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MOTION OF THE DOWNRIVER/DETROIT CHAPTER OF THE A. PHILIP
RANDOLPH INSTITUTE FOR LEAVE TO FILE AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF

The Downriver/Detroit Chapter of the A. Philip Randolph Institute (“DAPRI”) respectfully
moves for immediate and expedited consideration for leave to file an amicus curiae brief. In
support of this motion, DAPRI states as follows:

1. DAPRI is the local chapter of the national 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization the A. Philip
Randolph Institute. The A. Philip Randolph Institute, founded in 1965 by A. Philip Randolph and
Bayard Rustin, is the senior constituency group of the AFL-CIO. DAPRI is a membership
organization, and its mission is to fight for human equality and economic justice and to seek
structural changes through the American democratic process. DAPRI’s members are involved in
election protection, voter registration, get-out-the-vote- activities, political and community
education, legislative action, and labor support activities in the Detroit and Downriver areas of
Michigan. Much of DAPRI’s work specificaily targets voters who are disabled and voters who
speak Spanish or Arabic as their first language.

2. For years, DAPRI has encouraged and recruited its members to serve as poll watchers and
election inspectors, which it views as part of advancing its pro-democracy mission. The Secretary
of State’s 2022 Manual at issue in this matter protects DAPRI’s members who serve in these roles
by ensuring against chaos at polling locations and absent voter counting boards. For example,
DAPRTI’s poll watchers are trained to report on challenger-initiated voter intimidation. By setting
forth clear and specific instructions for challengers, the 2022 Manual mitigates the risk of such
intimidation and, in turn, protects DAPRI’s members and constituents, who are often targets of
harassment due to their marginalized status. Moreover, the 2022 Manual serves to delineate the
differences between challengers and other election personnel, which allows DAPRI’s poll

watchers and election inspectors to perform their roles without interference and confusion.
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3. As set forth in the attached proposed amicus curiae brief, if the Court of Claims’ order
requiring significant alterations of the 2022 Manual is not stayed and ultimately reversed, DAPRI’s
members and voter constituents will face additional challenges on Election Day, and they will be
less able to fulfill their mission of ensuring a smooth election.

4. DAPRI respectfully asks the Court to grant leave to file an amicus curiae brief addressing
these important issues and accept the attached proposed amicus curiae brief (attached as Exhibit
A).

5. Pursuant to Local Rule 2.119(A)(2), on October 23, 2022, undersigned counsel sought
concurrence in the relief sought in this motion from Plaintiffs-Appellees and Defendants-
Appellants. By way of emails dated October 23, 2022, counsei for State Appellants and counsel
for DeVisser Appellees stated that they do not oppose this motion. Counsel for O’Halloran
Appellees, however, stated that they do oppose this motion, making this filing necessary.

WHEREFORE, DAPRI respectfully, requests that the Court grant its request to participate

as amicus curiae in this case and accepithe attached proposed brief for filing.

Dated this 24th day of October, 2022.
Respectfully submitted,

s/ Sarah S. Prescott

Sarah S. Prescott (P70510)

Attorney for Proposed Amicus Curiae
105 E. Main Street

Northville, M1 48167

(248) 679-8711

Abha Khanna*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP

1700 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2100
Seattle, Washington 98101
Telephone: (206) 656-0177
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Facsimile: (206) 656-0180
akhanna@elias.law

Jyoti Jasrasaria*®

Julie Zuckerbrod*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP
10 G Street NE, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20002
Phone: (202) 968-4490
Facsimile: (202) 968-4498
Jjjasrasaria@elias.law
jzuckerbrod@elias.law

*Pro hac vice motion forthcoming

PROOF @¥ SERVICE
Sarah S. Prescott certifies that orthe 24th day of October, 2022, she served a copy of the
above document in this matter on all counsel of record and parties in pro per via MiFILE.

s/ Sarah S. Prescott
Sarah S. Prescott
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DOWNRIVER/DETROIT CHAPTER OF THE A. PHILIP RANDOLPH INSTITUTE’S
[PROPOSED] AMICUS BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF APPELLANTS’ MOTION TO STAY!

I. INTRODUCTION

The November 2020 election in Michigan revealed the risks that election challengers can
pose to election administration. Disruption, confusion, and chaos erupted at polling places and
absent voter counting boards (“AVCBs”) after emboldened partisan election challengers lodged
hundreds of baseless objections and flouted rules concerning cell phone use and COVID-19 safety.
This behavior intimidated voters, distracted election inspectors from counting ballots and helping
voters, and led to unwarranted distrust in the election process. In the wake of this “crisis,”? the
Secretary of State issued The Appointment, Rights, and Duties of Election Challengers and Poll
Watchers (the “2022 Manual”). The 2022 Manuatl is not a novel invention on the Secretary’s part—
it simply provides clarity and specific direction where the Michigan Election Law allows, just as
its predecessor manuals have done for at least two decades. Appellees, however, purport to be
newly affronted by the Manual and—months after it was issued—sued to strike it down.

The Court of Claims ignored the facts and misapplied the law to grant Appellees’ requested
relief in its Opinion and Order of October 20, 2022 (“Opinion”). The Opinion not only curbed the
Secretary of State’s constitutional and statutory authority to issue instructions for the orderly

conduct of elections but also ordered that State Appellants substantially alter the 2022 Manual

! This brief was authored by Elias Law Group LLP and the undersigned. Priorities USA is funding
the preparation and submission of this brief. No party made a monetary contribution for the
preparation or submission of this brief. See MCR 7.212(H)(3).

2 Ex. 1, The Senate Oversight Committee’s Report on the November 2020 Election in Michigan
(“Committee Report™) at 13.
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with just eighteen days remaining before a statewide general election. As State Appellants’ motion
makes clear, a stay is necessary both to ensure the smooth operation of the imminent election and
to allow sufficient time to brief the important questions that this case presents. Proposed Amicus
Curiae the Downriver/Detroit Chapter of the A. Philip Randolph Institute (“DAPRI”) writes
separately to underscore that if this Court does not stay—and ultimately reverse—the Court of
Claims’ Opinion, DAPRI, its members, and its constituents will face significant harm.

DAPRI is the local chapter of the national 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization the A. Philip
Randolph Institute. The A. Philip Randolph Institute, founded in 1965 by A. Philip Randolph and
Bayard Rustin, is the senior constituency group of the AFL-CIO. Ex.:2, Affidavit of Andrea Hunter
(“Hunter Aff.”) 9 4.> DAPRI is a membership organization, and its mission is to fight for human
equality and economic justice and to seek structural changes through the American democratic
process. Id. 9 4, 5. DAPRI’s members are involved in election protection, voter registration, get-
out-the-vote activities, political and commuiity education, legislative action, and labor support
activities in the Detroit and Downriver areas of Michigan. Id. § 6. Much of DAPRI’s work
specifically centers on voters who are disabled and voters who speak Spanish or Arabic as their
first language. Id. 9§ 7.

For years, DAPRI has encouraged and recruited its members to serve as poll watchers and
election inspectors, which it views as part of advancing its pro-democracy mission. /d. § 8. The
2022 Manual protects DAPRI’s members who serve in these roles by ensuring against chaos at
polling locations and AVCBs. For example, DAPRI’s poll watchers are trained to report on
challenger-initiated voter intimidation. /d. § 10. By setting forth clear and specific instructions for

challengers, the 2022 Manual mitigates the risk of such intimidation and, in turn, protects DAPRI’s

3 Signed declaration attached; notarized affidavit forthcoming.
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members and constituents, who are often targets of harassment due to their marginalized status.
Id. q 11. Moreover, the 2022 Manual serves to delineate the differences between challengers and
other election personnel, which allows DAPRI’s poll watchers and election inspectors to perform
their roles without interference and confusion. /d. 9 26.

If the Court of Claims’ Opinion requiring significant alterations of the 2022 Manual is not
stayed and ultimately reversed, DAPRI’s members and voter constituents will face additional
challenges on Election Day, and it will be much more difficult for DAPRI to fulfill its mission of
promoting democracy by ensuring a smooth election.

