Democracy LosA Report on the Fatally
Flawed 2016 Democratic Primaries

Election Justice USA | ElectionJusticeUSA.org | ElectionJusticeUSA@gmail.com

Table of Contents

l. INTRODUCTORY M ATERIAL oo eeet et 3
A. ABOUT ELECTION JUSTICE USA. ...ttt enena e e e eenannnnns 3
B. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ...t 3
C. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...ttt e e e e s nmemnn e B

II. SUMMARY OF DIREC T EVIDENCE FOR ELECT ION FRAUD, VOTER SUPPRESSION,

AND OTHER IRREGULARI TIES ... eeee e e e e enennen s 9
A. VOTER SUPPRESSION......oittiiiiii ettt eees e e e e e mmme e e e eeennnes 9
B. REGISTRATION TAMHEERING .....coiiiiiiiiiiiii e rrsse e 10
C. ILLEGAL VOTER PURGING .....cottiiiiiiiiiiiis s enees e e e e e e e e e e enenanen s 10
D. EVIDENCE OF FRAUDJLENT OR ERRONEOUS @OTING MACHINE TALLIES.............. 11
E. MISCELLANEQOUS ... s 11
F. ESTIMATE OF PLEDE&D DELEGATES AFFECTD ...covviiiiiiiiie e 12

lll. LEGALACTIONS TAKEN BY ELECTION JUSTICE USAAND OTHER PARTIES........ 13
A. LAWSUITS FILED OR YET TO BE FILED.........ccooiiiiiieeee e 13

L. ARIZON A e e et e et ann e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeerannrrnne 13
2. NEW YORK ...ttt sr ettt eeena s et e e e e e e e et e e e e e e annneeeeeeeeeeeeeeennnnrnnnnns 14
L ALLINOIS e 15
O o | [ PRSP PP PP 15
5. CALIFORNI A et e ettt ettt 16
B. THE IMPACT OF SHEBY COUNTY VS. HOLDER ON VOTING IN THE 216 PRIMARIES
............................................................................................................................................... 18

IV. DOCUMENTED TYPES OF VOTER SUPPRESSIONAND ELECTION FRAUD | N THE

2016 U.S. PRESIDENTAL PRIMARIES ... eeee e e 21
A. DIRECT VOTER SUPRESSION......oitiiiiiitiiiiiiii i eeeessss e e e e e e e neeeeeennnen 21

1. REDUCTION IN POLUNG PLACES DISPROPORONATELY AFFECTSSANDER S 6
VOTE SHARE ...t eeeee et e e e e et ettt e e et rnee e e e e e e e e e e s ee bbb s 21
2. SIX DIFFERENT WAYS OF TARGETING NO PRTY PREFERENCE (NPRYOTERS N

CALIFORNI A e ettt b s e e 22



B. REGISTRATION TAMHERING .....coiiiiiiiiiiiii st tsees e e e e e e e e eenenraees 28

C. ILLEGAL VOTER REGISTRATION PURGES...........oiiiiiiieeerce e 34

D. INACCURATE VOTING MACHINE COUNTS......coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i emmnnnees 36
1. EXIT POLLS AND COMPUTERIZED VOTE COUNS .......coiiiiiiiiieieiiiieiieeee e 36
2. CLI NTONOAREINORHEHASES WITH RECINCT SIZE, INDEPBIDENT OF
DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS ... .ttt e e e e e e e e e annen e 48
3. HACKABLE MACHINES. ..o e 65

E. THE DEMOCRATIC NAIONAL COMMITTEE (DNC) OBSTRUCTED THE SADERS
CAMPAIGN AND COLLUDED WITH CORPORATE MEDIAOUTLETS TO MARGINALIZE

AND SMEAR SENATOR SADERS........coo e 71
1. USE OF SUPERDELESE PREPOLLS TO SHAPE MEDIA NARRATIVE ABOUT
PRIMARIES ... et e e e e e s aneea e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aanaraens 71
2. EVIDENCE FROM THEWIKILEAKS DNC EMAIL ARCHIVE.........oovviiiii e, 71

V. EVIDENCE FOR FRAU D OR SUPPRESSION INEACH PRIMARY PHASE, STATE-BY-
N I PSSP /3

B. EARLY STATES. ...t e e e e e e e e e e e es e e e e e e e e e e e eernnanees 74

C. SUPER TUESDAY (MARCH 1)....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiie e eitieeeii ettt me s e e s ansrnn e e e e e amee 78

D. MARCH 2T MARGCH 15 .ttt tmeea s e e e e e et e e e e e b nnneeeeeeeees 82

B ARIZONA e 89

F. INEW YORK . e e e e e et e e e e ee s e e e e e et e e e e e e ae e sanbbe s mnes 90

G APRIL 26ttt emnnnne 91

H. MAY CONTEST St 91

[ JUNE CONTESTS. ..ottt eeeee e e ettt rnee s e e e e e e e eaneranaeees 92

J. STATES REQUIRINGFURTHER ANALYSIS. .. ..o 95

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .....ooiiiiiiiii e 95

AL CONCLUSIONS. ... e saren e e e e e e e e e e e 95

B. RECOMMENDATIONS ... e e e e s e es 95



|. INTRODUCTORY MATERIAL

A. ABOUT ELECTION JUSTICE USA

Election Justice USA (EJUSA) ismational, norpartisanteam of seasoned election integrity experts,
attorneys, statisticians, journalistd activistsT he ci rcumst ances surroundi
presidential primary oMarch 229 2016 widely acknowledged as one of the most disastrous

election days in recent menydr werethe lightning rod thatatalyzed the formation of EJUSA.

Throughout the course of tR®16presidential primary season, EJUSA Baserged as a leader in the

fight for honest elections, pursuitegal action in several states in an attempt to coacttepecific

forms of targeted voter suppression and election fraud.

This report summarizes the work of the Election Justice USA forensics and legatiteargghis

period. EJUSA is working not only to expose the voter suppression and election kiaggtace

during the 2016 presidential primaries, but to build a mass movement callthgefesimple,

affordable reforms that will rendéirect fraud and suppression impossible, safeguarding US elections
for future candidates.

As the information contained in this report should be disseminated as soon as possible the draft
version of this report is being published ahead of its final version which should be tezhiple
August 1, 2016.
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C. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OnApril 19th, a judge in New Yorgrudgingly agreed that someone may htamepered with Alba
Guarero's voter registratin. Judge Ira Margulis changed Hbescision from moments earlier that
Guerrerowould be denied the right to vote in New York D e mprimarya aftéerewidenceemerged
thatGuerrerds signaturdnad beeriorged, switching her to Republican withdwdrknowledge or
consent Had she not been willing to take several hours to appear before afjatigayAlba would

not havze been able to otor Senator Bernie Sanders. Video evidence available online confirms the
forgery:

Ms. Guerrero statesilt just boggles my mind that it could happen that
easily to so many people and without them even knowing that they are %
being manipulated like thatl never would have thought something like |
that could happen.Guerrero was more than willing to have her story !
included inDemocracy Lost S h e Taid id apdoblenyithat obviously

has gone for too long and with no consequence.

A forged legal docment cannot be attributed to an unfortunate mistake @
clerical error. Someone intentionally tampered with Abgerrer@ s Vv o
registration.

Photol: Alba Guerrero

Another New York resident, Chloe Pecorino, attempted to register as@nfiestoter by submitting

the relewant paperwork to the Department of Motor Vehicles in Brooklyn more than a week before the
March 25th, 2016 deadline. Attempts to verify her registration status online were unsucCestiel.
day of New Yor kdéds pr esi de nntragistdred psraiDemsocrat, despitdr | o0 e
persistent efforts, including more than a dozen calls and emails, the evidence of which spans fifteen
pages in Exhibit A of Election Justice USA®b6s
took several burs to appear before a judge in an attempt to vote normally. Despite ample evidence of

attempts to register before the deadline in good faith, the judge denied her request. As a consequence,

Chloe was forced to cast her vote for Senator Sanders usiffifdaniaiballot. As can be seen in Photo

2, Chl oebds affidavit bal |l ot was decl ared inval

Ihttp://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2016/04/19/faittreid-and morein-newyork-s-punkrock-voting-disaster.html
Lastaccessed on July 22nd, 208sgnificantly, the changes were bagated to 2004. Guerrero has provided Election
Justice USA with her 2003 federal tax form proving that the signatures from the two documents are still nothing alike.

“https://youtu.be/ k6YAELEDE Last accessed on July"™22016.
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Alba and Chloe's stories are just tebthousands of reports of voter regigiton tampering, purging, or

obstruct

on

rec

orded b

y El ection Just.i

ce
by registration records, emails to and from officials, phone records, or affidstuhony. Available

USA

evidence fromArizona, New York, and California suggests more than 500,000 registrations were
tampered with or improperly handled. While N&uerrerowas allowed to vote, hundreds of thousands

of voters were denied the right to vote or were forced to vote provisionally. A quriten or more
provisional or affidavit Democratic ballots were not counted. Available evidence also suggests that the
vast majority of suppressed voters would have voted or tried to vaddef@toBernie Sanders.

Based on concrete evidené&dectionJ u s t |
registration tampering could only have been carried out by compat&ersin many cases, the
changes to voter registrations are provably bdatled in official electronic record®therforms of

ce

USA sur mi ses

t hat

unil

direct voter suppression, however, were carried out by partisan elections officials in states like New
York and California. In Brooklyn alone, 121,000 voters were wrongly or even illegally purged from

voter rolls leading up to New York's vote. TBeoklyn voter purge disproportionately affected

Hispanic voters.Analyses inDemocracy Losshowthatvoterpurges also disproportionately affected

3 http://www.npr.org/2016/06/21/482968834/latimotershit-hardesthy-brooklynvoterpurge Last accessed on July 22,

2016.
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http://www.npr.org/2016/06/21/482968834/latino-voters-hit-hardest-by-brooklyn-voter-purge

Sander8 v ot ehe peccéntade of:purded voters for each precinct was a significant predictor of

Cli nt ooteGlareNew Yor k Cityds Boar d o{eveEemplaydes vatimoet s u s

pay but has offered no substantive explanation.

Partisan elections officials also targeted specific classes of voters known to support Senatorl®anders.
California, for instancesix uniquemethods were employed sgstematicalll\d i s enf ranchi se
preference’(independentyoterswho werelegally eligible to vote in the Democratic primary.

The widespread and illegal efforts to manipulate the elecgsults in the 2016 Democratic Party
primaries are not the only visible indications of election fr&lJSA has also identifiadegular
patterns in precindevel Democratic vote tallieshich are strongly suggestive of electronic voting
machine tamering In all eleven primaries where discrepancies between exit polling and official
results exceeded the margin of error, the discrepancy favored HillargiClDémocracy Lostreats
the controversy over exit polling discrepanacieth in-depthargumenation and statistical regression
analysis.

Exit polling has been used throughout the world as a means to verify election resullsit€deStates

Agency for International DevelopmefilSAID) stated in their 2015 booklétAs sessi ng and
ElectionResultso[ e] xit poll s are powerful analytical t
reported by voters and official results may su

Unlike other technologically advanced countries such as Germany, Canauta, Fireland, Italy,

Denmark, Finland, and 53 other countries, election ballots in the United States are not counted by hand

and in publicThe Federal Constitutional Court of Germathe(Germarversion of the US Supreme

Court), in 2009, effectivelybanme t he use of comput er*mortleotolieo unt
able to verify the results of their elections, Germany reverted to the hand counting of all ballots in front
of citizen observers

Many US states use touslereen computer voting systethat do not even generate a papertrail.

Almost all ballots, whether paper or not, are counted by computers. All countingtisanseparent and
inaccessible for verification by the public. The few states that audit the computer counts by hand only
examinea tiny percentage of the ballots and even this count is not performed according to proper

|

\

(0]

(

G

statistical procedures. In other words, the results of our elections, based on computer counts, are largely

unverified.

