No. 25-268 taken on November 4, 2025, and showing the Affiant’s

submissions) to evidence the removal of the Affiant’s amicus brief and to explain the absence of
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same for those who might follow the link to the Supreme Court docket for Case No. 25-268 which
the Affiant had previously and repeatedly posted to multiple platforms. Attached hereto at Tab
V21 is a true and accurate screenshot of the Affiant’s December 21, 2025, X post, regarding the
Supreme Court’s removal and concealment of the Affiant’s amicus brief exposing the treasonous
Sandy Hook conspiracy (designated “Tab V21 SCOTUS Amicus Brief Removed RWynYoung X
Post 12.21.25”), and stating as follows:

As of 12/21/25 #SCOTUS has removed my amicus brief exposing treason by #AlexJones
#SandyHookParents & #UncleSam from Case No. 25-268 docket that was viewable &
downloadable from 10/14/25 through at least 12/19/25. #CoverUp #ObstructionOfJustice
supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/25-268.html

74. Attached hereto at Tab V22 is a true and accurate photograph of the Affiant’s
Certificate of Admission to the Supreme Court Bar, effective October 14, 2025, and of the shipping
tube in which the Certificate was mailed to the Affiant in February 2026 [designated “Tab
V22 Cert. of Adm. SCOTUS (RWY) Eff. 10.14.25, P’marked 02.04.26’]. The photograph at Tab
V22 was taken by the Affiant on August 4, 2026.

75. Attached hereto at Tab V23 is a true and accurate copy of the Supreme Court’s
online docket for Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No. 25-

268, retrieved by the Affiant from supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/

html/public/25-268.html on July 23, 2026 (designated “Tab V23 Search - Supreme Court of the

United States Case No. 25-268 07.23.26”), and showing that the Affiant’s amicus brief and
certificates of compliance and service, previously viewable and downloadable at said government
website from October 14, 2025, through at least December 19, 2025 (see Affidavit § 73 and Tab
V21), have been entirely removed from the electronic case record, without notice, order, or
explanation, even though the Affiant remains listed on the Court’s docket for Case No. 25-268 as

Counsel of Record.

45



76.  Attached hereto at Tab W, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and
accurate copy of an April 13, 2013, press release by The White House, Office of the Press
Secretary, titled “Weekly Address: Sandy Hook Victim’s Mother Calls for Commonsense Gun
Responsibility Reforms”, retrieved by the Affiant on July 7, 2026, from

https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2013/04/13/weekly-address-sandy-hook-

victim-s-mother-calls-commonsense-gun-responsi (designated “Tab W1 Weekly Address by

Sandy Hook Parents whitehouse.gov 04.13.2013”), and stating, in pertinent part, at Page 2 of 4:

This week’s address is delivered by Francine Wheeler, whose six year old son, Ben, was
murdered alongside nineteen other children and six educators in Newtown, Connecticut,
four months ago. Now, Francine — joined by her husband David — is asking the American
people to help prevent this type of tragedy from happening to more families like hers.

77.  Also attached hereto at Tab W, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of the YouTube video thumbnail/still utilized by The White House for the
aforementioned April 13, 2013, press release, retrieved by the Affiant on or about July 7, 2026,

from https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2013/04/13/weekly-address-sandy-

hook-victim-s-mother-calls-commonsense-gun-responsi (designated “Tab W2 White House

Press Release Video Still for Weekly Address, by Sandy Hook Parents 04.13.2013).