II. BACKGROUND
A. The 2022 Manual

The days surrounding the November 2020 general clection in Michigan were marked with
confusion and chaos. Throughout the state, election-¢fficials at polling places and AVCBs received
unsubstantiated complaints of fraud that disiupted election activities and threatened public
confidence in the outcome of the election. See Committee Report. During an investigation into
these issues, the Senate Committee on Oversight received testimony about election training for
volunteers and workers and how that training, or lack thereof, impacted the events at polling places.
Id. at 8. Among this testimony were reports of hazing, rudeness, bigotry, racism, and other
offensive behavior at the polls, as well as significant confusion about the management of
credentialed election challengers. /d. at 12. The environment at one large AVCB, the then-TCF
Center in Detroit, “became intolerable,” and election officials had difficulty doing their jobs due
to “increasing confusion and distrust.” /d. at 13. Many of DAPRI’s members who served as poll
watchers and election inspectors were present at the TCF Center AVCB and experienced the chaos

first-hand. See Hunter Aff. § 22; Ex. 3, Affidavit of Doriscine Wesley (“Wesley Aft.”) 9 6-15.
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The Committee on Oversight concluded that “one thing is perfectly clear: the rights and
duties of poll watchers and challengers must be better understood and reinforced in their respective
training. . . . This is an area in need of much reform and greater clarification in election law.”
Committee Report at 13. The Committee also recommended updating the guidelines for
challengers, including protocols and standards of conduct to minimize disruption. /d. at 14.
Additionally, the Committee urged that “[o]fficials need a clear chain of command in place for
making decisions and being accountable.” /d.

Responding to the call for greater clarification on these issues, the Secretary of State
exercised her constitutional and statutory authority to “issue instructions . . . for the conduct of

29 <¢

elections,” “advise and direct local election officials as tothe proper methods of conducting
elections,” and “[p]Jublish and furnish . . . a manual of instructions that includes specific
instructions . . . for processing challenges.” MCL 168.31(a)-(c). The result was an update to an
existing manual, titled The Appointment, Rights, and Duties of Election Challengers and Poll
Workers (“the 2022 Manual”).

The issuance of the 2022 Manual was nothing out of the ordinary. It followed a decades-
long practice of Secretaries of State in Michigan publishing manuals and instructions for the
orderly conduct of elections. Toward that end, the 2022 Manual provides much-needed clarity
about the rights and duties of election challengers and poll watchers, instructs election inspectors
to create a clear chain of command, and reinforces the standards of conduct to which election
challengers are held. The 2022 Manual is not only squarely within the Secretary’s statutory

authority, it responds directly to the Senate Committee on Oversight’s calls for more clarity and

instructions following the chaos that erupted during the last general election in Michigan.
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B. Procedural History

On September 29, 2022, Appellees Phillip M. O’Halloran, Braden Giacobazzi, Robert
Cushman, Penny Crider, and Kenneth Crider (“the O’Halloran Appellees”) filed a complaint
against Secretary of State Benson and Director Brater. They alleged a violation of MCL 168.733,
contending that the 2022 Manual violates the rights of election challengers. They also alleged a
violation of the Administrative Procedures Act (APA) of 1969, 1969 PA 306, MCL 24.201 et seq.,
contending that several so-called “policy changes” included in the 2022 Manual constituted “rules”
that were not promulgated as required by the APA. The O’Halloran Appellees sought emergency
declaratory and injunctive relief, focusing on the provisions of the guidance concerning the
ejection of challengers who refuse to follow the instructions of election inspectors, the designated
challenger liaison, the number of challengers in AVC3Bs, and the use of recording devices in
polling places, clerk’s offices, and AVCBs. They demanded that the 2022 Manual be rescinded
and amended in specific ways. On October 13,2022, the O’Halloran Appellees filed an amended
complaint that sought to cure the signatire and verification deficiency of their original complaint.

On September 30, 2022, ‘Appellees Richard DeVisser, the Michigan Republican Party
(MRP), and the Republican National Committee (RNC) (“the DeVisser Appellees”) filed a verified
complaint against Secretary Benson and Director Brater. They alleged that the 2022 Manual was
“directly inconsistent” with the Michigan Election Law and constituted “rules” that were not
promulgated as required by the APA. The DeVisser Appellees focused on the provisions in the
2022 Manual concerning the challenger credential form provided by the Secretary of State, the
appointment of challengers at any time “until Election Day,” the designated challenger liaison, the
prohibition on electronic devices in AVCBs, and the instruction that election inspectors need not

record repeated challenges with no basis in the pollbook. They requested the Court of Claims to
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declare the 2022 Manual as inconsistent with the Michigan Election Law and order the reissuance
of the previous October 2020 Manual.

The Court of Claims consolidated the two cases on October 3, 2022 and ordered State
Appellants to show cause why the relief requested in the complaints should not be granted. On
October 11, 2022, State Appellants answered the order to show cause and moved for summary
disposition. On October 14, 2022, DAPRI filed its motion to intervene or, in the alternative, to
participate as Amicus Curiae, along with proposed Answers, a proposed motion for summary
disposition, and an accompanying brief. DAPRI was ultimately granted amicus curiae status.

On October 20, 2022, the Court of Claims issued its Opinion and Order. The Opinion
declined to invalidate the 2022 Manual in its entirety but granied Appellees’ requested relief with
respect to all five provisions outlined in the DeVisser Appellees’ complaint. Specifically, the court
held that (1) the Secretary cannot require that all challengers use her credentialing form, Opinion
at 15; (2) the 2022 Manual should be updated to clarify that the appointment and credentialing of
election challengers can continue through Election Day;* (3) the 2022 Manual must be revised to
allow challengers to bring an issu¢-to the attention of any election inspector, not just a challenger
liaison, id. at 17; (4) the Secretary may not prohibit the possession of electronic devices in AVCB
facilities, id. at 17-22; and (5) the 2022 Manual must be revised to clarify that challenges to a
person’s voting rights must be recorded, even if an election inspector believes there is an

insufficient basis, allowing the Secretary discretion only regarding a system of recordkeeping for

* Although the Opinion ordered State Appellants to revise the 2022 Manual to clarify that entities
can appoint and credential challengers on Election Day itself, id. at 15-16, State Appellants have
acknowledged that the language “until Election Day” does not prohibit the credentialing of
challengers on Election Day and do not address this issue in their Motion for Stay. State
Appellants’ Motion for Stay (“State Motion”), Ex. 2 at 22. Therefore, Proposed Amicus does not
address this part of the Court of Claims’ Opinion. See MCR 7.212(H)(2) (“The brief is limited to
the issues raised by the parties.”).

INd 87:SS¥ TT0T/¥T/0T VOO Aq AIATADHY



non-voting rights challenges, id. at 24. Furthermore, the Opinion ordered that the 2022 Manual
must be revised to make clear that only if a challenger’s repeated, unfounded challenges rise to the
level of “disorderly conduct” does the law permit the challenger’s expulsion. /d. at 25.

Within a day of the Court of Claims issuing its order, State Appellants filed a claim of
appeal to this Court. They then filed a motion for a stay pending appeal, in support of which DAPRI
now writes.

III. LEGAL STANDARD

The factors relevant to the decision whether to grant a stay pending appeal are as follows:
(1) whether the moving party is likely to prevail on the merits; (2) whether the movant will suffer
irreparable harm if the stay is denied; (3) whether the non-moving party will suffer irreparable
harm if the stay is granted; and (4) whether the grant o« denial of a stay would harm the public
interest. Detroit Fire Fighters Ass’n IAFF Local 344 v Detroit, 482 Mich 18, 34; 753 NW2d 579
(2008).

IV.. ARGUMENT

This Court should grant®State Appellants’ Motion for Stay Pending Appeal. State
Appellants are likely to prevail on the merits, and DAPRI, State Appellants, and the public
generally will suffer irreparable harm if the stay is denied. Appellees, by contrast, have identified
no harm that will result from a stay.

A. State Appellants are likely to prevail on the merits.

State Appellants satisfy the first factor in favor of granting a stay pending appeal. The Court
of Claims erred by concluding that Appellees’ claims are not barred by laches and that the
Secretary exceeded her authority to issue the instructions at issue in the 2022 Manual. Contrary to
the Court of Claims’ conclusions, the Secretary has broad authority to issue instructions, and

nothing in the 2022 Manual conflicts with the Michigan Election Law.
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1. Appellees’ claims are barred by laches.

It is well settled that a plaintiff must exercise “reasonable diligence” in seeking relief from
the courts. See, e.g., Henderson v Connolly’s Est, 294 Mich 1, 19; 292 NW 543, 550 (1940). The
doctrine of laches may bar a plaintiff’s action (or request for relief) when the plaintiff has failed to
exercise due diligence, resulting in prejudice to the defendant. Gallagher v Keefe, 232 Mich App
363, 369; 591 NW2d 297, 300 (1998). The doctrine is particularly applicable in election matters.
See New Democratic Coal v Austin, 41 Mich App 343, 356-357 (1972); Purcell v Gonzalez, 549
US 1, 5-6 (2006) (per curiam); Crookston v Johnson, 841 F3d 396, 398 (CA 6, 2016).