Applying the results of the exit polls cordded in these primaries in an attempt to verify the computer
counts revealed that these counts differed widely from the exit poll projections. These discrepancies
occurred primarily in the Democratic Party primaries but not in the primaries of the Rapubiay.

This is remarkable, as the exit polls for both parties were conducted on the same day, in the same
precincts, with the same interviewers, and used the same methodologies.

4 Federal Constitutional Court of Germany. Use of voting computers in 2005 Bundestag election unconstitutional. Press
Release No. 19/2009 of 03 March 2009. (The Court explicitly stated, as dreerofin reasons for their decision,

fdel i berate electoral fraud committed by manipul ating t
wi t h di ffi culhttp/wow.bunieseerfassargdgerichaide/SharedDocs/Pressemitteilungen/EN/2009/bvg09
019.html Last @cessed on June 12, 2016.

5 Deutsche Welle (DW). No concerns over election fraud in Germany. September 21Available at:
http://www.dw.com/en/ne&oncernsover-electionfraudin-germany/al 7102003 Last accessed on June 12, 2016.
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Comparing the computer vote counts with the exit poll survey resultisgdrepublican Party

primaries, the total survey margin of error was calculated to be 32% greater than the usual statistical
margin of error applied to such surveys. Ten of the primaries of the Democratic Party had computer
vote counts that differed frometexit poll results by more than the augmented margin of error applied
to the exit polls conducted by Edison Research.

The theories put forth in the effort to explain away these discrepancies by the defenders of
computerized vote counting are carefulhab/zed inDemocracyLost andshown to fail. No

reasonable explanation can be found for why the computer counts matched only the exit poll results for
the Republican Party primaries. The possibility that the computer counts were only accurate for one
party is the only explanation remaining.

New information, supplied by Edison Research (which conducted the polling in question) directly to

the author of the exit poll section of this report, on the adjustments made to the standard and scientific
exit poll suvey methodology, strongly suggests that the discrepancies between the vote counts and

their respective exit polls were likefyeaterthan the discrepancies shown in the tables of this report.

The actual discrepancies may range as high as38%in somef the states. Without access to

Edi sonds raw exit poll data and a detail ed accoc
discrepancies between the classic exit polls and the vote counts cannot be determined with certainty.
The possibility exists thahe unadjusted exit polls may show that candidate Sanders may have handily
won the Democratic Party primary race.

This report supplies additional evidence supporting the notion that unverified computer counts

incorrectly tabulated the votes in the Demadic Party primarieEEJUSA analyzed precingégvel

results in the largest counties by population for 35 of 36 Democratic primary(ttatetate of

Arizona does not keep such elections recofsse analyses revealed that as precinct size increases,
Clintonbs vote share increases. This pattern hc
factors such as race and age.

This method of analyzing data is based on the Law of Large Numbers. As a sample size grows, its
average rapidly approxines the average of the population being measured. Toss a coin repeatedly,

and, as the number of tosses increase, the increasing sum of the tosses rapidly approaches the average
of the twosided coil®d 50% of the tosses average heads or tails.

The same priniple applies to the election results between candidate Sanders and candidate Clinton. As
the number of votes accumulate for each candidate, their individual vote share should rapidly
approximate their average share of the vote from the entire state. dhisotthe case in states with

| arge exit polling discrepancies favoring Clint
with precinct size raises the strong possibility of voting machine tampering.

Fritz Scheuren, professor of statistic&aorge Washington University and the 100th President of the
Ameri can Statisti calasAstaigiagan,afind tleemesultsfottie)2016 mimaayt e s
voting unusual. In fact, | found the patterns unexpected [and even] suspicious. Tehgreaser

degree of smoothness in the outcomes than the roughness that is typical in raw/te%Ddata

6 http://www.hollerbackfilm.com/electoraystemin-crisis/Last accessed on July 24, 2016.

7


http://www.hollerbackfilm.com/electoral-system-in-crisis/

Scheuren is quoted #n Electoral System in Crisian independent examination of the accuracy and
security of U.S. electronic voting equipment. Teport was released by an investigative team led by
Edward R. Murrow Awaravinning journalist. u | u  F i co#abadatioa withScheurepand has

been invited for publication in the journal of timternational Association of Official Statistics

Election Justice USArovided assistance in its research and development. Scheuren further argues that
"the difference between the reported totals, and our best estimate of the actual vote, varies
considerably from state to state. However these differencegyaifcantd sometimes more than

10%3 and could change the outcome of the election

The argument Election Justice USA is advancing suggests that an algorithm may have been applied to
electronically counted votes. The proposed algorithm would have incl€dsednt ond6s s har e
and decreased Sandersd share of the vote by an
increased. Because the final numbers would be algorithmically related to the actual vote total, they
would remain random in a wahat would avoid detection by election fraud analysis tadig logic is

simple: discrepancies and irregularities are easier to conceal in precincts with more votes, and, in cases
where a limited number of precincts can be targeted, the larger prgéeidta greater number of

votes to work with.

Election Justice USA has estabksl an upper estimate of 18kdged delegates lost BgnatoBernie

Sanders as a consequence of specific irregularities and instances of fraud. Adding these delegates to
Serat or Sandersd6 pledged del egate total and subt
would more than erase the 359 pledged delegate gap between the two candidates. EJUSA established
the upper estimate through exit polling data, statisticdisiseby precinct size, and attention to the

details of Democratic proportional awarding of national delegates. Even small changes in vote shares in
critical states like Massachusetts and New York could have substantially changed the media narrative
surrownding the primaries in ways that would likely have had far reaching consequences for Senator
Sanderso campaign.

Democracy Losis divided into four section3.he first section introducdslection Justice USA, the

lawsuits it has filed during the coursetbé 2016 Democratic presidential primary season, and the legal
background surrounding i s s ue sSedidntwo descebedand r i ght s
analyzesin greatdepth thewide variety of election fraud type®cumentedn the 2016 Demaatic

primary and caucus cycle. Section three discusses thedlypkestion fraud on a datey-date, state

by-state basis. It establishes lower and upper estimates for more than two dozen states or territories
where Election Justice USA's anady®stabth thatsystematic irregularities @lection fraud may

have reached a level that affected national delegate totals. Section four concludes by calling for
decertification of the 2016 Democratic primary results in over 20 statde outlining Election

Justice USA6s recommendations for the avoidance

1) Exclusive use of hancbunted paper ballots in all future US elections.

2) Automatic voter registration with sarday party affiliation switching as aandatory

condition for all elections that are publicly funded.

3) Restoration of voting rights legislation which would ensure adequate access to polling sites.

Democracy Losmaintaingthat these recommendations for future elections, contrary to common
claims, save taxpayer money.



. SUMMARYOF DIRET EVIDENCE FOR ELEBN FRAUD, VOTER
SUPPRESSION, AND ERHRREGULARITIES

Election Justice USA has collected evidence indicating that multiple instances of voter suppression and
election fraud have occurred throughtheé 2016 presidential primarid3emocratic and Republican
candidates have been affected, but demographics favdeingtoiBernie Sanders (e.g., younger

voters, independefunaffiliated votershave beemost heavilyaffected. This eidence falls into four
categories: 1) voter suppressi@p,voter registration tampering (switching of a voter's party affiliation
without their knowledge or consent); 3) illegal voter registration purgesjid¢nce for erroneous or
fraudulent voting machine count#/e have also discovered a number of credibports of

miscellaneous kinds of election fraud or potential election ftiaatdare particularly relevant to caucus
statesWe present a brief synopsis of our evidence from each category below.

A. VOTER SUPPRESSION

A) Extensive reduction in number oblping places: Reduction in polling places (e.g., Arizona, Puerto
Rico, Rhode Island) disproportionately affected Sanders' vote 3iasas becaus€linton had larger
vote shares for early/absentee ballots, while Sanders fared best on election day.

B) Voter suppression by California elections officials targetingay-preference (NPP) voters: 1)

Refusal to include NPP presidential voting options on regular ballots; 2) Refusal to mail presidential
ballots to NPP votdy-mail voters unless explicitly geiested; 3) Refusal to provide mandatory notices

to voteby-mail NPP voters of their right to a Presidential Preference ballot; 4) Refusal to inform NPP
voters at the polls of their right to a Presidential Preference ballot; 5) Refusal to provide adequate
ballots and/or voter indexes, despite the State Law requirement of 75% voter roll coverage; 6) Refusal
to clarify to voters that American Independent
(NPP) status. We filed a lawsuit in an attempaddress these issues, but relief was not granted.

Testimonies and statistics detailing voter suppression in California:

1) Testimony from CA voters who were given provisional ballots by pollworkers despite their
names beingn the Democratic voter rolls.

2) Testimony from CA Democratic voters who received the wrong balbat ity the mail.

3) Testimony/video evidence from CA Democratic voters who were given provisional ballots
instead of being directed to a emtly-changed polling location.

4) Testimony fom poll inspectors about a shortage of ballots: in some cases, fewer than 39% of
registered voters would have been covered bytimeberof ballots provided for Los Angeles
County precincts, despite a CA State Law requirement that 75% coverage be gdak&ste

also have testimony from voters who were forced to use provisiahatdbdue to ballot

shortages.

5) Poll workers did not count or keep a roster of provisional ballots in CA, hence no chain of
custody is possible.



B. REGISTRATION TAMPERI NG

Registation tampering involveshangesnade to party affiliation or registration statughout a voter's
knowledge or consent. These reports have been corroborated by hard evidence in the form of paper
documents and screshots.

A) New York: We have receivadsimony and affidavits from overdD New York Democratic voters.

Of these respondentsyer 300registered during the current campaign cycle. Out of all respondents,
around 30(had been switched to independent (no party affiliation) withwit knowledye or consent

and at least 8Bad been switched to another party without their knowledge or consent. In some cases,
these changes had been bdeked such that they were listed as made before the voter initially
registered.

B) California: We havelsoreceaved testinony and affidavits from over 70Dalifornia voters who
experienced voting and registration problems. Of these respondents, 84 were switched to another party
without their knowledge or consent. In some cases, these changes wedateackuch tht they were

listed as made before the voter initially registered.

C) Other states: We have received testimony and affidavits detailing registration tampering in many
other states, including FL, KY, MD, NJ, NM, OH, OR, and PA.

D) These changes contributerthe unprecedented number of disqualified affidavit ballots seen in
states like AZ, NY, and CA: 20,000 excluded provisional ballots in Pho&nkgna; 91,000 in New
York; 360,000and climbing in California.

C.ILLEGAL VOTER PURGIN G

A) New York City: Two Brooklyn Board of Elections top officials have been suspended without pay
and without any public explanation, in response to reports of 121,000 wrongly purged voters.

We have received testimony and affidavits from over 600 New York Democratic voteis, wbith
registered as Democrats in 2012 or later and would thus not be subject to legal purging due to
inactivity. Of these respondents, 303 registered during the current campaign cycle. Out of all
respondents, 140 had been purged and 27 were not opahigig site's books despite valid, active
Democratic registrations. The other respondents experienced registration tampering (see above) or
other irregularities.

In a statistical model which controlled for neighborhood/location and precinct sizertbatpge of
purged voters was a significant predictoCof i n vote share, demonsting that Senator Sanders
was disproportionately affected by the purges.

B) California: We have received testimony and affidavit material froone than 70@A voters who
experienced problems voting, 78 of which had been purged or were not on the poll books of their
polling place. These accounts are corroborated by hard evidence in the form of document scans.