78. Attached hereto at Tab X, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and
accurate copy of the Affiant’s email communications with President Donald J. Trump’s personal
outside counsel, Bruce Castor, dating from January 19, 2026, through January 26, 2026, under the
subject heading “Alex Jones/Sandy Hook Public Case ~ Request for Consent to Disclose Email
Communications” [designated “Tab X1 EW(Atty Castor) re Request for Consent to Disclose
Email Comms. Jan. 19-26, 2026’], wherein the Affiant sought, and Attorney Castor denied,
consent for the Affiant “to publicly disclose our email communications regarding the above~
referenced matter and dating from August 13, 2025, through September 8, 2025.” The Affiant
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sought Attorney Castor’s voluntary consent to the Affiant’s public disclosure of said email
communications dating from 2025 for two (2) reasons: (1) observance of professional courtesy,
and (2) although federal law allows for disclosure of electronic communications with the consent
of at least one party to same [18 U.S.C. Section 2511(2)(d)], the statutory law of Attorney Castor’s
home state, Pennsylvania, on its face, requires consent to disclosure of electronic communications
by all parties to same [18 Pa.C.S. Sections 5703 and 5704(4)].

79.  In February 2026, the Affiant prepared an illustrated update to the Affiant’s

aforementioned public case file page at https://www.alwayswyn.com/operation-madcap informing

readers of the denial, by the President’s attorney, of consent to public disclosure of email
communications concerning treason and related offenses against the United States. Also attached
hereto at Tab X, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and accurate screenshot of the
Affiant’s February 2026 public case file page update (designated “Tab X2 Operation Madcap
Public Case File Screenshot re Comms w_Trump’s Counsel February 2026”), which includes a
true and accurate copy of the Affiant’s December 5, 2025, follow~up Reply message on X to
Massachusetts U.S. Senate candidate, Dr. Shiva Ayyadurai, concerning President Trump’s
knowledge of the Sandy Hook treason and the Affiant’s case exposing same, and which also states,
in pertinent part:

[T]he law of the state in which Donald Trump’s personal counsel is located requires
consent to disclosure of electronic communications by all parties to same. Accordingly,
and although federal law should govern here, I will not be able to release the aforesaid
email communications with Trump’s counsel absent a subpoena, court order, or other
legally-operative change in circumstances.

[Emphasis as in original.]

80. In this Affidavit and the Misprision Report Package of which this Affidavit is part,

the Affiant is, for the first time, publicly disclosing both the identity of and the Affiant’s email
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communications with President Donald J. Trump’s personal outside counsel, Bruce Castor (see
Affidavit 99 38~43 and 46, and documents at Tab S), and the Affiant is doing so for the following
three (3) reasons: (1) the matters at issue in the general Sandy Hook conspiracy concern potential
violations of Title 18 of the U.S. Code and are thus governed by federal law, which allows for
one~party~consent for the disclosure of electronic communications under 18 U.S.C. § 2511(2)(d),
and which preempts the ostensibly stricter Pennsylvania statutory law [i.e., 18 Pa.C.S. §§ 5703

and 5704(4)]; (2) this Affidavit and the Misprision Report Package of which this Affidavit is part

are being submitted pursuant to and are thus governed by federal statutory law, namely, 18 U.S.C.
§ 2382, and a full and proper disclosure/reporting under said statute, of possible treason and related
offenses against the United States, requires the Affiant’s disclosure of both the identity of and the
Affiant’s email communications with the President’s personal outside counsel, Bruce Castor; and
(3) while the Pennsylvania Wiretapping and Electronic Surveillance Control Act (“WESCA”),
Pa.C.S. §§ 5701, et seq., on its face, appears to broadly define the term “intercept” and to thus
criminalize the disclosure of even shared email communications without the consent of all parties
to same, in Commonwealth v. Proetto, 771 A.2d 823 (Pa. Super. 2001), the Superior Court of
Pennsylvania (i.e., an intermediate~level appellate court) ruled that, by definition, email
communications received by one to whom they are addressed are not “intercepted” under WESCA,
Id. at 828~829, and that, by the very act of sending an email over the internet, one gives consent
to the recording and disclosure of same, Id. at 830, and such decision of the Superior Court was
subsequently upheld by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court [aff’d per curiam, 837 A.2d 1163 (Pa.
2003)].