The Court of Claims erred by concluding that Appellees: acted with due diligence in
bringing their claims. See Opinion at 26. As State Appellants explain, there is no dispute that the
Michigan RNC staff had knowledge of the 2022 Manual as of May. State Motion at 5. And the
O’Halloran Appellees, by their admission, knew of the updated instructions as early as July 2022.
State Motion at 6. Despite this knowledge, Appellees failed to raise their grievances with the
changes to the challenger instructions ior the rest of the summer. Appellees assert that they
experienced the practical effects of the instructions during the August 2 primary, but they still
waited nearly two months to file their complaints. As State Appellants note, Appellees are
sophisticated parties who cannot be excused for waiting to file this lawsuit until six weeks before
the general election. See State Motion at 5-6.

The Court of Claims’ analysis of the issue of prejudice is also flawed. According to the
Court of Claims, Appellees’ delay could not cause any prejudice to State Appellants because it is
“merely instructive” and does not create any new mandatory requirements. Opinion at 26. This
reasoning ignores that, regardless of whether the instructions are binding, the court-ordered

injunction mandates the Secretary to amend the 2022 Manual just weeks before the general
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election. As described in section IV.B.2, infra, State Appellants have already trained clerks and
election officials on the 2022 Manual. Revising the 2022 Manual at this late point in the election
cycle does not provide the Bureau of Elections with enough time to disseminate the information
and re-train clerks and election inspectors. Doing so would stretch the Bureau’s limits beyond its
capacity and force it to divert resources away from preparing polling locations for a smooth
election.

2. The Secretary is a constitutional officer and has broad statutory authority to
issue instructions and publish manuals.

The Court of Claims erred by narrowly construing the Secretary of State’s authority to
issue instructions without promulgating rules. The Secretary of State is a constitutional officer.
Const 1963, art 5, § 3. As chief election officer of the state, the Secretary is broadly responsible
for administering elections in Michigan. MCL 168.2 1, This responsibility includes issuing election
administration instructions, directing local election officials on the proper methods of conducting
elections, and promulgating rules pursuant to the APA for the conduct of elections. Id. §
168.31(1)(a)-(c). The Michigan Election Law mandates that the Secretary “shall” publish a manual
that includes “forms for processing challenges” and “[p]rescribe and require uniform forms™ as
she “considers advisable.” Id. § 168.31(1)(c), (e). These provisions are the basis for the Secretary’s
authority to issue and update election instructions without promulgating rules under the APA. As
the Court of Claims recognized, “the Secretary’s responsibility for issuing instructions is distinct
from the authority to promulgate rules[.]” Opinion at 11.

The Court of Claims’ Opinion suggests that the Secretary’s authority to issue instructions
is limited to repeating precisely what is written in the election law statutes. This interpretation is
inconsistent with the decades-long practice, exercised by numerous different Secretaries of State,

of issuing and publishing manuals that detail proper election procedures. It also strips all meaning
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and utility from the Michigan Election Law’s explicit requirement that the Secretary issue such
instructions and manuals. After all, why would the statutory language authorize the Secretary to
provide instructive guidelines if she has no authority to stray from the statutory language in doing
so? The Opinion also impermissibly curbs the Secretary’s statutory and constitutional authority by
requiring that her instructions must simply parrot the Michigan Election Law. That interpretation
has no basis in law.

3. None of the instructions in the 2022 Manual violates the Michigan Election Law.

The 2022 Manual largely involves clarifying language and formatting changes to improve
readability. Provisions that Appellees claim are new “policy changes” are consistent with the
Michigan Election Law, and the Court of Claims’ conclusions to the contrary are legal error.

a. The Secretary acted in accordance with the Michigan Election Law
when she prescribed and reqgired a uniform credential form.

The Michigan Election Law provides that the Secretary “shall” publish a manual that
includes “forms for processing challenges™ and “[p]rescribe and require uniform forms” as she
“considers advisable.” MCL 168.2i(1)(c), (¢). The Court of Claims failed to consider these
provisions when assessing the Secretary’s authority to require a uniform credential form. Instead,
the Court of Claims reasoned that MCL 168.732 establishes the exclusive criteria for challenger
credentials and precludes the Secretary from requiring those criteria to appear on a uniform form.
See Opinion at 15. This Court of Claims’ incomplete analysis of the full scope of the Secretary’s
statutory authority under MCL 168.31(c), (e) is plain and reversible error.

b. The 2022 Manual provision concerning the challenger liaison

interprets, explains, and streamlines the process of making a
challenge and does not conflict with the Michigan Election Law.

The 2022 Manual clarifies the process of raising a challenge and identifies a point of

contact for challengers so that issues can be resolved correctly and consistently, while ensuring
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that election inspectors can continue to assist voters and tabulate ballots. The Court of Claims
concluded that the Michigan Election Law does not authorize the Secretary to designate a
“challenger liaison” and the 2022 Manual “restricts a challenger’s ability to bring certain issues to
any inspector’s attention.” Opinion at 17. However, the Michigan Election Law provides that a
challenger may bring certain issues “to an election inspector’s attention,” which does not guarantee
a challenger’s right to bring objections to any and all inspectors at any time. MCL 168.733(1)(e)
(emphasis added).

As State Appellants explain, the Secretary has broad authority under MCL 168.31(1)(c)
and 168.765a(13) to issue instructions on the specific topics of processing challenges and
conducting AVCBs. State Motion at 14-19. Establishing a chain of command and point of contact
for challengers to raise objections falls squarely within this authority.

c. The 2022 Manual’s restricitons on electronic devices in AVCB and

polling places merely reiaforces the long-standing prohibition on the
use of electronic devices.

The Michigan Election Law i< clear and consistent that challengers may not disclose

information on the processing or t2llying of votes until polls are closed. MCL 168.765a(9)-(10),
id. § 168.931(1)(h). Consistent with this prohibition, the 2022 Manual clarifies that electronic

devices are not permitted inside an AVCBs until the close of polls on Election Day.

The Court of Claims concluded that the 2022 Manual’s prohibition on the possession of
electronic devices must be promulgated as a rule through public notice-and-comment rulemaking
because the Michigan Election Law does not specifically preclude a challenger from possessing
an electronic device in an AVCB facility. See Opinion at 17-19. But the Legislature has broadly
prohibited communicating information related to the processing or tallying of votes “in any way”

while inside an AVCB, MCL 168.765a(9), and expressly required the Secretary to “develop
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instructions consistent with this act for the conduct of [AVCBs],” id. § 168.765a(13). To this end,
the Secretary has consistently prohibited the use of phones, laptops, tablets, or other electronic
devices in an AVCB—both in previous versions of the manual and in the 2022 Manual. To further
protect voters’ privacy, the 2022 Manual clarifies that these devices are prohibited from AVCBs
because it would be impossible for election officials to monitor what challengers may be texting
or emailing from their electronic devices. See State Motion, Ex. 2 at 26. The Secretary’s guidance
protects the privacy of voters, deters possible voter intimidation, curbs disruption and chaos at the
polls, and is well within the Secretary’s authority to issue instructions for AVCBs and polling
places. See MCL 168.765a(13).
d. The 2022 Manual’s guidance around the recording of impermissible

challenges is consistent with the Michigan Election Law’s prohibition
on indiscriminate challenges.

While the Legislature requires election inspectors to record any challenges to a voter’s
registration status, MCL 168.727(2)(b)-(c), there are only four legal bases for challenging a voter’s
eligibility: the voter is not registered, the voter is less than 18 years old, the voter is not a U.S.
citizen, or the voter has not lived in the city or township in which they are offering to vote for at
least 30 days. See State Motion at 26 (citing Const 1963, art 2, § 1; MCL 168.10; MCL 168.492).
And under MCL 168.727(3), a challenger cannot “challenge indiscriminately and without good
cause.”

The 2022 Manual requires “permissible” challenges to a voter’s eligibility to be recorded
even if the challenge is rejected. The Manual further clarifies that a challenge “made on improper
grounds,” i.e., “impermissible challenges,” need not be recorded. The latter category includes
challenges to something other than a voter’s eligibility, a challenge made without a sufficient basis,

or a challenge made for a prohibited reason.

12

INd 87:SS¥ TT0T/¥T/0T VOO Aq AIATADHY



The Court of Claims concluded that the labels “permissible” and “impermissible” conflict
with the Michigan Election Law, which does not include this language. Opinion at 23-24. But as
State Appellants explain, these terms are used for the convenience of training election inspectors
and, rather than creating new categories external to the Michigan Election Law, simply refer to
challenges that the law permits and those it does not. State Motion at 26. Additionally, the Court
of Claims concluded that instructing election officials not to record “impermissible challenges”
conflicts with the Legislature’s requirement that they record challenges to a person’s voting rights.
Opinion at 23-24. As State Appellants further explain, however, the 2022 Manual simply clarifies
that election inspectors are not required to record and process a potentially unlimited number of
indiscriminate challenges that have no legal basis. Requiring-them to do so would fly in the face
of the Legislature’s explicit mandate that challengers “shail not interfere with or unduly delay the
work of the election inspectors” or “intimidate an ei¢ctor while the elector is . . . applying to vote.”
MCL 168.727(3); 733(3).