C) These changes contributed to the unprecedented numbequoéatiied affidavit ballots seen in
states like AZ, NY, and CA: 20,000 excluded provisional ballots in Phoenixqiaj1,000 in New
York; 360,000and climbing in California.
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D. EVIDENCE OF FRAUDULENT OR ERRONE OUS VOTING MACHINE T ALLIES

A) Primary contet exit poll discrepancies that exceed the margin of error (in 11 of 11 such cases, the
discrepancy favored Clinton). Media outlets have removed the unexpurgated poll niombersf

these 11 caseAccording to USAID, an organization that works to proenaversight of electoral
processes, fAdexit polls are powerful analytical
voters and official results may suggest that results have been manipulated, but it does not prove this to
be thé case. 0

B) A well-controlled California early voter exit poll (Capitol Weekly/Open CA) consisting of 21,000
data points matched early returns for devallot races, but was off by ~16% for Sanders v. Clinton,
with the discrepancy in Clinton's favbAccording to the L.A. Gunty elections chief, Dean Logan,
early/maitin votes are reported firsgttronglysuggesting a miscount of mail ballots.

C) Our analyses show that in at lessventeestates, precinct size is the most robust linear predictor
of Sanders' vote shareven when controlling for neighborhood/location. In other words, even when
controlling for geographical location within the state, a statistical model shows that the larger a
precinct, the lower Sanders' vote share. This cannot be explained away afaanhadrsenaller

precincts being more rural or less ethnically diverse: these results are regocded York City

when considering only the Bronx (~10% white), for instance. This pattern was consistent for all five
boroughs, with the exception of Marttaan, in which Sanders' vote share did not decrease linearly with
precinct size. This pattern showep, almost exclusivelyn a variety of highlyracially polarizectities
where exit polling missed, but was not present, with rare exception, in siraties ahd counties where
exit polling was accurate.

D) Multiple studies, including one published recently by graduate students at Stanford University and
the University of Tillburg, show that across all primary states Clinton performs best in counties with
voting machines that don't leave a papertrail, and that this difference is statistically sighificant.

E) Chicago's Board of Elections has admitie@ne of the authors of the report dacdCounterPunch
Magazinethat citizens monitoring the audit werehrigabout irregularities in the process and that audit
inumbers didn't maThéaditizees! nomitoringogroupdas ynsisted is publit, s .
sworn testimony that numbers were adjusted to force a match. A lawsuit has just been filed to demand
an accurate audit of early vote totals in Ch@maOur irregular precinct sizmttern showed up weakly

in Chicago (Cook County) early balloting and strongly for the overall vote in Suburban Cook County.

E. MISCELLANEOUS
1) lowa Caucuslrregularities : The Des Moines Registétditorial Board was so disgusted with the

irregularities that they witnessed with their own eyesl the Democratic establishment's refusal to
respond to them transparentlyat it penned aaditoriaf! entitled: "Something Smells in the

7 https://yali.state.gov/wygontent/uploads/sites/4/2016/01/Assessing Verifying-ElectionResultsSummary
Document.pdf

8 http://capiblweekly.net/exitpoll-tight-raceabsentes/otersfavor-hillary/

9 https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B6mLpCEIGEYGYI9RZWFRcmpsZkO/view?pref=2&pli=1

10 http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/05/13/chiceglectionofficial-admitsnumbersdidnt-matchhillary-clinton-vs-
berniesanderselectionfraud-allegations/

11 http://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/opinion/editorials/caucus/2016/02/03/eckitumathing

smellsdemocratieparty/79777580/
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Democratic Party." It notes that the whole process produced a "whiff of impropriety" and said that the
Party response "reeks of autocracy."

2) Nevada Caucudrregularities : In Nevada, Senator Harry Reid would not have been able to help
control the processes of caucuses and conventions if he had publicly endorsed Hillary Clinton. Instead,
Reidmaintained neutidy while reportedly moving to convinc8asino bosses to get their workers to

the caucuses for Clinton, which they were not planning to do accord@Adoday'? Troubling

reportssay Casino management selectively chose who could have time off to tteercusatched to

see how their employees voted, turning an expected tight race in six Casino locations into a big win for
Clinton.

3) The Democratic National Commi ttee Worked Aga
with Media Outlets to Smear Him: FiveThirtyEights HarryEntenpredicted? quite frankly in June
2015 that i f Bernie Sander s di likelywseeltHe Democratico wa a-r

establishment rush in to try to squash Sanders, much as Republicans did to Newt Gingrichfie2012 a
he won South CarolinaThe use of superdelegates in the mainstream media played a larDelbbile
WassermaiSchultzbaldly admitted?, in responsetd a k e T a p p euestionfabo@ N Ngysd"
processthat the superdelegate systendesignedo keep party stalwarts from "running against grass
roots activists" like Sanders. Enten's boss Nate Silver went so fawagefs that "Donald Trump

Would Be Easy to Stop Under Democratic Rules," in part because superdelegates play a substantial
role. Major media followed the Associated BsgAP) in consistently includirguperdelegates in their
counts starting with Sanders' big win in New Hampshire naethdata appears to shiéwhatthe AP
colluded with the Clinton campaign to announce her as wileedday before last Tuesday's vote with
nearly 700 pledged delegates at std&mely based on polls of superdelegates, which do not vote until
the Democratic National Convention

The most damning evidence of top DNC offisiavorking against the Sande@mpaigncame in the
form of a leaked DNC email archive published by whistleblowing website WikiLeaks on Jély 22
2016 In addition to depicting a general culture of contempt for the Sanders campaigmails show
DNC officials colluding withjournalists from corporate media outlets to marginalize, and in some
cases, smear Sanders himself by planting stories.

F. ESTIMATE OF PLEDGED DELEGATES AFFECTED
Our Upper estimate of delegates affected, spelled out in more detail in sectiarf theeeeport,s at

least +184 for Sanders, at leek84 for Clinton for a 368elegate switch in delegate margin. This or a
similar margin would have been enough to secure the lead in pledged delegates for Senator Sanders.

http://www.usatoday.com/story/opinion/2016/02/20/hilkatinton-wins-nevadacaucusharry-reid-culinary-unionjon-
ralston/80688750/

13 http://fivethirtyeight.com/datalab/wh#b-make of-the-berniesanderssurge/

14 https://youtu.be/wsIILIKM9Yc

15 http:/fivethirtyeight.com/features/donatcump-would-be-easyto-stopunderdemocratierules/
16 hitps://www.thenewsamerican.com/2016/06/digton-know-aboutap-victory-story-in-advance/
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lIl. LEGAL ACTIONS TAKENELECTION JUSTGE AND OTHER PARSTIE

A primary strategy of Election Justice USA in combating voter suppression and election fraud throughout the
course of the 2016 Democratic primaries has been legal action. The present section summarizes all relevant
lawsuits filed byElection Justice USA, its allies, and unaffiliated parties. This section concludes by discussing
the impact of a recent US Supreme Court ruling on voting rights and, in particular, on voting during the 2016
presidential primary season.

A. LAWSUITS FILED O R YET TO BE FILED

1. ARIZONA
In Maricopa County, Arizona, which covers Phoenix and outlying areas, 140 out of 200 polling
| ocations were eliminated, | eaving only one vot

reduction by 70%f available places to vote, which they claimed was done to save money, resulted in
waiting lines that in some cases lasted for 5% hours. At least three lawsuits were brought by various
organizations as a result of these actions.

In the first of these &®s, Tucson resident John Brakey tried to invalidate the election on the
ground that the reduction in polling locations constituted election fraud. Although Maricopa County
Superior Court Judge David Gass acknowledged that the number of polling placeadeasiate, he
dismissed the lawsuit after finding that Mr. Brakey had not proved election board misconduct or fraud
that would have changed the outcothe.

The Democratic National Committee, along with Hillary Clinton and Bernie Sanders'
campaigns, took different approach in the second lawsuit, challenging the motivation behind the
severe reduction in the number of polling places. The plaintiffs have filed two motions asking the court
to grant preliminary injunctions against the state. One seekstopreven new fibal | ot har
(which would prohibit people from collecting early ballots from others and turning them in to elections
officials) from taking effect. The other demands that Maricopa County come up with a polling place
allocation plan befa the November elections so that the mistakes of primary day are not repeated.
Oral arguments on these motions are scheduled for Atfytst.

In the third case, the Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law has filed a suit
challenging the reduction Maricopa County polling places. The plaintiffs include voters who either
had to wait in line for many hours before casting their ballots, or who were unable to vote at all. The
lawsuit asks for a judgment declaring that the reduction in polling pladeswvioe d t he voter s
constitutional and statutory rights. It seeks an injunction providing for court supervision over all
Maricopa County elections through and including the 2020 election, and requiring that election
officials create a comprehensive plarréduce wait times at the pofi%.

17.http://lwww.azcentral.com/story/news/politics/elections/2016/04/26/jholggedawsuit
challengingarizonapresidentialprimary-results/83561630/
18.http://www.cnn.com/2016/04/14/politics/dtewsuitarizona/
19.https://cronkitenews.azpbs.org/2016/06/20/distantrtjudgerule-ballot-harvestingprovisionat
ballots/
20.https://lawyescommittee.org/preselease/lawsuitiled-protectvoting-rightsmaricopaarizona
following-recentpresidentialpreferenceprimary-electionfiasco/
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The Civil Rights Division of the United States Department of Justice has also launched its own
investigation into the reasons for the poll closings, and whether the elimination of polling places
violated Federal law by caing a disproportionate burden in areas with substantial racial or language
minority populationg?

2.NEW YORK
In New York state, primarily in Kings County (Brooklyn) but also elsewhere, names were purged from
the rolls of Democratic party voters and imsocases party registration was switched without the
votersod knowledge or consent. I n Brooklyn al one
from the voter rolls. An analysis done towards the end of June by public radio station WNYC showed
that he purge, which took more than 120,000 voters off the rolls in New York City, had a
disproportionate impact on residents with Hispanic surngarés.

An example of the difficulties experienced in the New York primary were reflected in
information providedefore the election on the EJUSA web portal by Queens resident Alba Guerrero.
She had registered to vote for the first time as a Democrat, and voted for Barack Obama in 2008. When
she moved from Manhattan to Queens, shegestered at the DMV. She chedken line over a month
before the 2016 primary to be sure she was registered at her new address, but when she arrived at her
polling place she was told she had been registered as a Republican since 2004. She sought out a judge,
Ira Margulis, who said themas nothing he could do because the documents showed her to be a
registered Republican. But then she saw the paperibek2004 voter registration, while having her
correct name, social security numberurnadiathebi r t hc
judge and pointed out the discrepancy. It was only due to her perseverance that she was finally allowed
to vote in the Democratic primafy.

The wholesale purging of eligible voters and unauthorized registration switches formed the
basis foditigation filed in Federal court on an emergency basis by EJUSA attorney Blaire F&llows.
That lawsuit, brought before the primary was held, asserted that the purging procedure violated both
the New York election law and the National Voters Rights Acti¢lvallows a purge only after the
Board of Elections sends a letter indicating the voter will be purged, the voter fails to return the letter
and request continued party enrollment, and the voter does not vote in two general election cycles).
Other claimsentered on the deprivation of rights of minorities who were purged in Brooklyn, failing
to register new voters who met the registration deadline, and improper party registration switches. But
the lawsuit was not enough to halt the actions of the Bodgteofions- the primary was held despite
the overwhelming number of people who were denied the right to vote.

After the primary, New York Attorney Eric Schneiderman reported that his office received
more than a thousand complaints from voters, whichkecde i bed as fAby far the
complaintso received for an election since he t
an investigation into the matter, and the New York City Board of Elections has suspended two
Brooklyn election dicials pending their own internal investigatiéi?’’

21.https://www.buzzfeed.com/claudiakoerner/justitsgartmeninvestigatingafterarizonansvaited
hour?utmterm=.yr2kvwa5w#.t059JBlyB
22.http://whowhatwhy.org/2016/06/30/supreme-court-caused-brooklyn-voter-purge/
23.http://gothamist.com/2016/06/21/voter_purge_brooklyn_latinos_impact.php
24.http:/lwww.thedailybeast.com/articles/2016/04/19/faHfreaid-andmorein-newyork-s-punkrock-
voting-disaster.html

25.Campanello v. NYS Board of Elections, et &.S.D.C., E.D.N.Y., Civ.1691892.
26.http://www.ag.ny.gov/preselease/statemeiair schneidermaivoting-issuesduring-new
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3. ILLINOIS

Efforts by Board of Election officials in Chicago to manipulate the early vote totals were cited in

articles written by Doug Johnson Hatlem of EJ@%#nd in a recent lawsuit filed by attogseGregory

E. Kulis and Joshua PatriékThe lllinois election code requires a test of the voting machines in 5% of

the precincts, to be selected at random after election day in a manner which ensures that every precinct
and every machine has an equal deaof being selected. If an errorless count cannot be conducted, a
written report detailing the errors must be provided to the canvassing board.

