
Election Interference (Part 6):  Sequenced Emails Raise Questions of Election Integrity and 
Mohrig’s Personal Ethics 
 
Following is the sequence of events following the dissemination of an email invitation (on 
September 5th) from Council Member Rick Mohrig for a “strategic planning” meeting to be held 
at the home of 2 poll workers.  Despite a total of 4 requests from Council Member Cookerly and 
from City Manager Krokoff, Council Member Rick Mohrig has refused to answer a simple 
yes/no question about whether he attended the meeting with poll workers that was the 
subject of the email invitation.  This question is plainly dispositive in determining whether a 
computer hack has occurred.  Rather Mohrig engages in transparent evasiveness and casts 
himself as a victim.  I urge citizens to read the following email exchange and honestly ask 
yourself whether Council Member Mohrig is fit to serve on council.   
 
On September 5, 2023, the following calendar invitation was sent by Rick Mohrig.  The 
invitation references a planning meeting on September 7th at the home of two poll workers, 
giving a location and start/stop times.  Considering his long history of egregious election 
interference, you would think Mohrig would want to avoid even the appearance of 
impropriety.  The optics of such a meeting are certainly awful, to say the least. 
 

 
 

 
 
Upon being questioned about this invitation by fellow council members, Mohrig responded 
that he was hacked and that the subject meeting invitation was not from him and that he had 
nothing to do with it.  He demands an investigation.  The most logical explanation is that 
Mohrig did not know what he was doing, likely used another meeting invitation as a template, 



and mistakenly sent a meeting invitation for an actual meeting.  When called out about it, 
Mohrig seems to have panicked and sent a defensive, over-the-top denial of any wrongdoing.  
There are 2 issues here.  One is his use of city resources—his city email and city-provided 
tablet—for political purposes, which he knows is an ethics violation.  Second and more 
serious is an implied meeting with (at least two) poll workers (a clerk and a tabulator), who 
have since resigned from their positions. 
 

 
 
As requested, City Manager Krokoff conducts an investigation that ties up the City’s two 
information technology specialists for the better part of a day.  No “unauthorized access” is 
found. 
 



 
 
I infer that Mohrig continues to insist he has been hacked and drops off his computer for IT to 
scan for security issues.  These scans burn another 2-3 days, further expending city resources 
in what I and other believe was a wild goose chase . . . or perhaps Mohrig is just stalling for 
time. 

 
 
Mohrig checks in with IT to confirm the specialists received his computer. 
 

 
 
On September 11th, clearly annoyed by Mohrig’s meeting with poll workers in the midst of a 
political campaign, Council Member Cookerly engages Mohrig and asks the obvious important 
question:  “Did you meet with them?”  Them being the poll workers. 
 



 
 
Mohrig does not respond, so a day later (September 12th), Cookerly again asks:  “Did a meeting 
take place in Crooked Creek with poll workers?” and further asks why such a meeting would be 
held.  Sensing Mohrig is evading the issue, Cookerly states:  “I am not going to drop this.” 

 
 
Finally, a full week after the original email invitation was sent, Mohrig defensively responds 
with an transparently evasive answer.  He does not answer the simple yes/no question about 
whether the meeting occurred. 
 

 
 
Cookerly comes back again and rightfully asserts that Mohrig is engaged in obfuscation that 
she correctly states only cause greater concern about election integrity.  For the third time, 
Cookerly asks the same question about whether the meeting with poll workers happened? 



 

 
 
In the interim and before answering Cookerly, Mohrig requests an update on the hacking 
investigation from Krokoff.  I would infer that Mohrig is holding out hope that some worm or 
virus might be found that might provide the semblance—however, thin—of an alibi. 
 

 
 
But alas, Krokoff informs Mohrig that “there is no evidence of a breach of our system” and 
regarding his tablet there is “no evidence of it being compromised.”  Furthermore, Krokoff 
expresses skepticism about Mohrig’s hacking assertions.  Krokoff ends his email by stating he 
will not authorize additional resources for the hacking investigation if Mohrig does not 
answer the question about whether he scheduled or attended a meeting with poll workers.  
Krokoff also seems fed-up with Mohrig’s evasiveness about the poll worker meeting. 
 



 
 
Considering there is zero evidence of hacking, Mohrig chooses to shut down further discussion 
with council.  For the fourth time (he is asked 3 times by Cookerly and once by Krokoff), Mohrig 
evades answering whether a meeting occurred with poll workers.  He pathetically attempts to 
cast himself as the victim.  And he gives hints of a possible (lame) excuse in the event he must 
fess up that he met with poll workers.  He intimates that he might not have known the poll 
workers were actually . . .  poll workers. 



 
 
Realizing she has Mohrig on the ropes, Cookerly goes in for the kill.  Mohrig has nowhere to 
go.  Cookerly’s arguments are airtight and irrefutable . . .  and her delivery of a series of knock-
out punches is masterful.  Surely, the rest of council sees the writing on the wall. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Council Member Juliette Johnson weighs in first and correctly argues that Mohrig should get 
what he requested:  a full investigation.  She expresses what most engaged citizens have been 
thinking and saying . . . that Mohrig must finally be held accountable for the many problems he 
has created at City Hall. 
 

 
 



Mayor Jamison seeks a majority of council’s approval for an investigation in the matter.  The 
mayor and council each have the authority to order such an investigation; however, the mayor 
seems reluctant to unilaterally order such an investigation without support of at least 3 
additional council members.  It seems the mayor has majority support if Mohrig is counted as 
a “yes” vote.  Johnson and Cookerly both support such an investigation.  However, as of my 
writing of this blog post, such an investigation does not seem to have yet been ordered. 
 
Out of an abundance of caution and as a courtesy to Mohrig, Mayor Jamison sends a separate 
email to Mohrig to verify that Mohrig does indeed desire an investigation.  (I would not have 
extended such a courtesy, but rather counted Mohrig as a “yes” vote considering that he has 
repeatedly called for an investigation.)  As of this writing, Mohrig had not responded by email to 
the mayor’s query.   
 

 
 

 
 
Whether there will be an investigation and how it will be conducted is unclear as of the writing 
of this blog post.  What is clear is that the issues here are serious and get to the heart of good 
governance.  They involve misuse of government resources; possible perjury; and possible 
election interference (or at least the appearance thereof).  What a tangled web we weave 
when first we practice to deceive . . .  