B. DAPRI, the public, and State Appellants will suffer irreparable harm if the stay is
denied, whereas Appellees fave identified no harm.

1. Denying the stay wili harm DAPRI and the public interest.

Allowing the Court of Claims’ Opinion mandating several significant revisions of the 2022
Manual to take effect just two weeks before the election—after months of recruitment, training,
and preparation in reliance on the 2022 Manual-—would require the impossible task of re-training
all poll watchers and election inspectors, which include DAPRI’s members and other civically-
engaged members of the public. Denying the stay poses particular harms to DAPRI, its members

and constituents, and the public at large.
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a. DAPRI will be harmed as an organization.

DAPRI will be harmed as an organization because (1) it will expend time and resources re-
training its poll watchers, (2) it will need to recruit new poll watchers to protect against increased
challenger misbehavior and to account for attrition due to re-training needs, and (3) rewriting the
manual within fifteen days of the election will frustrate DAPRI’s pro-democracy mission due to
the substance of the changes and the confusion that last-minute changes will cause, both of which
will disproportionately harm DAPRI’s constituents, who are overwhelmingly marginalized voters.

DAPRI has relied on the 2022 Manual to train its poll watchers. Hunter Aff. § 16. The
organization recruits poll watchers all year and has been conducting trainings in reliance on the
2022 Manual for months. /d. 49 12, 16. The training for poll ‘watchers constitutes an eight-hour
course and covers a range of election law and electicn administration issues, including voter
registration requirements, accessibility requirements; the role of challengers, limits on challengers’
activities, a list of polling places, and tips to‘help voters with language barriers. Id. § 13. During
the training, members receive printed-otit copies of rules, scenarios, and phone numbers for issue-
specific resources. Id. § 14. Members also take notes on common issues. /d. 9 15. Even if the
Bureau of Elections is able to release a revised version of the 2022 Manual to the satisfaction of
the Court of Claims and Appellees at the end of the week—an unrealistic timeline given the lack
of clarity in the Opinion and Appellees’ desired remedies—it would be near-impossible for DAPRI
and its partner organizations to re-train all of its poll watchers on the revised provisions and provide
updated guidance on resources to resolve issues before the election. /d. 4 28, 29.

Moreover, although the Court of Claims believes the Bureau of Elections simply needs to
update a digital document on its website, that understanding does not reflect reality. DAPRI’s poll
watchers receive paper copies of information during their training sessions. /d. 4 14, 15. Unless

the stay is granted, DAPRI will be responsible for downloading and printing a revised Manual and
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reaching out to every single member it has trained as a poll watcher to share the updated provisions
and ensure its members’ understanding. /d. 4 28. DAPRI is unlikely to be able to re-train every
single poll watcher, and it will have to reallocate resources from other crucial programs, including
get-out-the-vote efforts, voter education initiatives, and other political and community education
campaigns. Id. 99 29, 31. Denying the stay and forcing DAPRI to attempt to re-train all its poll
watchers will be a significant drain on resources.

Relatedly, DAPRI also expects to spend time recruiting new poll watchers if the Court of
Claims’ Opinion is not stayed. /d. § 30. This is because it expects the revised Manual to embolden
challengers to misbehave, which will both require more poll watchers and discourage some
previously confirmed poll watchers from serving. Id. Other: poll watchers may also decline to
serve, simply because they will be unable to attend a re-training on the revised Manual. /d.

Furthermore, denial of the stay will frustrate DAPRI’s pro-democracy mission. DAPRI is
dedicated to recruiting and training poll ‘watchers to protect voters from harassment and
intimidation. /d. 49 8, 10. DAPRI has a‘significant interest in ensuring that its members who work
as poll watchers can effectively protect the communities they represent at the polls, who are
primarily voters of color, immiigrants, and other marginalized citizens. Id. 499, 11. In the aftermath
of the chaos and disruptions at polling places and AVCBs during the 2020 election, one of
DAPRI’s poll watchers’ key objectives is to protect voters from challenger-initiated voter
intimidation—something that the 2022 Manual operates to curb. See id. 4 20, 25. DAPRI has a
strong interest in ensuring that their poll watchers do not have to experience the pandemonium of
the 2020 election at polling locations and AVCBs, including aggressive, baseless, or blanket
challenges; screaming and banging on doors; and chanting of “Stop the count.” /d. Changes to the

2022 Manual within fifteen days of the election will also create substantial uncertainty, confusion,

15

INd 87:SS¥ TT0T/¥T/0T VOO Aq AIATADHY



and inconsistency, which will further undermine DAPRI’s goal of ensuring a smooth election in
which all eligible voters feel safe and comfortable participating.

b. DAPRI’s members who serve as poll watchers and election
inspectors will be harmed.

DAPRI’s members who serve as poll watchers and election inspectors will be harmed due
to the burdens of re-training and the risks of harm they will face while performing their Election
Day duties.

The burdens of re-training are particularly great in the immediate run-up to Election Day.
Many of DAPRI’s poll watchers work full-time jobs and will not have Election Day off. /d. 9 18.
Many also have childcare and elder care responsibilities. /d. q 17. Attending yet another training
so close to the election when they are already taking off work and volunteering their time to help
on Election Day is not a small ask. /d. § 19. Like DAPRI’s poll watchers, DAPRI’s member
election inspectors have already undergone training at this point before the election, and most of
the election inspector training sessions have concluded. See Wesley Aff. 99 20, 25. And both
DAPRI’s poll watchers and electicfi inspectors receive paper copies of materials during their
trainings. /d. § 29; Hunter Aft, 9§ 14. Indeed, election inspectors were provided printed handouts
of the rules and instructions, including information and clarifications regarding challengers. See
Wesley Aff. 9 19. For example, the Michigan Election Law and prior Manual were not clear about
how challengers should raise issues at the polls, and polling places and AVCBs sometimes
designated team leaders as the point of contact for challengers. See id. 9§ 22. The 2022 Manual
provided much-needed clarity on the challenger liaison role, and clerks and election inspectors
have since planned in reliance on that instruction. See id. 9 23-24. Denying the stay and mandating
the revision of the 2022 Manual just two weeks before the election would increase chaos and

confusion for everyone at the polls and AVCBs, including DAPRI’s members.
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Furthermore, DAPRI’s poll watchers agreed to serve this year with the expectation that the
2022 Manual will protect them as they complete their duties. Hunter Aff. § 25. Many of the poll
watchers that DAPRI recruits and trains are elderly and have lived through racial terror. See id. 9
9, 11. And some of DAPRI’s members who served as poll watchers at the TCF Center AVCB in
2020 were intimidated by aggressive challengers—including challengers who spat in people’s
faces when they became embroiled, which is particularly dangerous for DAPRI’s more elderly
members—and expressed concerns about their safety while carrying out their roles. /d. 99 22, 23.
In the aftermath of the intimidation in polling places and AVCBs in 2020, some of DAPRI’s poll
watchers specifically asked if they could phone bank voters in get-cut-the-vote efforts instead of
serving as poll watchers. Id. q 24. In the August 2022 primary eiections, the 2022 Manual enabled
DAPRI’s members to carry out their duties as poll watchers without disruption from unauthorized
or untrained challengers. /d. 4 27. Denying the stay would subject DAPRI members to the chaos
and disruption of 2020 that erupted due to the’ambiguous instructions that emboldened challengers
beyond their rights and duties. See Committee Report; Wesley Aff. 99 6-15.

Likewise, many of DAPRI’s members who signed up to serve as election inspectors
believed that the 2022 Manual would protect them as they fulfill their duties at polling places and
AVCBs. See generally id. DAPRI, which encourages its members to serve as election inspectors,
believes that revising the Manual to embolden challengers would put its member election
inspectors at risk of the harassment, chaos, and confusion caused by challengers in 2020. See
Hunter Aff. 99 25, 26.

c. Other similarly situated organizations and individuals will face
the same harms as DAPRI and its members.

DAPRI works with several other civic engagement organizations who similarly recruit and

train poll watchers and election inspectors, and there are countless other civically-engaged citizens
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across Michigan who answer the call to serve in election administration and monitoring roles. See
id. 4 12. The harm that DAPRI and its members will experience if the decision is not stayed is not
limited to just them; other organizations and members of the public will be similarly harmed.