Two citizen gr ou@hiagd amhtioedlizois®@allatintegrity Br@ject)
monitored the vote andkescribed multiple irregularities. These included listing the voting machine
totals in bold next to the spaces provided for the audit results so that the desired outcome was readily
apparent; failing to count numerous votes and altering the final tabulaiedo that the recount totals
woul d equal the Aofficial o results generated b
to another and adding or subtracting tallies from one candidate or another; and stopping the count once
t he f o tinibergweere Feached. To compound matters, the BOE employees participating in the
audit actively prevented the monitors from observing and documenting these impropitiegies
actions included bending or obscuring the tally sheets to shield them fronothei t or s6 vi e w;
physically preventing the monitors from watching the person performing the tallies; and stopping them
from photographing or otherwise documenting the results.

The lawsuit, brought on behalf of voters and monitors, seeks class actionatakaratory
judgment, and an injunction. It charges that the actions of the BOE officials violated the fundamental
right to vote because it deprived voters whose votes were changed or discarded of the right to cast a
vote for the candidates of theirah ce. The compl aint also states t
monitors of their rights of freedom of association and to petition the government for a redress of
grievances. The lawsuit charges that several of the monitors appeared at a BOE meertargancall
the commi ssionersé6é attention to their observat:i
the fact that this was an open meeting purportedly subject to public comment, and that the monitors had
an obligation to come forwarditl their findings, the monitors were prevented from speaking. Public
comment was closed, the returns were certified, and the meeting was adjourned, all in less than two
minutes.

As separately noted in Doug Hatnksausedin r eport ¢
Chicagobs early voting process are among those
2008 a team of scientists from the University of California Santa Barbara showed that these machines
the AVC Edge Il Plus could be hackedithout breaking the security seals, and that the hack could be
accomplished in a way that allowed the malicious code to spread to all other machines in a particular
county. Eight years later, those easily hackable Edge machines are still counting aotédavariety
of states and counties, including in the third largest city in the United States.

4. OHIO
Attorney Bob Fitrakis haBled a lawsuit against Edison Media Research asserting that Democratic

york%E2%80%99primary-election
27.http://wwwnbcnews.com/news/asiamerica/secondewyork-city-official-suspende@dmid
investigationvoting-complaintsn569281
28.http://www.counterpunch.org/2016/05/13/chicagjectiorrofficial-admitsnumbersdidntmatch
hillary-clinton-vs-berniesanderselectionfraudallegations/

29.Kerlin v. Chicago Board of Elections, et,dll.S.D.C., N.D. lll., Civ.1607424.
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presidential candidate Bernie Sanders actuallyeshmmore pledged delegates in the primaries than

were shown by the resuff8The suit seeks the release of raw exit polling data which documents
dramatic differences between exit polls and electronic vote totals in eleven states in the 2016
presidential prnaries. Exit polls have been adjusted to fit electronic vote totals since 2004, when they
appeared to show Kerry winning against Bush. At that time, Karl Rove (then an assistant to George
Bush) developed a theory to explain the alleged unreliability ofpeXs. After citizens on the internet
began to notice wide discrepancies in this election, the exit poll sponsors, The Media Consortium and
Edison Media Research, canceled exit polls for all remaining states in the primary season. The lawsuit
demands thtamedia organizations release the raw data for the 2016 exit polls for the first time.

5. CALIFORNIA

Procedural and other problems in California resulted in mass confusion even before the election was
held, due to incorrect information, particularly atfag No Party Preference (NPP) voters, being
disseminated by the Secretary of State.

About 10 days before the primary a lawsuit was filed by EJUSA attorney Bill Simpich on
behalf of the Voting Rights Defense ProjétThis suit detailed the erroneous anisleading
information being distributed by the Secretary of State regarding registration and vote by mail
deadlines, the right to receive a regular Presidential ballot at the polling place, the right to be offered a
regular ballot by poll workers when tharrive at the polls, and the right of the NPP voters to request a
Presidential party ballot. The suit asked the court to direct that public service announcements be sent
out statewide to inform voters of their rights, and that registration to vote jpeneb until as late as
Election Day in order to remedy the failures in registration caused by the errors committed by the
Secretary of State and others statewide.

The plaintiffsd requests were denied, with t
figure it all out. However, primary day revealed that there were, in fact, exactly the problems EJUSA
had predicted. According to theA. Times2 many polling sites had incomplete voter rolls, particularly
in Los Angeles County. California voters repdrsowing up to their polling sites only to find that
their names were not listed on the voting rolls. There were instances of supplemental rosters of new
voters not getting to the polls on time. Other voters encountered broken machines and pollimat sites t
opened late. The result was that all of these voters were given provisional ballots, which take longer to
fill out, longer for election officials to verify, and which ultimately were not included in the manual
tally required by law. Hundreds of Califoaans complained of voting problems to the national
nonpartisan voter hotline run by the Lawyerso (
the Times experts blamed the voting problems on a confluence of factors: old voting machines and a
compettive election that had drawn new voters, combined with complex state voting laws that were
hard for poll volunteers and voters to follow.

NBC also confirmed that the critics who predicted the California primary election would be
confusing, specifically fothe NPP voters, were right on potaiThroughout the state, from Los
Angles to San Jose to Antioch, countless voters complained of inept poll workers, many of whom did

30.http://masscentral.com/lawstiy-notedelectionrattorneycliff -arnebeckiled-arguessandersoeat
clintor-in-primaries/

31.\oting Rights Defense Projedt al. v. Padilla, et glJ.S.D.C., N.D. Cal., Civ.262739.

32 http://www.latimes.com/politics/taol-cavoting-problems20160607snaphtmlstory.html
33.http://lwww.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/ConfuskmstrationFor-NPP-Votersin-SantaClara
County-38227331.html
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not know the proper information or protocol. While many counties in California itstipoll workers
to present all NPP voters with menu cards to choose their ballots, Santa Clara County did not. NPP
voters are allowed to vote Democrat, Green Party or Libertarian in a presidential primary, but the Santa
Clara County poll worker instructiomanual told election workers not to offer voters a crossover ballot
unless they asked for one.

Despite all of the irregularities in the California primary, the election results were certified by
the Secretary of State on July 15.
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B. THE IMPACT OF SHELBY COUNTY VS. HOLDER ON VOTING IN THE 2016
PRIMARIES

Under the Federal Voting Rights Atas it existed until recently, states and localities with a history of
racial discrimination were required to obtain advance permission from the Federal governreeht (cal
Apreclearanceo) i f they wanted to change their
Act established a formula for determining if a jurisdiction would require preclearance, and Section 5 of
the Act set forth the states (Alabama,#Ma, Arizona, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina,
Texas and Virginia) and municipal entities within other states that had to get new voting laws pre
approved® A state or locality subject to preclearance had to demonstrate to the JustidenBeptrat

the new law or rule was not discriminatory before it could become effective.

In Shelby County vs. Hold&these sections of the Voting Rights Act were challenged by Shelby

County, Alabama, which claimed that the Act was unconstitutional bettaes@ired some, but not all,
states and counties to obtain preclearance from the federal authorities. On June 25, 2013, the United
States Supreme Court held that it was unconstitutional to use the coverage formula in Section 4(b) to
determine which jusdictions were subject to the preclearance requirements. It did not rule on Section 5,
but even though this section still remains in force, it no longer covers any of the states and localities
previously on the list. If Congress were to amend Sectionwitb)new criteria, the preclearance
requirement could be enforced again.

Writing for the majority in a 8 decision, Chief Justice John Roberts held that the coverage formula was
Afbased oml dedatdeesand eradicatedl|l praaptoered. sHat

reference to |iteracy tests and | ow voter regis
|l iteracy tests fAhave been banned nationwide for
numbers inthe coveredt at es have risen dramatically in the
di sparity had been Acompelling evidence justify
when the Act was passed, t h e r Satewaears be divwded irdortvgoe 1 S

groups: those with a recent history of voting tests and low voter registration and turnout, and those
without those characteristics. Congress based its coverage formula on that distinction. Today the Nation

isnolongerdivied al ong those |l ines, yet the Voting Rig
I n response, Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg wrote
of the most consequential, efficacious, and amply justifiedcesess of federal legislative power in our

Nationds historyo. Noting that in the majorityo
dormancy, 0 she observed that A[t] hrowing out pr

work to stop discminatory changes is like throwing away your umbrella in a rainstorm because you are
not getting wet. o

34.42 U.S.C. § 1973 et.seq., now 52 U.S.C. § 10301 et seq.

35. For a complete list of the local governments covered, see: https://www.justice.gov/crt/jurisdictions
previouslycoveredsection5

36.133 S. Ct. 2612, 186 L.Ed.2d 651, 81 U.S.L.W. 451482 A thorough discussion of the effect of

the Shelbycase can be found on the website of the United States Department of Justice (Civil Rights
Division) at https://www.justice.gov/crt/abeséction5-voting-rights-act.
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The effects of th&helbycase on voting rights have been extensively examined. The NAACP Legal
Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. (LDF) published artgmtitled,Democracy Diminished: State and
Local Threats to Voting PoShelby County, Alabama v. Holder, a detailed collection of state, county,
and | ocal voting changes during the years since
Alabama v. Hier®” The LDF observed that the preclearance provision has long been regarded as the
most important means of protecting minority voters from voting discrimination, and it noted that

common changes at the state or local level that potentially are disatary include: reducing the

number of polling places, moving a polling place, changing or eliminating early voting days or hours,
replacing district voting with dfrge elections, implementing onerous registration qualifications like

proof of citizenshipand removing qualified voters from registration lists.

Voting rights advocates say that statutes limiting early voting and registration, requiring voters to show
photo ID, and purging voter rolls, still disproportionately burden minorities, the elohenhygrants and

the poor?® Pro Publica has compiled statistics on an interactive map that tracks state voting laws before
and afteiShelbyon four key issues: photo ID, early voting, satiag registration and voter roll

purging3® According to the Brenna@enter for Justice, new restrictions in place for the first time in

2016 were enacted by all of the nine states previously on the Section 5 list except Alaska and Louisiana.
New provisions include photo ID requirements (Alabama, Mississippi, South Cai@xes and

Virginia) as well as other restrictions. Thus, in Arizona it is now a felony for someone other than a
family member or postal worker to knowingly col
with that vot er Ggniaghere areilimits ondhirgarty aated registnatiod (requiring

groups receiving 25 or more registration forms to register with the &tate).

Alabama and Georgia (which were subject to preclearance) and Kansas (which was not) have also
enacted requaments for documentary proof of citizenship. Although this requirement was ruled illegal
in Federal election®,the executive director of the U.S. Election Assistance Commission recently
allowed these three states to require such proof when using thealafiver Registration form. A
challenge to his action has been filed by the League of Women Voters, the ACLU and other
organizations. Their request for a preliminary injunction was recently denied by U.S. District Judge
Richard Leon, but the case will dotue through the court systeth.