81. In February 2026, the Affiant also prepared an illustrated update to the Affiant’s

aforementioned public case file page at https://www.alwayswyn.com/operation-madcap informing
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readers of the Affiant’s communications with Attorney George Braun in 2025 and the assertion of
a conflict of interest which prevented Attorney Braun from fulfilling his agreement to sponsor the
Affiant for admission to the Bar of the Court, to help the Affiant find a second sponsor, and to
move the Court for the Affiant’s admission (see Affidavit 9 47~49, and the documents at Tab U).
Also attached hereto at Tab X, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and accurate
screenshot of the Affiant’s February 2026 public case file page update regarding the Affiant’s
communications with Attorney Braun in 2025 (designated “Tab X3 Operation Madcap Public
Case File Screenshot re Comms w_Attorney Braun February 2026”) and including the Affiant’s
reasoned and necessary conclusion that:

Attorney Braun did not previously represent Alex Jones or the Sandy Hook families, as he
would have told me that during our Sept. 12th telephone conversation. Mr. Braun must
have previously represented a third, unnamed co-conspirator responsible for the Sandy
Hook treason. By necessary conclusion, and in accordance with the evidence presented,
that would be the federal government and, particularly, the Department of Justice.
[Emphasis as in original.]

82.  Also attached hereto at Tab X, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of the Docket Report for the matter of David Wheeler, et al. v. Alexander E.
Jones (In re Alexander E. Jones, Debtor), Adv. Pro. No. 24-03279 (Bankr. S.D. Tex.), retrieved

by the Affiant on August 11, 2026, via the PACER system, from https://ecf.txsb.uscourts.gov/cgi-

bin/DktRpt.pl?119555419322324-1. 1 0-1 (designated “Tab X4 Wheeler, et al. v. Jones, US Bkr

Ct-Tx So Adv. Proc. 24-03279 Dckt. 08.11.26”), showing that Alex Jones’ Motion for Leave to
File a Second Amended Counterclaim against the Sandy Hook Plaintiffs has been pending and
ripe for decision for five (5) months, since March 12, 2026, and that progress in said Adversary
Proceeding, No. 24-03279, is and has been essentially stalled in the absence of any decision by

Bankruptcy Judge Christopher M. Lopez on Alex Jones’ pending Motion for Leave.
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83.  Also attached hereto at Tab X, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of Alex Jones’ proposed Second Amended Counterclaim in Bankr. S.D. Tex.
Adv. Pro. No. 24-03279, retrieved by the Affiant on or about February 18, 2026, via the PACER

system, from https://ecf.txsb.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl?119555419322324-1. 1 0-1 (desig~

nated “Tab X5 Alex Jones’ Proposed 2d Amended Counterclaim Adv. Proc. 24-03279 Doc. 28-1
02.12.26”), which seeks to assert claims against the Sandy Hook Plaintiffs, pursuant to 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983, for the alleged “deprivation of Jones’s First and Fourteenth Amendment rights under color
of state law”. (Tab X5 on USB flash drive at 3.)

84.  Also attached hereto at Tab X, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of the July 2026 PACER Quarterly Invoice the Affiant received on July 10,
2026, for $63.30 (designated “Tab X6 Gmail - 8375625 July 2026 PACER Quarterly Invoice”),
said amount being entirely attributable to the Affiant’s almost daily checking of the Docket Report
for a decision on Alex Jones’ Pending Motion for Leave to File a Second Amended Counterclaim
in the matter of David Wheeler, et al. v. Alexander E. Jones (In re Alexander E. Jones, Debtor),
Adv. Pro. No. 24-03279 (Bankr. S.D. Tex.).