2. State Appellants will suffer irreparable harm if the stay is denied.

Election Day is now just fifteen days away. The Bureau of Elections issued the 2022
Manual in May 2022 and spent the better part of the year disseminating the instructions, training
election officials and election inspectors, and working with challenger credentialing and poll
watcher groups to make sure they were aware and understood the instructions. Over the course of
the next two weeks, the Bureau of Elections has countless other responsibilities, including
preparing facilities like polling locations and AVCBs, preparing election officials and election
inspectors to run polling locations and count absentee balicts, address reports of voter intimidation,
and many other election administration duties. Denying the stay means that the Bureau of Elections
must spend valuable time revising the Manual-—not only to the satisfaction of the Court of Claims
but also to the satisfaction of Appellees.df the revised provisions of the Manual are not satisfactory
to Appellees—who asked the Ceurt to add and rewrite entire sections of the Manual—they may
very well continue to file suit in attempts to enjoin the use of the Manual, which would only
introduce further uncertainty and chaos at this point in the election cycle. State Motion at 30—31.

Typically, the Bureau of Elections not only makes the Manual available online but also
publishes, prints, and distributes thousands of copies of the Manual statewide for in-person
trainings and for Election Day itself. Revising the Manual just two weeks before the election—
and again, it is unclear at what point Appellees and the Court of Claims will be satisfied enough
to allow the Bureau to finalize the Manual-—simply does not provide the Bureau with enough time

to disseminate the information and re-train clerks, election inspectors, and organizations that
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credential challengers and poll watchers. State Motion at 8-9. This eleventh-hour attempt to update
the Manual and train and re-train people will create inconsistencies in understanding and cause
significant confusion among clerks and election inspectors, as well as challengers and poll
watchers. State Motion at 30-31. Confusion and inconsistencies in understanding are detrimental
to the very core of State Appellants’ constitutional and statutory duty, which is to ensure smooth,
orderly election administration.

3. Appellees will suffer no harm if the stay is granted.

As State Appellants explain, Appellees have not identified how the instructions in the 2022
Manual will harm them. See State Motion at 32-33. In fact, many of the instructions they now take
issue with are consistent with the prior version of the Manugzl, which was issued in 2020 and in
place for the 2020 general election.

For example, the prior Manual, too, prohibited challengers from using electronic devices
in AVCBs, as the Opinion acknowledged. Ex. 4, The Appointment, Rights, and Duties of Election
Challengers and Poll Watchers 2020 (“Prior Manual”) at 3; Opinion at 17. Moreover, Appellees
have not explained how the prohibition on possessing electronic devices impairs their ability to
exercise their rights as challengers any more than the bar on their use.

The “challenger liaison” instruction is also similar to the approach taken in the prior
Manual and, if anything, provides challengers greater flexibility. The prior Manual directed
challengers to raise objections with the precinct chairperson, at which point the chairperson could
designate an election inspector to supervise the specific challenge. Prior Manual at 8. The 2022
Manual allows challengers to bring objections directly to a designated challenger liaison, who is
trained with knowledge necessary to respond to their issues. Appellees have not explained how

this harms them.
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Appellees have also failed to explain how using a publicly available credentialing form
harms them. Nor have Appellees identified any harm they will suffer if election inspectors are not
required to record an unlimited number of baseless challenges. Appellees’ apparent preference for
different instructions does not amount to actual injury, let alone irreparable harm.

V. CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated, DAPRI respectfully submits that this Court should grant State

Appellants’ motion to stay.

Dated this 24th day of October, 2022.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ON

THE NOVEMBER 2020 ELECTION IN MICHIGAN

Without question, the increased political polarization of our nation has resulted in increasing public
discontentment with the administration, and therefore results, of our elections. This discontent,
which has been demonstrated on both sides of the aisle (see: Bush v. Gore 2000 and allegations of
Russian interference in the 2016 election) culminated in public outcry of widespread fraud in 2020.

Indeed, a recent Gallup Survey found as much as 59% of voters no longer trust our elections. Voting and
the right to vote is absolutely foundational to our democracy. Without faith in our elections process,
fewer members of the public will likely choose to exercise that right. Lowered confidence in our election
system, and thereby lower turnout, is a threat to our democracy we should not take lightly.

Many election administrators and officials have pointed to the fact that unprecedented turnout in
2020 stress-tested our elections system. Still, around 40% of the ¢ligible population did not cast a
vote. For a robust democracy, we must invest in and build a system that can withstand ever greater
turnout in future elections.

In order to do this, this Committee undertook the foundational work of investigating the 2020 election
— from both the perspective of election administrators;officials and workers and the perspective of the
observing public. The Committee embarked upon. hours of public testimony, the review of countless
documents and presentations on the 2020 election, and careful review of the elections process itself.

This Committee found no evidence of wicespread or systematic fraud in Michigan’s prosecution of
the 2020 election. However, we cannota@nd should not overlook severe weaknesses in our elections
system. Whether it is lack of clarity in the tabulation of ballots, unnecessary barriers to ensuring
that every lawfully cast ballot is cbunted, inconsistent poll worker or challenger training, or simply a
system not primarily designed to handle ballots cast absentee or otherwise prior to Election Day, it
is the opinion of this Committee that the Legislature has a duty to make statutory improvements to
our elections system.

This Committee exhausted every resource available toit to thoroughly and faithfully examine our elections
process in Michigan and drill down on claims and testimony specific to the 2020 election. However,
this investigation should not be considered exhaustive. Remaining conscientious of the limitations of
this Committee, every possible investigative avenue was not undertaken. Nevertheless, this Committee
stands steadfastly behind the recommendation that our current elections system requires change in
order to meet the future challenges presented by modern voting preferences, behaviors, and threats.
There are clear weaknesses in our elections system that require legislative remedy.
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INITIAL REPORT ON THE NOVEMBER 2020 ELECTION IN MICHIGAN

LETTER FROM THE CHAIR
SENATOR EDWARD McBEROOM

When | agreed to begin investigating the election, rumors and uncertainty were rampant.
Allegations of markers bleeding through ballots, voter intimidation, dead voters, mystery ballot
dumps, foreign interference, and ballot harvesting were just a few of the issues during the first
days following the November 2020 election. Emotions and confusion were running wild across the
country. Fears and hopes were had by every person, including myself.

On one hand was the hope some had to overturn the election. That hope was necessarily coupled
with a dreadful reality that our elections were unsound. On the other hand was hope the election was
accurate, coupled necessarily with those who feared the direction the victor would take the country.

I made it clear at the start that the investigation effort would be taken with a firm commitment to
truth and a goal to reassure the citizens of this state that their votes counted. Within a few weeks,
the State Board of Canvassers also unanimously requested the Legislature conduct a serious
investigation into the election.

| believe the people deserve to know all the truth and to see their representatives seeking answers.
People were understandably confused by new laws, practices, orders and determinations from the
governor and secretary of state and it is right and properfor them to demand answers. This right
and obligation was unfairly and unfortunately discourited by many on my own side of the aisle
after the 2016 election when the other party lost and felt sure some illicit or improper actions must
have taken place. When they did regain power, &hey were quick to utilize all of it to spend two
years chasing every conspiracy and specious ailegation. | pray my own party will not repeat this
mistake for the next four years.

Digging into the mechanics of the election was labor intensive, but very revealing. We found

both real vulnerabilities and resiliency to the systems. We also discovered the extent to which our
elections officials go to facilitate our elections. The report goes into considerable detail on many of
these issues and | hope readers will be reassured by the security and protections in place, motivated
to support reforms that are needed, and grateful to our fellow citizens that do the hard work.

The greater challenge to this effort has been seeking the truth amid so much distrust and
deception. Our present times are full of reasons for citizens to distrust their government,
politicians, and leaders. The last year has seen so much amplification of this distrust. Perhaps it has
never been more rampant and, certainly, modern communication helps to fan the flames of lies and
distrust into an unguenchable conflagration.

“All politicians lie” is the popular axiom. Unfortunately, lies and deceit are not exclusive to
politicians. Throughout our investigation, members have been actively following and engaged with
various persons and reports. We have collectively spent innumerable hours watching and listening
and reading. Some of these people and reports are true. Unfortunately, many of them are not,
either because of a misunderstanding or an outright deception. As is often the case, the truth is
not as attractive or as immediately desirable as the lies and the lies contain elements of truth.

Regardless of my status as a chairman, senator, politician, Christian, or human, | do not expect
or desire my words in this report to be simply accepted. Instead, | ask all to simply put into

(Continued)
4
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INITIAL REPORT ON THE NOVEMBER 2020 ELECTION IN MICHIGAN

LETTER FROM THE CHAIR
SENATOR EDWARD McEROOM

their determinations the same particular guidance all persons ought to consider when weighing
evidence. We must all remember: “extraordinary claims require extraordinary proof” and “claiming
to find something extraordinary requires first eliminating the ordinary.” Also, sources must

lose credibility when it is shown they promote falsehoods, even more when they never take
accountability for those falsehoods.

At this point, | feel confident to assert the results of the Michigan election are accurately
represented by the certified and audited results. While the Committee was unable to exhaust every
possibility, we were able to delve thoroughly into enough to reasonably reach this conclusion.