The Brennan Center for Justice has also noted that states which did not require preclearance under the
Voting Rights Act have passed restrictive laws as well. Many of these laws require that a voter produce
photo ID in orer to vote (Kansas, North Carolina, North Dakota, Tennessee, Wisconsin), although in
some states (e.g., New Hampshire and Rhode Island) the new laws allow an affidavit alternative for
voters who do not have photo ID. States also cut down significantlsgrgnveting and sameday

registration (North Carolina, Nebraska, Ohio, Tennessee, Wisconsin). And state legislatures dreamed up

37. http://www.naacpldf.org/publiten/democracydiminishedstateandlocalthreatsvoting-post
shelbycounty-alabamav-holder

38. See http://www.brennancenter.org/votiegtrictionsfirst-time-2016.

39. https://www.propublica.org/article/votingights-by-statemap

40. http://www.brennancenter.org/vothngstrictionsfirst-time-2016

41. Arizona v. Inter Tribal Council of Ariz., Inc133 S. Ct. 2247, 186 L. Ed. 2d 239, 81 U.S.L.W. 4414
(2013)

42. http://www.courthosenews.com/2016/07/01/judgeholdsdisputedvoterregistrationforms.htm
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other laws to suppress the right to vote: for example, in Indiana;paminated election officers are
now permitted to ask vers for additional proof of identification if they are not satisfied with what the
voter has producef.

Some of the problems in this year 6s primaries |
in the statesd | aene (orworse) by electioh aficialst For ekamle) thepeaevere
complaints about ballots in Texas being changed by the voting machine in the Republican primary from
Donald Trump to Marco Rubtband Democratic voters were given Republican ballots in Géérgia

article in Think Progress analyzed the problems that voters were having in the Super Tuesday primaries.
It noted that in Al abama the Secretary of State
their polling locations and times, was brokenseveral hours; and in Georgia malfunctioning poll

books led to long wait times in some counties, and at least one poll worker was caught telling residents
that norEnglish speakers were not allowed to ViSte.

States not subject to preclearance algeaenced numerous problems. In California, a lawsuit filed
Election Justice USA charges that voters were not given proper ballots and that the ballots cast for the
Democratic presidential candidates still have not been fully codh@ther problems in &lifornia

included getting an email confirmation of being able to vote, only to arrive at the polling station and
learn that the registration was not valid. Some people registered in one party found that their registration
had been changed to another. lasMngton, D.C. many voters reported their party affiliations

mysteriously changed or dropped. And in Chicago, one person who was part of a group auditing the
election wrote that he saw votes being erased for Bernie Sanders and added for Hillary Qleolgeren

as they tallied votes that were being read out f8ud.

In Nevada, there were hodieng lines, a lack of paper ballots, poorly trained elections workers, and
charges of improper electioneering at some caucus’itesndiana, despite the antigifion of heavy

turnout, some counties slashed the number of polling ptdd¢esVisconsin, a new voter ID law

requiring people to come to the polls with a photo ID that includes their signature caused long lines and
confusion>?

But even though many of tltifficulties encountered on primary day were unrelated té&Gtiedby

decision, it is clear that the gutting of Section 4(b) was the direct cause of other problems that would
have been avoided if a state or local government had been required to oblasranee because
changes in the law could affect minority voting rights. Thus, in Texas, polling locations were

43. http://www.brennancenter.org/vothngstrictionsfirst-time-2016

44, https://www.rt.com/usa/3342hoting-problemssupertuesday/

45, http://www.rawstory.com/2016/03/democratictersin-georgiagivenrepublicanballotson-super
Tuesday/

46. http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2016/03/01/375547 3/stpedayvoting/

47. https://lwww.facebook.com/notes/electjustice usa/electiofjustice-usafiles-lawsuitto-stopthe-
certificationrof-californiasprim/907524482707579/

48. http://heavy.com/news/2016/06/electivaud-california-primary-provisionatballot-counthow-help/
49, http://theantimedia.org/heresrundownof-electionfraud-in-the-2016 presidentiaraceso-far/

50. http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2016/05/03/3774740/inchaping-issues/

51. http://www.commondreams.org/news/2016/04/05/Aiginoutwisconsirlong-lines-andid-
requirementdhampervoters
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consolidated at the |l ast minute, and when combi
long lines and confusion that surely discaged some people from voting. (The Texas voter ID law was
struck down after the primaries by the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, a generally conservative court,
which held that the law had a discriminatory effect on minortiesd hopefully it will nd be an

obstacle to voting in the November elections.) In Virginia there was uncertainty over what was required
by a new voter ID law, and reports of voters being illegally denied provisional bdllotslorth

Carolina, which had 40 out of its 100 cowastion the Section 5 list, there were also long lines and

confusion attributed to the voter ID 1&.

Municipalities in states that had been covered by the law significantly reduced the number of polling
places. The most infamous example was the elimimatid 40 out of 200 polling locations in Maricopa
County, Arizona, where the evisceration of the Voting Rights Act was specifically blamed for the long
lines and voters who simply gave thnd in Brooklyn, New York, which was one of the counties

requiredby Section 5 to obtain preclearance, 122,000 ol | ed @Ai nacti veo voters
rolls of Degnocratic voters on primary day, including a disproportionate number of people with Hispanic
surnames"

The Shelbydecision is certainly not respongdfor every problem that occurred in the 2016 primaries,

and it will not be responsible for each incident of voter disenfranchisement that will arise in the
November election. But there is more than sufficient evidence and data to demonstrate that a
preclearance requirement would have prevented many of the roadblocks to voting erected in states and
localities formerly covered by Section 5.

V. DOCUMENTEDYPPES OF VOTER SUBSIREN AND ELECTIGMED IN
THE2016 U.S. PRESIDEAID PRIMARIES

A. DIRECT VOTER SUPPRESSION

1. REDUCTION IN BOING PLACES DISPROPORATELY AFFECTSEEARSQ/OTE SHARE

Widely documented are the widespread polling site closures affecting Maricopa Couampyising

Ar i z o osapomiloumregion, as well as the entire state of Rhode Island. While the realities of these
polling site closures and their impact in suppressing the vote are relatively uncontroversial, and have
been covered extensively by mainstream media outlesdeiss often acknowledged that these closures
disproportionately affected one of the Democratic presidential candidates: Senator Sanders.

52 http:/Avww.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2016/07/20/votigipts-photeid-supremecourt
texas/87349070/

53. http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2016/03/01/375547 3/stpedayvoting/

54. http://www.civilrights.org/press/2016/votdrscriminationrnorth-carolina.timl

55. https://www.thenation.com/article/theneere five-hourlinesto-vote-in-arizonabecausehe-
supremecourtguttedthe-votingrights-act/
56. http://whowhatwhy.org/2016/06/30/supreme-court-caused-brooklyn-voter-purge/
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It is fairly straightforward to demonstrate that this was the case. Candidate Clinton outperformed Sanders
in earlyand absentee voting in these states, whereas Sanders fared better on election day. Thus, because
of the early voting disadvantage, even if polli
vote totals equally, voter suppression still hadetiect of disproportionately affecting Sanders.

It is important to note that Sanders was projected to win Rhode Island by a healthy margin, and recently
leaked emails from top DNC staffers reveal knowledge of the likely outcome of polling site clasures
decreasing Sandersod6 vote share while referring
ourso (see the below section on the Wi kilLeaks D

2. SIX DIFFERENT \SAYF TARGETING RERTYREFERENQHPP)VOTERS IN CALIFORN

California and the NPP Coup

California holds the largest number of pledged delegates and falls towarelsd of the primary season.
It helda modifiedclosed primaryvhere No Party eference voters (NPP) can vote for the presidential
candidates of #ir choice within the Democratic, Libertarian, and American Independent Party
designations. AlImost 50% of CA is registered to vote (44% Democrat, 29% Republican, 24% NPP).
With NPPRvotersmakingup approximatelyt.2 million voters,thosewho wishedto targe the Democratic
primariesrequireda strategyfor this groupto swing the results of the election.

Severaldvancepollgprojectecthat Clinton would receive49% Democratigorimary votersin CA and
Sandersvould bevery closeat 47%overall®’RegisteretlPP voters however wereprojectedo go for
Sanderdy upto 70%to 30%.

Based on the reports (voter testimonials) to EJUSA, NPP suppression tactics varied greatly ibluding
Refusal to include NPP presidential voting options on regular ballots; 25d&édumail presidential

ballots to NPP votdy-mail voters unless explicitly requested; 3) Refusal to provide mandatory notices

to voteby-mail NPP voters of their right to a Presidential Preference ballot; 4) Refusal to inform

NPPvoters at the polls dii¢ir right to a Presidential Preference ballot; 5) Refusal to provide adequate
ballots and/or voter indexes, despite the State Law requirement of 75% voter roll coverage; 6) Refusal to
clarify to voters that American Independent is a political partyaedsdo not si gni fy d@Aind
status. We filed a lawsuit in an attempt to address these issues, but relief was not granted.

Party Selection Confusion

CriticaltoNPP vote problems wasonfusion &out whether this would kibe preference fanany who

intended to register as independe¥itders easily confus&PP voting statuwith the American

Independent Party (AIP). Within the two weeks following an April 17, 204@imes articleclarifying

that AIP was an actual political parbften given to raem,nearly 32,000 voters left the iy resulting
ina6.7%exodu¥Comparatively, the Democratic and Repub
threetenths of 1% in the same time frame

Poll WorkefTraining
Of themorethan700complaintshatEJUSAreceivedregardingthe CaliforniaPrimary,almost100
[recheckfact] of themwerefrom poll workers.Fromour own reportsalongwith manymore postedon

ST http://www.realclearpolitics.an/epolls/2016/president/ca/california_democratic_presidential_pris@2g.html
S8http://static.latimes.com/americamdependenparty-california-voters/#nt=oft12ak2lal
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socialmedia,largenumbersof poll workerswereinstructednotto provideanydirectionor assistancéo
understandheintentof thevoter, but only follow thevotersinstructionsandto give thema provisional
if theydid notusethe properwordingfor their preferredpartyto receivea ballot thatincludesthe
presidentiacandidatesin somecountiespoll workersweretold, i ItHevoterquestionsvhy thereareno
presidentiacandidate®n theballottheyaregiven,tell themthe NPPballot doesnot havepresidential
candidates. 0

Excerptfrom ElectionOfficer Training Manualin SonomaCountypage49:

i ANo Party Preferencevoterwill needto requesta crossovetballot from the RosterindexOfficer. (Do
not offerthema crossoverallot if theydonota s k) . 0

EJUSAComplainantvrites:fi lama poll workerin SantaClara County.Literatureandtraining class
hasinformedmethat| cannoteducateNPP votersthat theyhavedifferentballot options.| havecalled
the countyregistrar andleft a voicemailstatingthat this wasincorrectand askedfor all inspectorgo be
calledandnotified.(myonly option). My inspectortonightat setup (6/6/2016)told meagainthat NPP
votersshouldbe givenonly non-partisanballotsand do not let themknowof their options.| showedhe
inspectorthe CA StatePoll WorkerTraining Bookwhichexplainsthis. | wastold that shewouldlook
intoi t . O

Another complainant submits this testimoniy)/As a pol | wor ker i n Sonoma (
surprised by the high numbers of voters who were listed as-byatail" but did not know they were

and never received a ballot. Agesult, they were required to vote provisionally. | hope someone will
follow-up the provisional votes, to check they truly will be counted. | have also seen numerous reports

that in many counties NPP voters were universally required to vote provigionall

Fromyet another countyi When | went to vote yesterday, a NPI
trying to give her a provisional envelope. | asked that they give her a yellow crossover envelope so that
her vote could be counted. The poll workdormed me that all Alameda County poll workers had been
trained to put NPP crossover ballots into provisional envelopes. This occurred at precinct 336100

which is located on the corner of Center Street and 14th St. in Oakland California at around noon
yesterday. o

Lackof Standards

Eachcountyusedvarying processefor ballot handling,differentterminology,mismatchedquipment
anddistinctivepoll workertrainingresultingin inconsistenciesnassconfusionandevenarguments
amongstlignedsupporters Disparitieson this scaleresultin votersuppression Somecountiesvere
instructedo only give the partyballotswhenthevoteraskedfor afi ¢ r o s batlovte@theidintended
party,while otherswereinstructedo only give provisionalballotsif the NPPvoterwantedto votefor a
presidentiatandidate.