85.  Also attached hereto at Tab X, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of the United States District Court for the District of Connecticut Notice
Regarding Local Rules, dating from March 2017, retrieved by the Affiant on or about August 12,

2026, from ctd.uscourts.gov (designated “Tab X7 D. Conn. Proposed Amendments Local Rules

March 2017”), and showing that District’s proposed (and subsequently implemented) elimination
of the following paragraph from Local Rule 40 regarding Assignments: “(4) Personnel of the
Clerk’s office shall not reveal to any person other than a Judge or the Clerk of this Court the order

of assignment of cases or the identity of the Judge to be assigned a particular case, until after the
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case is filed and assigned.” Thus, approximately one (1) year before the filing of the related
Lafferty and Sherlach Sandy Hook Connecticut state court defamation cases, and their predictable
removal to federal court as part of a normal and prudent defense in avoiding local prejudice, D.
Conn. changed its long~standing Local Rule so as to eliminate any notion of randomness in the
assignment of cases among the District’s eight (8) sitting judges.

86.  Also attached hereto at Tab X, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a slide
with true and accurate screenshots of two (2) same~day Replies the Affiant submitted on June 22
and 30, 2026, to Posts by Alex Jones on X (using both of his alternate X handles) [designated “Tab
X8 Replies to Jones on X re_Sandy Hook Treason (RWY) June 2026’]. The Affiant observed the
Affiant’s June 22, 2026, Reply gain more than 10,000 Views on X in a matter of minutes, before
the traffic leveled off and stopped and at around 12,0000 Views after a couple hours. The Affiant
observed that the Affiant’s June 30, 2026, Reply to Jones on X was immediately suppressed and
gained only 93 Views.

87.  Also attached hereto at Tab X, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a slide
with true and accurate screenshots of two (2) same~day Replies the Affiant submitted to a May
27, 2026, Post on X by Elon Musk regarding free speech, and to a June 25, 2026, Post on X by
FBI Director Kash Patel regarding his agency’s pursuit of fraud cases [designated “Tab
X9 Replies to Musk and Patel on X re_Sandy Hook Treason (RWY) May and June 2026’]. Both
of the Affiant’s Replies referenced the Sandy Hook “treasonous conspiracy” [emphasis as in
originals]. The Affiant observed the Affiant’s May 27, 2026, Reply to Elon Musk gain more than
1,900 Views on X in a matter of seconds, before the traffic immediately stopped at or around 1,929
Views, and the Affiant then received a familiar “Something Went Wrong. Retry.” X error message

(with a Refresh button). The Affiant observed that the Affiant’s June 25, 2026, Reply to FBI
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Director Kash Patel on X, regarding the “@RealAlexJones #SandyHook #DOJ treasonous
conspiracy against #1 A & #2A” [emphasis as in original], was immediately suppressed and gained
only 100 Views. As stated at Affidavit § 72 above, the Affiant joined the X social media platform

and created a verified (i.e., paid) profile account, @RWynYoung, in November 2025 on the basis

that X and Elon Musk advertise a free speech platform and for the specific and intended purpose
of informing the public about and exposing the general Sandy Hook treasonous conspiracy. From
the time the Affiant first joined X in November 2025, and during the eight (8) months that
followed, through June 2026, the Affiant observed a consistent pattern of suppression by X of the
Affiant’s Posts and Replies regarding the Sandy Hook treasonous conspiracy. Indeed, through a
process of trial and error, the Affiant learned to identify and get around various algorithmic
restrictions, apparently imposed by X, and to get a few thousand Views, on occasion, for a Post or
Reply on the Sandy Hook story before being shut down or “throttled”. Based upon a multitude of
information and eight (8) months of first~hand experience, the Affiant has reasonable grounds to
believe the X Corp. has been cooperating/working with the DOJ and/or affiliated federal agencies
to wrongfully and illegally suppress promulgation of the Affiant’s Posts and Replies on X
regarding the Sandy Hook treasonous conspiracy.

88.  Attached hereto at Tab Y, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and
accurate copy of the “Sandy Hook Treasonous Conspiracy”” meme created and published by the
Affiant on or about November 15, 2025 (designated “Tab Y1 Sandy Hook Treasonous Conspiracy
meme”).