The strongest conclusion comes in regard to Antrim County. All compelling theories that sprang
forth from the rumors surrounding Antrim County are diminished so significantly as for it to be a
complete waste of time to consider them further.

Most of the rigorous debate over additional audits comes from fezxs surrounding the technology
used and its vulnerabilities as allegedly demonstrated in Antrim ‘County. Without any evidence to
validate those fears, another audit, a so-called forensic audit/is not justifiable. Michigan’s already
completed post-election audit and risk-limiting audit are ziso far more substantive than Arizona’s
standard audit. However, | am keeping a close eye on the legislatively-initiated forensic audit in
Arizona and will continue to ask questions regardingzother election issues | feel are not settled. if
genuine issues are shown in Arizona’s audit or fram continued investigation here, | will not hesitate
to ask the Committee to consider recommenditig an audit or amending this report.

| must acknowledge and thank my staff inciuding Jeff Wiggins and Paul Burns that spent so

much of their work and personal time on‘this report. | also want to thank my current Committee
members, along with those that particivated and served during these hearings last term, Sens.
Lucido, MacDonald, and Santana. Staff from those offices, the Senate, and the Committee’s clerk
all went above and beyond to facilitate these hearings in very difficult situations and deserve
sincere thanks. Finally, as the report says in its conclusion, | want to thank the citizens of this state.
Whether or not one agrees with the report or even the conducting of the investigation, those
opinions were shared with myself and the Committee. An active and passionate public is critical to
maintaining our republic and your participation is reassuring that attribute is alive and well.

Sincerely,

Lo

Sen. Ed McBroom, Chair
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INITIAL REPORT ON THE NOVEMBER 2020 ELECTION IN MICHIGAN

. INTRODUCTION

Beginning on Nov. 7, 2020, the Senate Oversight Committee (the “Committee”) commenced an inquiry
into claims of election fraud and impropriety. Chair McBroom made clear that the purpose of this
inquiry was not to change the outcome of the election for President of the United States. Rather, the
goal of the Committee was to provide elected officials and Michigan residents a better understanding
of where the administration of elections can be reformed and strengthened, ensuring that Michigan
citizens can have confidence in our election processes. This report contains findings and suggestions
developed from 28 hours of testimony from almost 90 individuals spanning nine committee hearings,
the review of thousands of pages of subpoenaed documents from multiple government entities,
hundreds of hours of Senate staff investigation, and countless reviews of claims and concerns from
Michigan residents. A detailed examination of all evidence presented to the Committee established
an undeniable conclusion; while there are glaring issues that must be addressed in current Michigan
election law, election security, and certain procedures, there is no evidence presented at this time
to prove either significant acts of fraud or that an organized, wide=scale effort to commit fraudulent
activity was perpetrated in order to subvert the will of Michigan.voters.

Il. ACTIONS AND GOBJECTIVES

The Committee’s primary objective wasto produceaninformativeandactionablereport by undertaking
the following actions: 1) Investigate claims of imfzropriety, fraud, error, and mismanagement of certain
election processes; 2) Determine whether ahy of the claims brought forward were substantiated
by evidence; and 3) Identify areas of Michigan election law where reform or an updating of the
statute may be required in order to ensure transparency and confidence in the election process.
The Committee made it clear that first-person accounts reporting alleged improprieties were given
higher value as evidence to address these claims, in addition to professional and expert testimony
regarding the technical operation of state and local election procedures and vote tabulation.

I1l. ISSUES AND ALLEGATIONS
Deceased and Non-Residents Voting
Unsolicited Absentee Voter Ballot and Application Mass Mailings
3rd Party/Private Funds Used for Public Election Activities and Equipment
Rights and Duties of Poll Challengers/Watchers Improperly and Unlawfully Restricted
Antrim County Results
Operating Issues with Tabulators and Precinct Computers
. Signature Verification Process
. Jurisdictions Reporting More Than 100% Voter Turnout
. Absentee Ballots Tabulated Multiple Times
. Thousands of Ballots “Dumped” at the TCF Center on Election Night/The Next Morning
. Vote Totals Abnormal Compared to Past Presidential Election and Other Vote Count Irregularities
Additional Issues
. Audits
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IV. INVESTIGATION AND FINDINGS

OVERVIEW OF INVESTIGATION

The Committee received many complaints of election fraud throughout the state in the days
following the 2020 election. The Committee reviewed these claims through several avenues,
including but not limited to the manners outlined below:

» Engaged with local and county election officials to discuss the procedures utilized to administer
the election, in addition to confirming certain vote totals where alleged misreporting occurred.

s Researched the claims of deceased individuals having a vote cast in their name by reviewing
obituaries, various online databases, social media posts, as well as speaking with individuals
who made the claims or were the subject of those claims.

= Called individuals who were said to have received unsolicited absentee ballots through the mail.

* Subpoenaed and reviewed documentation of communications from the secretary of state’s
office regarding pre-election mailings.

» Subpoenaed and reviewed documents and communications from the Livonia and Detroit city
clerks related to election activities and vote tabulaticn.

= Received testimony from Kent County Clerk iiisa Lyons, Ingham County Clerk Barb Byrum,
Lansing City Clerk Chris Swope, and Grand:Rapids City Clerk Joel Hondorp, regarding the
election processes in their respective municipalities and any reforms they would recommend.

» Received testimony from Antrim County Clerk Sheryl Guy, detailing the events that led to the
reporting of incorrect, unofficial vote tallies which cascaded into accusations of vote switching
and machine tampering in Antrim County.

= Received many hours of first-hand testimony regarding the events that transpired at the TCF
Center on and around Election Day. This testimony was in addition to the more than 200
sworn affidavits submitted by first-hand and second-hand witnesses that were reviewed by the
Committee.

» Received testimony from Chris Thomas, the Senior Elections Advisor for the city of Detroit at
the time of the November 2020 election and former Michigan state director of elections, who
was stationed at the TCF Center.

» Received testimony from Dominion Voting Systems CEO,John Poulus, on the company’s role in
providing voting equipment to several Michigan municipalities and whether they played a role
in the reporting of incorrect results in Antrim County. Testimony was also received from officials
representing Dominion competitors, Election Systems & Software (ES&S) and Hart InterCivic
regarding those same issues.

= The chair and individual committee members researched additional claims of election fraud or
impropriety made by individuals in Michigan and from across the country.

INd 8T:SS'¥ TT0T/¥2/0T VOO £q QHATADTY



INITIAL REPORT ON THE NOVEMBER 2020 ELECTION IN MICHIGAN

* Received testimony from Republican and Democratic party officials regarding election training
for volunteers and workers, and how that training, or lack of, impacted the events at the TCF
Center and other polling places.

* Received testimony from Monica Palmer, Chair of the Wayne County Board of Canvassers, on

what she experienced during the canvassing process in the 2020 election and how it could be
improved.

* Met with other canvassers from around the state to understand their process and receive their
observations.

= The chair and individual committee members met with various clerks around the state to discuss
problems, allegations, and solutions.

* The chair and committee members spent countless hours watching and reading documentaries,
news stories, and presentations regarding election issues.

* The chair and committee members examined the testimony provided by witnesses in front of
the House Oversight Committee.

* The chair followed many allegations to specific sources and involved parties to ascertain the
veracity or feasibility of such allegations.
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FINDINGS

1.

Deceased and Non-Residents Voting_

The Committee researched these claims and concluded that most were false. There were two
claims of deceased individuals casting votes that were found to be true; one was a clerical error
while the other was a timing issue. The Committee concluded that none of these constituted
fraudulent election activities or manipulations. The Committee also received claims of citizens
who no longer live in the state of Michigan but had allegedly voted in the state’s elections. These
claims proved to be false upon researching each incident brought to the Committee’s attention.
An example of some of the claims are detailed below (the names of the individuals have been
omitted to respect their privacy).

A widow from the Grand Blanc/Burton area claimed her husband, who passed away in 2013,
had voted in the 2020 election. Senate staff searched the state database with the information
provided by the individual and were not able to find her husband in the database. This would
indicate that he had been removed from the voter database and his identity could not have been
used to vote in the 2020 election.

A husband and wife, formerly of Jackson County and niow living in Louisiana, claimed they saw
documentation online that they had voted in Michigan during the 2020 general election. After
researching the claim, it was discovered that they.were mailed an absentee ballot application and
are still registered to vote in Michigan. However, the state website shows that the local clerk did
not receive returned and completed absentee ballot applications in these voters' names.

The Committee was also provided a fist of over 200 individuals in Wayne County who were
believed to be deceased yet had.cast a ballot. A thorough review of individuals on that list
showed only two instances where an individual appeared to have voted but was deceased. The
first individual was a 118-year-old man whose son has the same name and lives at the same
residence. The Committee found there was no fraud in this instance but was instead a clerical error
made due to the identical name. The second individual was a 92-year-old woman who died four
days before the November 2020 election. Research showed she had submitted her completed
absentee ballot prior to the November 2020 election and prior to her death. Notably, research
showed the secretary of state and clerks were able to discover and remove approximately 3,500
absentee ballots submitted by voters while they were alive but died before Election Day, which
is a commendable accomplishment.