This lack of clarity andstandardizationgausingextremeconfusion promptedhefirst EJUSAlawsuit

filed in Californiaby attorneyBill Simpich®>*The case alleged that voter materials sehtroadvance of

the June 7 primary lacked critical instructions necessary for an informed electorate in violation of state

el ections | aws. The | awsuit addresses the fAmas

SShttp://www.examiner.com/article/electigustice usaheadsto-court-california-votersuppressiornearing
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preferenceodo (ddRPd®Rindicatea party greferewde opon registration in California's
Presidential Primary,"” Shyla Nelsapokesperson for EJUSA said in our corresponding pressrelease:

"The new evidence demonstrates fummform, contradictory, and omitted instructiongtal workers

and voters; these practices violate California law and threaten to disenfranchise hundreds of thousands of
California voters from across the political spectrum.”

There was more confusion with discrepancies between Secretary of State pubstuetions and the
details being distri but e dOfficial Vaes loformatiom Guidey d oAsS an
not clearly state anywhere that ANo Party Prefe
term to which many poll wéers were trained voters must use to obtain specific party b&®lots.

Also, the LA County Clerk document below states the deadline to request a crossover ballot is March 18,
whenthe state mandated deadlineswday 31, 2016 according to tlA SecretaryoSt at e 6.8 Of f i

CROSSOVER VOTING OPTIONS FOR THE PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY ELECTION

r voter registration. As a Permanent Vote by Mail voter, you are automatically
ble

te.

ers with “No Party Preference” to “crossover” and vote
merican Independent, Democratic and Libertarian
that If you choose to request a “crossover” ballot, it will not change your

WHAT TO DO NEXT:
f over” ballot, no action is required. A “Nonpartisan® ballot will be mailed to you

2 requesta‘cr ver*ballot 2 request form onthe back. Write in your choice of party ballot (American Indepengdent,
Democratic or Libertarian) i ace provided. Sign and return the request by mail by Friday, March 18, 2016,

not listed for crossover voting, you must first change your party affiliation status. You

tration application indicating a party preference by Monday, May 23, 2016. To

contain additional information about “crossover” voting and Instructions for completing
lease contact our Vote By Mail Unit at (562) 466-1323. Additional voting information
ine at www lavote.net

Below are more examples of official county forms that show a lack of standards across the state resulting
in confusion.

Nevada County does not state any deadline or instructions for NPP voters to ask for cross over or party
ballots(American Independent, Democratic and Libertarian).

8%http://vig.cdn.sos.ca.gov/2016/primary/en/pdf/complétepdf
8lhttp://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/politiephrties/neparty-preference/
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APPLICATION FOR A VOTE BY MAIL BALLOT FOR ORI oe

June 7™, 2016 PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY ELECTION

1. PRINT NAME: 2. DATE OF BIRTH | If you would like to be a permanent vote
by mail voter please mark an X in
First Name Widdie Name (or initial) Tast Name middlyy the box
3. RESIDENCE ADDRESS IN NEVADA COUNTY (please print): et eyl el

consecutive statewide general elections will cancel
your Permanent Vote by Mail status and you will
need to reapply. If you have any questions

Number and Street (P.O. Box not acceptable) (Designate N,S,E,W if used) concerning voting by mail ballot, telephone your
county of residence Election office.
4 TELEPHONE ( ) Election Code Sections 3201 and 3206.
Daytime
5. PRINT MAILING ADDRESS BALLOT SHALL BE MAILED TO (if different from above): Yowhave the legal right to. mall.of deliver

this application directly to the local
elections official of the county where you
reside. This address is:
Nevada County Elections Office
7 T 950 Maidu Avenue
Number and Street/ P.O Box (Designate N,S,E,W if used) Nevada City, CA 95959
Phone: 530-265-1298

NOTE: Organizations distributing this form may not preprint mailing address information.

Toll Free: 1-888-395-1298
oy . State . Zip Code . Fax: 530-265-9829
6. D | am not presently affiliated with any political party. However, for this Primary | Retuming this application to anyone
i A other than your elections official may
- Election only, | request a vote by mail ballot for the Shlisio. Goly it colid: Iatfote Witk
Party your right or ability to vote.
NOTE: Organizations distributing this form may not preprint check mark or political * In order to determine which parties
party name. allow unaffiliated voters to vote in their

primary elections, contact the Secretary
of State’s toll-free number:

7.THIS APPLICATION WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED WITHOUT THE PROPER SIGNATURE OF THE APPLICANT. 1-800-345-8683

I have not applied for, nor do | intend to apply for, a vote by mail ballot for this election by any other means. | | Elections Code Section 3006(c)

certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the name and residence address

on this application are true and correct. ALL individuals, organizations and groups that
distribute vote by mail ballot applications MUST use

the format used on this application

Elections Code Section 3007

Signature Date
WARNING: Perjury is punishable by imprisonment in state prison for two, three or four years. (Section 126 of the California Penal Code) Failure to conform to this format is a misdemeanor.

S
8.THIS FORM WAS PROVIDED BY: Nevada County Elections S e Setnioie

Riverside County stating the deadline is April 22, 2016:

Do you want to vote for President on June 7, 20167 Do you want to vote for President on June 7, 20167
You must retum Bis posicard, o you will receive § birlot that does not ncude candidetes  You must redurm Bis posicard, or you Wil receive § birlot that does not inciude candsdiates
for the office of Prossdent for the office of President
Theow poRicH partes alow you 10 Vol In el Presscental Prisary. Democrtic, Amencan m-patr‘pmmu»ywm.mnn-rm-u Democrase, Amenican
lmmmlmu‘-hmwnmummmcmwn a8  Libwrtarian, L -—.ummm-lmkﬂ?)\)e
To vose In the Presidental Primary for e Reputican. Groen, or Peace & Freedom  To voie in the Pmsmmul Primary for 1% Roputican. Groen, or Peace & Freedom
PANNG, yOu MUSE (GIRYSNT 10 VOO with that party before May 23, 2016 PANNS, yOu MUSE (-FOgSNr 30 voie with that party tefore May 23, 2016
For Wied by he Calforna y of State regarding these poltical paries,  For informanon provided by the Calforna Secrotary of Siale reganding these poltical parties.
phoasa call (300) 345-VOTE (B583). Registnr 30 Vol 0nfine &% mara 1oJISIncacls £ o Phadse call (800) 345-VOTE (B583). Regstar 10 Vole onfing & wists Iegislencacls C8 Qo
¢Quiere votar por ol Presidente el 7 de junio de 20167 2Quiere votar por ol Presidente el 7 de junio de 20167
Usted debe devolver estn postal, © usted recitirk una bokts que no inchaye los  Usied dete divolar ests postal, O usted recitird uns bokts que no inchaye los
candidatos al cargo de Prosidecte. candidatos al coro de Prosidente.
Tres pamidos pORICOs PErMten Que LS vola 6N Su Privana Presidencial: Demdcrats, Tm- PArtiSos pOMICOS PANMItEN Qué LS vOLE 0N Su Prisana Presdencial: Damdcrata,
Amaccaro Independenis y Libertano. Utiice esta posts! para un partdo y y Libectaro. Utiice osta posts’ pars selecoons un partdo y
devueta antes del 22 de abal de 2016 devuel antes del 22 de &ﬂ' de 2016
Para votir en W Primaria O s partcon R Viede, 0 du Paz y  Pars vobir en W Primaris Prassdencid oe o8 paridos Republcano, Vede, 0 de Paz v
Lbertsd, mm«cmnmmwummnmomsoaﬂaemmo'zow Libertad, mmwammmmwmwwmswzsoemoww
Para por @ S 1200 de Callomia con respecio a  Para por o 130 Go Callomia 0on rnspecto &
6308 partdas pailicos, mvtwa e o (800) usvors (B8E3) Regsfress pars Votsr sn num ;mompaum m\m:- m-.-(wmusvore (B8E3) Regatress pars Vot on
ines en wamegaierionnie 3 oy
Riverside County Rauu
2724 Gateway Drive, leldl CcA 92507 . nsu 486-7200 b2ell Ocn-ny Orive, Rlkudn, 92507 o MH 486-T200
STAWP W STAWP
NECESSARY F - N NECESSARY ¥
VALED o *FL :% VALED
N THE . 4 . IN THE
UNITID STATES L % UMTED STATES
—_— —
e e
S %
BUSINESS REPLY MAIL — BUSINESS REPLY MAIL —
FRORT CLASSE WA FERAET O 138 VERBOE, CA — FROTCLASSE WAL FERMT MO 138 VRIS, CA —
e —
POSTAGE WILL BE PAID BY ADORESSEE — POGTAGE WILL B PAID BY ACORESSER e
= =
— e
REGISTRAR OF VOTERS e— REGISTRAR OF VOTERS —
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE —_— COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE —
2724 GATEWAY DRIVE E—— 2724 GATEWAY DRIVE [—
RIVERSIDE CA 92507-9897 RIVERSIDE CA 92507-9897
LU B R R TR RN (R R LTRSS R R IR TR R TR R

San Bernardino County stating the deadline is April 1, 2016:
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SAN BERNARDINO | Elections Office of the
COUNTY | Registrar of Voters
Dear Vioter
Our reconds indcate Bat you are 3 Permanent Mak Baliot voler who has not
chosen & party preferoncs. The Sllowing poMical partes have agreed 10 slow
vobers who hinve rol chasan & party 10 vote thir party’s bt n the June 7,
2016 Presicential Primary Election
*  Amerncan independent Party
*  Democratic Party
* Libertarian Party
If you wish %0 vote for candidates in coe of the throe parties lsted above
1. Comgiete the application on the reverse side, and
2 Retwn the appiication by Apal 1, 2016
NO response is necessary £ you wish to vote a non-panisan taliol. Mad ballots
wil be maled begnning May 12 2016

Para sobicitar ests informacion en espanal por favor Name af. (908) 257-8200

g Taw o bevs w0 rew the spohemnon J

FIRSTCLASS
POSTAGE
REQURED

REGISTRAR OF VOTERS
777 E. RIALTO AVENUE
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92415-0770

U0 ety g g ol g

Elections Office of the
Registrar of Voters

COUNTY

Dear Voter
Our reconds indcate Bat you are 3 Permanen! Mak Baliot voler who has not
chosen & party preforance. The Hillowing poltical parties have agreed 10 slow
vobers who hirve ol chosen & party 10 vote their party’s baiot s the June 7,
2016 Presidential Primary Election

*  American independent Party

*  Democratic Party

* Libertarian Party
I you wish %0 vote for candidates in cne of the throe parties lsted above:

1. Comgiete the apgéication on the reverse side, and

2  Return he appiication by Agal 1, 2016
NO response is necessary £ you wish o vobe a non-parisan taliol. Mad baliots
wil be malod begnning May 12 2016

Para solicitar ests informaciin en espanal por favor Rame af. (909) 287-8200

g Tawr o bere %5 rewm the spbcanon J
|| | || FIRSTCLASS
POSTAGE
REQURED
REGISTRAR OF VOTERS

777 E. RIALTO AVENUE
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92415-0770

Uy Moty g o g

Sonoma County stating the deadline is April 15, 2016:

X WILL YOU GET TO VOTE FOR PRESIDENT IN THE PRIMARY?

nmummuwumwmmwu

n-7.mgmwlm,v«.mmmmmmmmu‘mnm

mﬂ:ahwmmmwAm.mmummum You we slso
YOu did et choose 3 poiitical referancn when m’

A% 8 st you may choose which baliot to vote. ol G bt

& CHOOSE NOW!