89. Also attached hereto at Tab Y, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true

and accurate copy of the “Sandy Hook Obama Quarterback” meme created and published by the
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Affiant on or about February 9, 2026 (designated “Tab Y2 Sandy Hook Obama Quarterback
meme”).

90.  Also attached hereto at Tab Y, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of the “Sandy Hook Trump Cover~Up” meme created and published by the
Affiant on or about February 9, 2026 (designated “Tab Y3 Sandy Hook Trump Cover~Up
meme”).

91.  Also attached hereto at Tab Y, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of the “Lord Mansfield” meme created and published by the Affiant on or about
February 13, 2026 (designated “Tab Y4 Lord Mansfield meme”).

92.  Attached hereto at Tab Z, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true and
accurate copy of the Affiant, Robert Wyn Young, Esq.’s, August 30, 2026, Invoice No. 1,
addressed to Alex Jones (c/o his attorney, Ben C. Broocks), the Connecticut Sandy Hook
Plaintiffs/Families (c/o their attorney, Alinor Clemans Sterling), and the U.S. Department of
Justice (Attn. Todd Blanche, Attorney General) (i.e., “the obligated parties”), prepared pursuant
to and asserting a claim under the authority of Chambers v. NASCO, Inc., 501 U.S. 32 (1991), for
payment of the Affiant’s reasonable attorney’s fees and expenses reasonably incurred in the
Affiant’s duty~bound public case to report and expose the obligated parties’ misconduct/wrongful
acts/fraud on the courts/treason against the United States [designated “Tab Z1 Invoice No. 1 Alex
Jones_Sandy Hook Public Case (RWY EIN Redacted) 08.30.26”]. The Affiant’s Invoice No.1 sets
forth and accounts for $3,453.72 in out~of~pocket expenses and 3,000 hours of the Affiant’s
professional work time, at the billing rate of $500 per hour, reasonably expended from January 9,
2024, when the Affiant first discovered unequivocal evidence of treasonous fraud in the Lafferty

Federal Court Remand File (Tab P1), to August 30, 2026, and after the Affiant has spent
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two~and~a~half (2.5) years (a) pursuing a public case, (b) litigating in three (3) Alex Jones/Sandy
Hook~related federal cases (i.e., In re Alexander E. Jones, Bankr. S.D. Tex. Case No. 22-33553;
In re Alexander E. Jones, Debtor, Robert Wyn Young, Appellant, S.D. Tex. Civil Action Case No.
4:25-cv-02057; and Alex Emric Jones, et al., Petitioners v. Erica Lafferty, et al., S. Ct. Case No.

25-268, as Amicus Curiae), and (¢) preparing the instant Misprision Report Package of which this

Affidavit is a part, all in observance and fulfillment of the Affiant’s oathbound duties as a state
and federally licensed attorney to support and defend the Constitution of the United States by
exposing treasonous fraud. The Affiant’s hourly rate of $500 per hour is eminently reasonable in
view of: (1) the complexity of the issues involved in the wide~ranging Alex Jones/Sandy Hook
matter as between the fields of civil tort (i.e. defamation) law, constitutional law, bankruptcy law,
and federal criminal law under Title 18 of the U.S. Code; (2) the identities and powerful positions
of the Sandy Hook co~conspirators (i.e., including, but not limited to, the aforementioned
obligated parties) and the seriousness of the Sandy Hook treasonous conspiracy the Affiant is and
has been seeking to report and expose as a matter of duty; (3) the market rate for the type of work
which the Affiant has been obligated to undertake, which is actually well in excess of $500 per
hour, as exemplified by the attorney hourly rates charged by counsel and approved by the
Bankruptcy Court in the Fifth Interim Fee Application of Jones Murray LLP, as Bankruptcy
Counsel for Chapter 7 Trustee, Christopher R. Murray, in the matter of In re Alexander E. Jones,
Bankr. S.D. Tex. Case No. 22-33553 ($775 per partner hour and $520 per associate hour; see
Affidavit 49 93~95 and attachments to same below), and (4) the Affiant’s knowledge, skills, and
experience as a law school Order of the Curia honors graduate, a former partner and department
chair with a 65~member, four~office, AV Preeminent~rated law firm (i.e., Freund, Freeze &