The Committee recommends county clerks be given the ability to assist in removing deceased
voters from the Qualified Voter File (QVF). The Committee also recommends the secretary
of state research and pursue methods, including statutory changes, that would prevent and
identify those voting in multiple states.
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2. Unsolicited Absentee Voter Ballot and Application Mass Mailings

Citizens across the state were left confused and frustrated by the arrival of applications for long
deceased family members, those who have moved to other states, or persons never present at
that address. It appears the lists chosen by the secretary of state’s Bureau of Elections were often
older and previously purged. Local clerks were also frustrated as the applications duplicated
some of their work and caused citizens to call on them for answers. Finally, the original mailing
appeared to be not set up to return to the secretary of state to at least inform them of undeliverable
applications.

The Committee subpoenaed the secretary of state for communications related to pre-election
mailings. While a court ruled that the Secretary of State was permitted to send these mass
mailings, there were significant communications between the department and Rock the Vote, a
group which tends to target young persons and those with more left ofcenter political leanings.

During the review of these communications, the Committee was simultaneously researching claims
made in testimony and in court filings related to the absentee ballot process. Many court filings
and individuals highlighted a data spreadsheet by an individual who claimed to have worked
with “experts” to determine whether individuals had received an unsolicited absentee ballot. The
spreadsheet indicated that “289,866 illegal votes” had been cast. This figure came from the Voter
Integrity Project. To arrive at this number, the group used a methodology where they called 1,500
voters and asked if they had received a ballgt' without requesting it, something that would be
illegal although not specifically indicative of fraudulent voting. The number of affirmative answers
were then extrapolated out to 289,866 voters statewide receiving these ballots which are defined
as “illegal ballots.” The repeated use ¢f the terminology “illegal ballots” is misleading and causes
significant confusion as it implies‘fraudulent votes or votes received that do not come from
legitimate sources or should not'e counted. However, while it may not be lawful to send ballots
without first receiving an appiication, voting this ballot is not an illegal action by a lawful voter and
it is not indicative of fraudulent or illicit behavior of the voter nor of an illegitimate vote.

The Committee called forty individuals from this list at random. Only two individuals reported
having received an absentee ballot without making a proper request. One of the two individuals
is labeled as a permanent, absentee voter within the state’s QVF file, indicating that they had, at
some point, requested to be placed on that list. The other individual voted via an absentee ballot
in the August primary election, and it is possible they checked the box to vote absentee in the
subsequent election and simply forgot they had chosen this option. Throughout discussions with
these individuals, as well as others who claimed they had received an unsolicited ballot, it became
clear that many equated receiving an absentee ballot application with receiving an absentee
ballot. These are separate steps in the absentee voting process, with receiving an absentee ballot
requiring that an application be completed and submitted by the voter. There was no evidence
presented to the Committee indicating that hundreds of thousands of absentee voter ballots
were mailed to Michigan voters without previously being requested.
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Further inquiry conducted by the chair and committee members with county and local clerks
confirmed how difficult it would be for a citizen to attempt to fraudulently utilize the ballot of
another, if the stolen application addressee voted at their actual, present location in Michigan. While
the act of obtaining and submitting the ballot of another individual is not impossible, committing
voter fraud in this manner undetected is unlikely, as the Qualified Voter File would immediately have
a notation of the vote for the voter and the second attempt to request a ballot or to vote would not
be allowed without investigation and explanation. Whether the real voter or the fraudulent

The Committee concludes this demonstrates a clear vulnerability for fraud that may be
undetected, if the actual voter does not vote at all. If the actual voter does vote, it will create
turmoil and draw attention from state and local officials. However, the lack of any such incidents
or turmoil in the November 2020 election creates a clear probability that no such efforts were
committed to any significant extent. The chance of encountering the attempted double vote
scenario is so statistically unlikely as to make impossible even a small effort to do so.

Additionally, the mailing of unsolicited applications allows for two other related vulnerabilities.
Applications sent to the former Michigan addresses of those moved out of state and applications
sent to the new addresses of former Michigan citizens riow registered to vote in another state
constitute a real and virtually undetectable potential'for fraudulent activity. The Chair’s research
into this topic, as well as a review of testimony provided by the secretary of state’s director of
elections to the Senate Elections Committee in October 2020, make it clear that there is essentially
no mechanism in place to prevent counting votes from those who may be also registered and
vote in another state, whether done by-themselves or the recipient of an application at their
former Michigan address. As there are o efficient or established procedures to confirm or detect
this, it is not possible for the Committee to report on any occurrences or to have confidence
no such actions occurred. However, with mass mailings of absentee ballot applications being
mailed across state lines to many who no longer reside or vote in Michigan and to thousands of
former addresses in Michigan, the situation must be addressed to ensure that those individuals
are voting only once in an election, are doing so only in the state of their residence, and that no
one is impersonating them at their old address.

The serious, potential outcomes of these vulnerabilities versus the minor effort to request an
application make a strong and compelling necessity to not provide such applications without a
request from a voter - as was standard practice until this past year. Therefore, the Committee
recommends the Michigan secretary of state discontinue the practice of mailing out unsolicited
applications. The Committee also recommends only the current QVF being utilized by the
state or locals when making mailings to registered voters of any nature.

There were several reports of nursing home bound parents or other family members with
dementia having a record of voting. While the Committee was unable to reach any conclusions
regarding the extent of such claims, additional training and clear instructions to caretakers or
facility staff ought to be provided in such circumstances to clarify how and when such voting
assistance is appropriate. The Committee also recommends pre-filled out applications from
any source be disallowed as well.
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3. 3rd Party/Private Funds Used for Public Election Activities and Equipment
A summary of the work and findings on this issue is not finalized at this time and may be amended
to this report at a later date.

4. Rights and Duties of Poll Challengers/Watchers Improperly or Unlawfully Restricted

The Committee received claims that challengers from the Republican party were discriminated
against and removed from polling locations without cause. There were also claims that challengers
were not allowed to return to counting rooms and were supposed to sign in and out of the room but
had not received that instruction. They were frequently required to stand six feet or more away from
tables and workers in the normal exercise of their duties, despite a court settlement that ensured
their right to monitor election procedures, within six feet when necessary. The Committee also
received testimony that contradicted some of these statements and provided a different viewpoint.
Volunteers and workers from both the Republican and Democratic parties made claims of hazing,
rudeness, bigotry, racism, and other offensive behavior occurring while election activities were
still underway. Several of the issues, such as the management ¢f the official record of challengers
allowed in or out, may have been simply driven by the situation with COVID-19 and will not be
relevant again. Reports were heard of calls to citizens, ostensibly made by Republicans, informing
them to come and vote on Wednesday rather than Tuésday. While many accusations will remain
just that, one thing is perfectly clear: the rights and(duties of poll watchers and challengers must
be better understood and reinforced in their respéctive training and must be protected equally by
election officials. This is an area in need of muctireform and greater clarification in election law.

Additionally, there is significant evidence that the recruitment of Republican poll workers for
Wayne County encountered significant obstacles. Many witnesses testified to volunteering but not
hearing back from the county or being told there were already enough workers. Others testified to
a particular moment at the TCF Ceénter when workers were surveyed for party affiliation and only a
few there raised their hands as Republicans. The Committee understands the logistics of recruiting
Republicans for Wayne County and the city of Detroit can be difficult but finds the repeated
reports of volunteers not being accepted or not having their emails returned troubling. Obtaining
the proper ratios of partisan workers is of critical importance, especially ones from the local area.
The Committee encourages the Wayne County Republican Party and officials in the county and
city clerks’ offices to work together to obtain the correct number of workers for each election.
Further, the Committee asks the Bureau of Elections to investigate and provide to the Committee
an evaluation of partisan poll worker recruitment in Wayne County and the city of Detroit.

These issues were clearly reflected in the activities that occurred at the absentee counting
board at the TCF Center. At one point, an audio recording was released of an apparent election
training session in the city of Detroit where workers were instructed to maintain six feet between
challengers and poll workers, due to COVID-19 precautions. Prior to the election, a court settlement
ensured poll challengers could monitor election activities within six feet when necessary. After
the settlement, clerk staff, like other election staff across the state, were to be informed of the
ruling and how it would affect their activities on Election Day. Testimony was received by the
Committee indicating that the settlement, which was reached after many workers completed
their training, was not well known among the workers at the TCF Center. It is easy to see how
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this led to significant confusion and conflict, particularly as many workers had genuine fear and
concern over their proximity to persons during the pandemic.