- mm'mummmmmn.m:mmmmwmln;
mmm,nmmmﬂumtummmmmﬂmm
mnmnu«nmumwwumm, To receve & presdential

"Mlhel&mhvnmmdwam e stached
¥ S 30 date the form, 3 eed
«mwmmm:smmrw.m.
¥ I your party peefarence b ot ssed e-ragisier to wite with that
, Party by 23,2016
¥ you do mot motify ux of your chaice, you wit receive & lﬁ:"l:
and only; k doas not

2 WATCH FOR YOUR NEW & IMPROVED BALLOT ENVELOPE!
Witch white enveiope sAuoY Irvide
ummwummmcmummm‘mmm::

o ¥ {T07) $65-6400 or 1-800-750-VOTE {tol free)

Vote by Mail Ballats (VBM)

'
Droay Raca v
N oty g N URTA Ya A
[ ubertarian Party 53
* ¥ your pacty preference o

ooy -mummm-mu«nmmmum-m

lwmnlmmmmmwh
Registrar of Voters
wlmmmwwsmmn\e. !*owm“:l::' =

About half of CA votersareVBM voters.VBM voterswho hadan NPPballot andwantedto votefor a
presidentiacandidatevereinstructedto bringin their ballotsalongwith the envelopeheycamein to
thecorrectpolling locationandto surrendetheir ballotto receivethe correctpartyballotto exercise
theirright to vote. We havehundredf complaintsregardinghe VBM ballotsandthetestimoniesare
asvariedandcomplexasthe supposedtructureof the CA electoralprocesstself.

An EJUSA complainantvrites: fi Iregisteredto voteanddid not chooseor registerto voteby mail. |
receivedvoteby mail packetbut because did notregistermyselfto voteby mail | justthoughttheysent
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thoseoutto everybodyi putthe packetin wherei keepall mymail to go throughandforgot aboutit.
Thenon Junesixthl wasreadingan article that spokeaboutvoting by mail and howif youregisteredo
voteby mail youshouldreturn your packetseverday beforethe electionandif youcouldnotdo that
that you couldwalk your ballot into your assignegolling place.A bell wentoff in myheadand|
realizedsomehownyregistrationwasmysteriouslichangedo voteby my mail andthatwaswhy|
receivedthat packet.Ilt wasnotan offeredconveniencd. DID NOTREQUESTTO VOTEBY MAIL. |
panickedandstartedsearchingfor the packetl receivedn the mail. My daughterreceivedonein the
mail aswell evenknowSHEDID NOTREGISTERIO VOTEBY MAIL either.Luckily | keptbothvoting
packetsWhenl openedmy packettherewaseverythingexceptheballot. Therewasa ballot sleevebut
no ballot. Me and mydaughterwentto thepolling place.My d a u g hballetwass her packetsoshe
wasableto submither ballot. My packethad no ballot. | showedhepeopk at the polling placeon 201
Allen Avenuehat| hadeverythingelsein the packetincludingthe sleevebut notthe ballot. Theythen
told methat becauseheballot wasnottherethatif | wantedto votel wouldandcouldonly do sowith a
provisionalballot. Sol wasforcedto fill outa provisionalballot. During this procesgheyactuallytried
to marktheboxontheformasnewvoter.| througha fussandtheyfiguredit out. Butl ama registered
democratand| wasforcedto usea Provisionalballot at myownpolling place.Somethings notright!!!!
| ammadandupsetthat| wasnot ableto voteat mypolling placebecausemyvoterregistrationwas
tamperedvith andchangedo voteby mail withoutmyknowledgeorc ons ent . 0

EJUSAhadmanycomplaintsaboutbeingswitchedto VBM similarto thisone: i T o d ehgckedmy
voterstatus.It had melistedaspermanenvoteby mail. | would neverregisterto voteby mail. My
daughterandl vowedto alwaysvoteat our polling placetogetherin person.lt is samethingweare
proudandlovetodot oget her . o

ProvisionalBallots

Provisionalballots(now appropriatelybeingcalledplacebadballots)havebeentreatedquite differently
thanotherballots.Hundredsof CaliforniaEJUSAcomplainanthavesenttestimonieghattheywere
forcedto useprovisionalballotsat their polling locations Many of thesewereNPPvoterswho wanted
to votefor ademocratigresidentiatandidate. Thosethatunderstoodheir rightsto ademocratic
crossoveballotandfirmly stoodtheir ground,demandinghedemocratidallot, receivecthe correct
ballot. Of those oftentimesvotersobservedheir ballotsbeingputin aprovisionalenvelope.

An examplefrom anEJUSAreport: fi lswitchedmyaffiliation from Democratto NPPon 03/082016.
Whenl searchfor myvoterregistrationin the Contra CostaCountydatabaseit returnsno results.
Whenl wentto votetoday,| wastold that| wasregisteredto voteabsenteandthat| would needto vote
provisionally.l wasgivena democratichallot anda provisionale nvel ope. 0

Therewereseveraltestimoniesimilarto thisone: i P owlorkersdeniedmea crossovetballot because
| wasregistered\NPP,until | showedhemthatlegally | wasalloweda crossoveildemocratallot. | saw
themdoingthis to mostpeople. More provisionalballotsthanactual ballots. Machinesweren't
working. | hadto redomyballot andonly onthe3rd timediditwo r k . 0O

ISSUESOUTSIDEOF NPPTOPICNOTED:
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B. REGISTRATION TAMP ERING

Throughout the course of the 2016recratic presidential primaries, one of the mostgeltumented
and widespread forms of election fraud wegistration tamperingWe define registration tampering as
the alteration of a voter's party affiliation or registration status without their kdgelor consent. The
outcome may be:

1 the voterds party affiliation is changed to
2 the voter 0s st at u-bymaisfrominhgersaneater t o per manent
3 t he voter 0s tstheacornect poliing site, meéaning thayrare keattofeod voter rolls

despite being listed as an active voter
4. the voterdés status is changed to unregister

After widespread reports of registration tampering in Arizona's 2016 presidentiahypaleetion,

Election Justice USA (EJUSA) began collecting testimony from voters across the United States who had
identified or experienced similar problems. At the same time, EJUSA collected explicit evidence
corroborating these testimonies in the forns@dins and screenshots of registration records, telephone

call logs, and enails from elections officials.

All'in all, EJUSA received verified reports of registration tampering from nearly 20 states.

Some of the earliest stories date back to the Fa0d5. EJUSA's databases include four such reports
from Colorado, which held a closed caucus on March 1, 2016. Among the most detailed is that of Alan
Jennings, who sent the following detailed report and has agreed to be named and pictured here in
conjundion with his story:

| was a registered voter in Colorado and had voted in prior electitmabout April/May of 2015)

went online to the voter registration website to change my affiliation from "unaffiliated" to "Democrat"
following news that Berei Sanders was going to run under the Democratic tidkiead changed my

voter affiliation to unaffiliated after the mirms in 2014. "

| made the change, and thought nothing about it until late in October 2015, wh
checked it again from hearing in@al media that some voters in the state had
mysteriously had their affiliations changed against their wisl&ge enough,
mine had been changed back to "unaffiliated" agaichanged it back to
"Democrat," and in November, around Thanksgiving cheadkedain, and it was
still showing "Democrat.”

)

In Colorado, a closed caucus state, the deadline for making changes to your _
registration is January 4thl checked it one more time in late December, and folhetol AlanJennings
it to still be set to "Democrat."

However, n mid January, | read a disturbing post on Facebook in a Colorado group supporting Bernie
Sanders that voters' registration affiliations were still changing mysteriously, so | went back online to
check mine, and found once again that it had been chang&dddunaffiliated.” | corrected it again,
called the county and inquired about why it was changed and they acted as if they had Switlea.
escalated it to the State level, contacting the Attorney General and threatening notification of news
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media.

| received a phone call from the AG, telling me he had looked into my registration and seen my prior
visits to the website, and that | had "not changed anythihtptd him my changes that | had had to

make twice to change it back to Democrat, and Ine lsa saw that | had been on the site, but that no
changes had been madecomplained about the last change being past the deadline to vote and he said
he would get that corrected, which he did, and in a subsequent email, it showed the date of eegistrati
as 9/4/2014.

That said, in posts to the social media site, one of the members of that Colorado Bernie Sanders group
stated that he looked me up on the voter rolls and that | was not listestted him whether that list

came from the county or the saand told him about my corrected registration, and he said neither, that
the voter rolls were provided by NGP VAN, the company that installed the data breach on the
Democratic National Committee's servers three times in the fall.

When | went to the Caus, | was not on the rolls, and had to fill out an affidavit to vote in tH&ince it
was a Caucus my vote WAS counted, but | am sure there were many turned away that hadn't gone
through all the steps | had and didn't have the needed documentation.

By January, according to a folleup discussion with Jennings, Democrats with access to-WKBE the
Democratic Party's "gaiutthe-vote" computer system, were noticing that registration switching was a
widespread problem. "[W]hen | spoke with a precinctaiaponline [in January] who had access to the
voter rolls, he said that | wasn't on them, and would have to fill out an affidavit to participate. ... In
talking to him further, he indicated that the problem was widespread in closed primary stateseahd clos
caucus states, and that many voters' affiliations were being switched."

Unlike Mr. Jennings, who caught the issue in time and battled his way to being able to vote, most such
voters were denied the right to vote with the proper ballot for their caedidachoice or, frequently,

were forced to employ provisional ballots which are not always counted in many parts of the country.
Victims of registration tamperingvere entirely disenfranchised if their provisional ballots traced back to
clerically or méiciously deleted or altered registration records.

The iconic case of voter registration tampering
irregularities was reported by the lead plaintiff of our first law<Cétmpanello, et al. vs. New Yorlkatet
Board of Elections, et &F

Leonard Campanello anticipated voting in the New York Presidential Preference Election of 2016. But,
Arizona's disastrous March presidential primary created viral accounts of systemic voter
disenfranchisement on all chais of social media and, with growing numbers of wary New Yorkers
reporting their own stories of being erased from voter rolls, Leonard checked his registration status
through the State DMV website.

Campanello found that his record still existed butdaigy affiliation had been switched from Democrat
to Republican by way of a fichange of party affi
stamp on the official record, this chandua was r

52http://ia801508.us.archive.org/6/items/gov.uscourts.nyed.384188/gov.uscourts.nyed.384188.docket.html
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interaction with the DMV (the reissuance of his misplaced driver license) in 2014. As discussed below,
hard proof exists that fraudulent changes to party affiliation registration status were oftelateatk
sometimes by half a decade or more.

After the Suffolk County Board of Elections sent a copy of his registration form to Campanello, it
became clear that the forgerbypifxéhe doemimeoal ha
driver s | icense si gnat MVteevdryeoheeothisticensas ssuddlsiyce a f f i
2008) onto the form that m@gistered him as a Republican voter.

Forged signatures reported to Election Justice USA have not always been copied so identically. Alba
Guerrero's story, relayed in the execusuwenmary of this report is an example. Guerrero's clearly forged
signature helped convince a judge in New York City to allow her to vote. Guerrero's false registration as
Republican was baettated to 2004, and she told EJUSA by phone that the Board obBleairker at

the election day court hearing only had the two documents with unmatched signatures to represent her
interactions with the registration system. All other information, to the extent it existed, may have been
scrubbed by the forger.
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Meanwhike, since first registering to vote in 2007, Campanello had been a Democrat and voted that way
ever since. The discovery of his involuntary Republican affiliation was made well after the October 9,
2015 deadline to change parties and this fact prohibitetp@aello from voting for his chosen

candidate in New York's April 19th, 2016 presidential primary. That candidate was to be Senator Bernie
Sanders.

The documented forgery of voter signatures was not a common report of compliagpartiag
registration tamperingput that fact may only reflect the low likelihood that complainants would go to
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great lengths to discover the cause of their altered registration status, or that forgers who used this tactic
early on discovered a more efficient way to tampi vegistrations. Voter registration and election
administration probably epitomize tvdragewvoieravimi ng o
may bemore likely to attribute computerized record problems to clerical error than to malicious design.
Leonard Campanell o6s case was not wunique in New
this description) or the countnyith at least two reports from California involving faked signatures in
switched party affiliations. It is not difficult torfd other cases of forged registration signatures reported
online.