Arnold), a recently~admitted member of the Bar of the Supreme Court of the United States, and a
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litigator with 31 years of experience and a track record of success in state and federal court cases
of varying types, in multiple jurisdictions across the country (see Affidavit 49 2 and 3 above and
documents at Tab C). The Affiant was forced to quit employment through a contract agency in
January 2025 to meet increasing obligations associated with the Alex Jones/Sandy Hook public
case and, over the course of that year and the three (3) Alex Jones/Sandy Hook federal cases the
Affiant was duty~bound to litigate, the Affiant was otherwise unable to undertake any other legal
employment, until December 2025, thus suffering tremendous economic hardship, including the
loss of the Affiant’s home. By asserting a claim for compensation of reasonable attorney’s fees
and expenses (only) pursuant to Chambers v. NASCO, Inc., 501 U.S. 32 (1991), the Affiant does
not waive and, rather, the Affiant specifically reserves all other claims, causes of action, and rights
to recovery the Affiant does or might possess, whether at law or in equity, against the
co~conspirators and their agents in the two~part and treasonous Sandy Hook conspiracy.

93.  Also attached hereto at Tab Z, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of the Fifth Interim Fee Application of Jones Murray LLP, as Bankruptcy
Counsel for Chapter 7 Trustee, Christopher R. Murray, in the matter of In re Alexander E. Jones,
Bankr. S.D. Tex. Case No. 22-33553, retrieved by the Affiant, via the PACER system, from

https://ecf.txsb.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl?574474267142684-L._1 0-1 [designated “Tab Z2

_5Sth Int” Fee App of Ch. 7 Counsel Jones Murray (Bankr. Dckt. 1304) 03.17.26].

94, Also attached hereto at Tab Z, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of Exhibit 1 to the Fifth Interim Fee Application of Jones Murray LLP, as
Bankruptcy Counsel for Chapter 7 Trustee, Christopher R. Murray, in the matter of /n re Alexander

E. Jones, Bankr. S.D. Tex. Case No. 22-33553, retrieved by the Affiant, via the PACER system,
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from https://ecf.txsb.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl?574474267142684-L_1_0-1 [designated
“Tab Z3_5th Int’ Fee App of Ch. 7 Counsel Jones Murray Ex. 1 (Bankr. Dckt. 1304-1) 03.17.267].

9s5. Also attached hereto at Tab Z, and separated by a blank binder divider, is a true
and accurate copy of the Order Granting Fifth Interim Fee Application of Jones Murray LLP, as
Bankruptcy Counsel for Chapter 7 Trustee, Christopher R. Murray, in the matter of In re Alexander
E. Jones, Bankr. S.D. Tex. Case No. 22-33553, retrieved by the Affiant, via the PACER system,
from  https://ecf.txsb.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl?574474267142684-L_1_0-1 [designated
“Tab Z4 Order Granting 5th Int” Fee App of Ch. 7 Counsel Jones Murray (Bankr. Dckt. 1311)
04.13.26™].

FURTHER THE AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

Robert V@o/

STATE OF OHIO, COUNTY OF R\Cn\ Qun A

Ss?

Before me, a Notary Public in and for said County and State, personally appeared the
above~named ROBERT WYN YOUNG, known to me to be the party described herein, and who
acknowledged that he executed the foregoing Affidavit as his own free act and deed and for the
purposes and uses therein mentioned.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, [ have hereunto set and subscribed my name and affixed my
official seal at W\CM\%P\»&\ / , Ohio, this ;b\ day of August, 2026.

RAYANN HARDIN

oty publc Larpu  |Apycddon
State of Ohio Not UP bli =

My Comm. Expires otary fublic

June 21, 2031
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