EJUSA received complaints from 30 states and territories of the United States. From 18 of those states,
reports offer a picture of vot er Iicalygdvasdedcauntryon s
that are, at best, partisan and sloppy. At worst, these systems involve shoddy admirasitage@urity
protocols that carot safeguard voter information against internal or external challenges nor

reproducibly deliver the mininm accurate information needed by a voter to assess and maintain active
status.

Election Justice USA gathered voter complaints by way of two distinct questionnaires, the differences of
which shaped the responses we received. The purpose of these comialeentorms was to

systematically obtain statements of election irregularities which could be easily and rapidly converted to
formal declarations or affidavits for legal action. Thus, every voter who registered a report with us
understood that they mighventually serve as witnesses or plaintiffs in lawsuits. Hundreds of them did
eventually do so.

The first Election Justice USA complaint intake fofte(v York datset) targeted New York voters
betweenApril1222 i n t he wake of akwithadesign that reflecidd thenthems pr i
emerging understanding that, as in Arizona, there was increasing evidence of involuntary changes to

New York State voter registration information as the Primary neared on APANEy Yorkers reported
716complant s i n that short period, certainly wunders
120,000 voters were reportedly purfed from a si

Exhibit | of the Election Justice USA's amended lawsuit in New Yorkides these summary facts of
the 716 entry EJUSA database:

~

T 97 respondents fAclearly misunderstood New Yo
1 619 respondents who did understand the deadlines represented nearly every New York County
1 401 respondents registered frof12-2016 and legally should not have been subject to voter
roll purging
9 303 registered during the current campaign in either 2015 or 2016 and before the relevant
deadlines
140 of the 619 were switched, without knowledge or consent, to no longer registered
289 of the 619 had been switched, without knowledge or consent, to independent
1 79 of the 619 had been switched, without knowledge or consent, to a different party

= =4

53https://goo.gl/4AENoMP
54http://www.npr.org/2016/04/19/474896027/afteore-than100-000-votersdroppedin-brooklyn-city-officials-call-for-actio
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1 27 of the 619 were simply unlisted at their polling site even though properly registered and
active

The New York database of voter registration complaints included a larger proportion of apparent
registration tampering cases, some 25 to 30% of the total. Certainly, however, a significant portion of the
New York dataset complaints (14%) were sulbeditoy voters who misunderstood the deadlines for party
affiliation change (October 9, 2015) or futehe voter registration (March 25, 2016).

A significant number of these complainants provided affidavit€tonpanello, et al. vs. New York State
Boardof Elections, et al.

The second questionnaimgl( Statesdatase} was designed to accommodate a wider array of possible
irregularities encountered by voters in New York and from all other state primary elééfitwese
remained only 22 scheduled eleatcontests when the form was first masbn April 14.

States with reports of irregularities that constituted possible regestration tampering:
1 AZ, CA, CO, FL, IA, IN, KY, LA, MD, ME, NJ, NM, NY, OH, OR, PA, TX, WI

Among theAll Statesgroup d complaints taken from 1109 voters, the allowance for avariety of reported
types of anomaly beyond registration problems led to a lower frequency of involuntary registration
switch complaints lodged in thecorpus. On average, almost 18% of these repeat®do constitute
likely tampering cases from 18 states.

Election Justice USA worked with two additional databases, both from Arizona, to arrive at a total of
more than 2000 complaints of registration related problems. The first of the additionktalkases was
collected by the online collective Anonymdiidt included 151 entries, all of which were reviewed in
detail by one of the authors of this report. The second database was collected by one of the original
members of Election Justice USA's steg committee and contributed to the beginnings of the Election
Justice USA. That Arizona database from EJUSA's founding included more than sixty entries, a small
handful of which overlapped with entries in the Anonymous database. Anonymous summaiized the
review of the 151 entries as follows:

1 Unknown Party

12 GOP

139 Dem

113 Sanders supporters
24 Unknown Preference
2 Clinton

= =4 4 -4 -8 -9

While a small number (less than five) of the Anonymous entries were attributed to private emails sent to
an address set up fthrat purpose, these numbers are consistent overall with EJUSA's review of the two
hundred or so Arizona entries for which we could obtain all the information.

Shttps://goo.gl/7KMJje
56 https://anmymousinvestigationsblog.wordpress.com
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Eventually, more than 20,000 voters' affidavit ballots were not counted in Maricopa Counat§/8ld
of this reportdiscusses three lawsuits that have been filed in Arizona to address registration and poll
closings in Arizona.

Table 1presents a summary of the five states wherein the total number of complaints ran into double
digits and, togetdr, comprises more than 90% offlieStatesdataset. Including the signature

involuntary registration tampering state of Arizona, these five states voted between March 22 and June 7,
2016. Note thafll StatesNew York reports are voters who reported tlgiothe second form. The rate at
which apparent registration tampering was reported was in the 15% range among these states.

Tablel
Involuntary

State Registration  Percent
State Reports Variances Complaints
AZ 10 3 30.00
CA 811 143 17.63
KY 14 2 14.29
NJ 13 2 15.38
NY 176 23 13.07
All States 1109 197 17.8

Most of the involuntary registration changesAdifStatescomplainants involved Democratic difitions
being switched to independent or to unaffiliated with any party while, to a lesser extent, affiliation
switching to another party was reported. AlImost half of vdkav York dataomplainants were
involuntarily switched to unaffiliated. Amongjl Statescomplainants, a greater rate of registered voters
left off of voter rosters was reported than occurred among the five perdéetvoforkreports.

New YorkRepublican voters complained of registration problems at an almost vanishing rate ness tha
20 of the 716 New Yorkers, with apparent registration tampering happening at an even lowdr rate.
Statescomplainants included many more Republicans and other party affiliants but, again the bulk of
involuntary registration changes involved Democaaifsn California,secalled No Party Preference
voters.

In California, however, there was a large volume of reports from complainants who had been registered
to vote in person but who found that their status had been changed to permanbpmaievhen they
discovered this on arriving at the polls and they were forced to vote provisionally. Details of these
complaints are described in more detaiglrA.2voters and 8lIl.I.

We estimated that this sort of involuntary registration status change cedhprigghly 13% to 20% of

all complaints we received from voters to the effect that their party affiliation was changed to another or
to no party. This proportion of voter complaints rose to some 30% when totals included voters whose
registrations were appantly fine until their names went missing from polling place rosters on election
day.

57http://www.azcentral.com/story/news/politics/elections/203860/maricopacountyarizonaprimary-electioncanvass
resultsprotest/82427224/
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Compare such values to a roughly 10% rate of voter complainants having been unregistered or a 13%
rate of complainants whooéd si rate tlaje fonregstermglasa st o o d
voter or switching party affiliations.

In conclusion, voter registration tampering was a widespread phenomenon across states holding closed
or semiclosed presidential primaries, affecting woblel Democratic voters almaskclusively. It is

likely the primary driving factor responsible for the unprecedented number of provisional and affidavit
ball ots seen in this primary seasonodés el ection
we cover in the subsequesection.

C. ILLEGAL VOTER REGISTRATION PURGES

The New York State Boards of Elections failed to provide adequate access to the electoral prdwess for t
2016 presidentigbrimary by way of improperly purging voters from the rolls; failing to enroll new

registers who properly registered before March 25, 2016; and altering the voter registrations of
democratic voters. According to New York Election Law, a voter who is not on the rolls, or whose party
affiliation is recorded incorrectly, or who has been rdedras having no party affiliation must vote on a
provisional ballot. Hundreds of thousands of voters were forced to vote provisionally and were left
dejected and skeptical about the New York democratic process while they questioned whether their vote
would count. As an alternative to a provisional ballot, a voter can go through the onerous process of
seeking a court order to vote. The process of securing a court order is impradtcamrking New

Yorkers. Cemnal to the 2016 New York primary was therga of over 100,000 New Yorkers which was

done in violation of Federal and State law, which has designated procedures with respect to purges that
the Boards of Election failed to follow.

The National Voters Rights Act was enacted by the federal govetnimaddress voter

disenfranchisement. Specifically, with a purge, this Act requires the Boards of Elections to keep purged
voter rolls for two years following a purge to allow easy access to a purged list. It has been alleged that
there was a massive perg Brooklyn in early 2015. Before a voter can be put into inactive status, New
York Election Law section-213 requires a confirmation notice by first class mail with notice that the
voter is going to be put in inactive statues with a chance to resptimd feurteen days with a pfeost

marked envelope. This law also requires that the Boards of Election keep the purged list in alphabetical
order, or on a readily accessible computer database. As an added protection, the National Voters Rights
Act requires the Boards of Election to keep the voter in active status unless they fail to vote in two
general election cycles.

With the 2015 Brooklyn purge, voters were sent notice of their potential inactive status, and whomever
failed to send back a confirmatiootice was immediately purged. If ateowas purged, it is the Boards

of Elections responsibility to give the voter notice that their vote didn'ttcdbis notice does not

restorethe votefs rights to due processbhis notice did nothing more thaxpmse the Boards of

Elections as complicit, or at the very least negligent imttslhandling of the vote countBhere were

rules and procedures that hold the Boards of Elections accountable. The employees at the local Boards of
Election hold patronage pésins and are tied to their local parties.

One of the goals of tHeJUSANew York Lawsuit was to put the burden of proof of the right for an

individual to vote on the Boards of Election, who has direct access to the voter records. This "reversal of
the urden of proof" occurred in the 2000 Bush v. Gore election where it was argued that it "results in a
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fairer result since courts are loath to overrule an election." The New York lawyers argued "the only
logical solution is to let those who want to vote peemitted to vote, rather than requiring the deprived
voter to request that there be a new election, which is akintimging a bell."

The New York lawsuit had compiled a list of 500 disenfranchised voters who acted as witnesses to this
crime. These wtnesses were improperly purgedhad their registratiortampered with. Some provided
proof by way of screen shots. There was evidence that democrats were switched to independent and
republican. It is undeniable that malfeasance occufieeiSanders capaign did a big push from March
17-25 where voter registration drives were held across the $tatee is evidence that a large percentage
of these voters were not registered.

One source indicates there were boxes of new registrations in a back @&woaatls of Election that
were never serib the Boards of Election in Albany.

Take, for instancehe story of Brooklyn resident Chloe Pecorino. Cldttempted to register as a first
time voter by submitting the relevant paperwork to the Departmevotufr Vehicles in Brooklyn more
than a week before the March 25th, 2016 deadline. Attempts to verify her registration status online were

unsuccessfuOn t he day of New Yorkés presidenti al prin
Democrat, despitpersistent efforts, including more than a dozen calls and emails, the evidence of which
spans fifteen pages in Exhibit A of Election Ju

primary, Chloe took several hours to appear before a judgeattieanpt to vote normally. Despite ample
evidence of attempts to register before the deadline in good faith, the judge denied her request. As a
consequence, Chloe was forced to cast her vote for Senator Sanders using an affidavit ballot. As can be
seenilPhot o 2, Chl oeds affidavit ballot was decl ar
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D. INACCURATE VOTING MACHINE COUNTS

1. EXIT POLLS AND COMEBZEDVOTE COUNTS

The mmputerized vote counts in the 2016 Democratic Party Presidential primaries have, in many states,
differed widely from the vote totals predicted by the exit polls conducted by Edison Research. These

di screpancies wer e o0V er Wheegdtermoumsyfdr the Republi€ah Pantyt o n 6 s
Presidential primaries; however, with the exception of the primaries in two states, West Virginia and
Texas, with very large discrepancié8% and 10.6%espectively) going against Trump, have closely
matched theesults of their corresponding exit polls.

This section will examine the results of the exit polls and their disparities with computer vote counts;
show that there is only one legitimate explanation why the exit polls for the two parties differed; and,
lastly, show that the common attempts to explain away the discrepancies between computer vote counts
and exit polls, fail for these primaries.
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