Contributing to the confusion and hostility of poll watchers and challengers was the differing
opinions regarding the actual rights and duties of those individuals. These conflicts were only
amplified by the partisan and ideological nature of the volunteers, despite some not affiliating
with a political party. Multiple days of testimony from Republicans and Democrats made it
clear that Republican challengers were committed to ensuring that challenges were issued and
recorded when information was presented to indicate a voter was not, or may not be, eligible.
Representatives of Michigan Democrats, however, indicated in testimony before the Committee
that their specific training regarding the duties and obligations of challengers is to not ever
challenge any ballots. While it was clear they recognized the legal reasons for challenging, they
also called the law “archaic” and affirmed they train their challengers to not issue any challenges.
They believe their obligation is to assure no vote is disqualified. One Democrat official even
noted their reason for being there was to keep an eye on Republicans, not to challenge ballots.
This significant difference of opinion and action contributedto some of the misunderstandings
and tensions that occurred at the TCF Center, as each partisan observed the other failing to
comprehend their duties or felt their duty was specificaily to confront the other side.

The concern of partisan volunteers cloaked as Independent challengers through non-profit or
third-party entities only added to the accusations of an unfair or unbalanced election environment.
The Committee heard testimony and saw evidence that independent observers and challengers
were frequently operating for one of thetwo major parties making their labels as Independents
confusing and unhelpful.

It is apparent that the environment at the TCF Center became intolerable and the reactions to
it must be understood in thisiight. While mistakes were clearly made by officials on all sides, it
must be acknowledged that‘many of them were attempting to simply do their job during a time
of increasing confusion and distrust. It is impossible for the Committee, or any legal entity, to sort
through all the events or persons at fault. However, it appears obvious and reasonable to conclude
that confusion, fear, misunderstanding, and even chaos occurred at the TCF Center to varying
degrees on Nov. 3 and 4. The environment and those emotions were compounded by a lack of
proper recruitment and/or training of election workers on the part of the clerk, as well as a failure
of the Republican party to verify recruitment and training, supply an adequate number of election
attorneys, and to properly train and counsel some of their volunteers and challengers.

Republican officials, along with some ostensibly Independent challengers, furthered the crisis by
putting out the call to other members and citizens to descend on the location to stop what was
described and presented as a stealing of the election. The descent into disorder with so many
extremely concerned citizens elicited responses from poll workers that seemed necessary to them
at the time, such as covering windows, calling police, denying lawful challenges, and removing
challengers. Those actions by both sides were not always lawful or wise, and increased the angst
and fears of the untrained challengers and observers, as well as the many in the public who t did not
understand what was shown to them by the media. Despite these mistakes and, potentially, illegal
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actions, the Committee found no evidence fraudulent activities were undertaken or that such
actions led to irreparable harm to ballots or vote counting. Numerous safeguards, particularly
the partisan make up of the election boards themselves, were not lost, despite these actions.

Therefore, the Committee recommends updating the requirements for challengers including the
tasks and duties they are to preform, standards of conduct, and party affiliation. Additionally,
clerks and parties need to be held to recruiting adequate workers, providing appropriate and
uniform training including any recent law updates, and being able to instruct law enforcement
in lawful responses to workers or volunteers creating a disturbance in the process of carrying
out their duties. Officials need a clear chain of command in place for making decisions and
being accountable, particularly if a crisis arises and if one of the leaders has left the premises.
Finally, the Wayne County Republican Party and other, independent organizations, ought to
issue a repudiation of the actions of certain individuals that created a panic and had untrained
and unnumbered persons descend on the TCF Center. Both clerks and the parties need to take
seriously their responsibilities of having properly trained anci adequate personnel in place and
the training ought to be uniform, regardless of party.'

5. Antrim County
Antrim County became the focal point of multiple_theories and concerns surrounding the Nov. 3
election, as the unofficial results reported at the'eénd of the tabulation for the county were later
discovered to be in error. The common claim surrounding this mistake was that the votes for Donald
Trump were switched with votes for Joe Biden, providing Biden with a win in heavily-Republican
Antrim County. However, this claim is inatcurate and was explained before a joint hearing of the
Senate and House Oversight Committees in November 2020 by the Antrim County Clerk, Sheryl Guy.

Due to a series of errors made‘within the county clerk’s office, the unofficial votes received
from polling places on election night did not transfer into their respective spreadsheet columns
correctly. This shifted the vote totals over a column for several races across the ballot. These
mistakes began months earlier when several late items were ordered onto the ballot in certain
townships. Unfortunately, new logic and accuracy tests were not performed, as required by
law. Programming at the clerk’s computer was not updated to reflect these changes; however,
tabulators in the precincts were updated and had no problems processing ballots on Election
Day. Tally sheets printed at the close of polls never reflected the errors reported in the clerk’s
unofficial results. On the morning of Nov. 4, once it become clear that the unofficial results
were inaccurate and did not match the official votes printed by the tabulators, efforts began to
discover the cause of the errors. The clerk and her staff made several attempts to re-tabulate
and resolve the problem before understanding the cause. This resulted in additional, incorrect
vote counts being reported. Once the cause was isolated, ballots were re-tabulated and the
correct results, which matched the original tabulator sheets from Nov. 3, were posted. Multiple
checks were easily able to rectify the situation and later, a complete hand recount validated the

original, official results as accurate.

' The Department of Attorney General informed the committee on June 15, 2021 that it has been investigating issues related to the events at the TCF Center, per an official request of
former Senator and Oversight committee member, Peter Lucido. It indicated a report on findings is forthcoming
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A prime example of a misrepresentation of facts that then mislead citizens is found on a chart
on page two of Allied Security Operations Group's (ASOG) Antrim County Forensic Report. The
chart, shown below, and the accompanying information, led citizens to conclude the election
results were suspiciously changing for over a month after the election. It also could lead one
to believe election officials and the Dominion tabulators were dishonest in their work by not
representing the source of the specific numbers shown, even though the information is readily
available to the authors of the report. Further, the authors also chose to present only some of
the information, leaving out specific data that would evidence something besides a massive
conspiracy or computer hack created the problem.

Nov 3 22,082 16,047 7,769 4,509 145 14 12,423
Nov 5 22,082 18,059 7,289 9,783 255 20 17,327
Nov 21 22,082 16,044 5,960 9,748 241 23 15,949
Dec 17 22,082 5,959 9,759 - 244 20 15,962

This second chart fills in relevant and critical information about the data and provides additional
data points to provide greater context to thewbserver. This data was available to ASOG and others
utilizing the previous chart, yet they chose'not to provide the context nor the additional data.

Registered Total Third L
Date 9 Votes. o-Biden | Trump Write-In | VOTES for Note
Voters Party .
Cast President
Ta}bglator tapes-
1. | Nov.4 | 22082 |16,044 5960 | 9748 | 239 23 15,970 | o o on
night).
Clerk’s computer-
2. | Nov. 4 22,082 16,047 | 7,769 | 4,509 145 14 12,437 unofficial results
(pubilicly reported).
3. [Nov.5| 22,082 |18059 | 7,289 | 9,783 | 255 20 17,347 | oty dierenmney.
4. | Nov.6 | 22,082 |16,044 |5960 | 9,748 | 241 20 15,969 o
5. |Nov. 16 22,082 16,044 | 5,960 | 9,748 241 20 15,969 Official Vote report.
6. [Nov. 21| 22,082 | 16,044 | 5,960 | 9,748 241 20 15,969 Canvass/certification
7. |Dec. 17| 22,082 16,044 | 5,959 | 9,759 244 20 15,982 Hand Recount
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Row one shows the vote totals shown on the tabulator tapes at the close of the election.
These numbers are critical as they demonstrate, when coupled with the hand recount, that no
tampering or pre-installed, illicit programing ever took place on the tabulators. It also shows
that no fraudulent ballots were added to the ballot boxes to cover up such hardware/software
malfunctions. The minor changes from the first tabulation to the final canvas and hand recount
are well documented by election staff and result from several spoiled baliots that were not able
to be processed in subsequent runs and from ballots that could not be electronically processed
but could be hand counted.

Row two contains the vote count reported by the Antrim County clerk’s office on election night,
which was the unofficial vote count. As is detailed in this report, these results were incorrect
because the programing to receive the data had not been properly updated after changes were
made to the official ballots in certain townships. The result was what amounts to a spreadsheet
having its fields improperly aligned with the incoming data. This would have been caught by logic
and accuracy tests. The discrepancies with the tabulator tapes should have been discovered
before these results were reported.

Row three shows the struggle faced by the clerk’s office’'to determine what went wrong and how
to correct it. These results show a series of urgent(but mistaken attempts to address the errors
that led to double counting of some precincts and absentee ballots. The contemporary poll
books and worksheets are clear proof of what-was happening, showing handwritten notes and
commentary. The records also show who was there trying to figure out how to solve the issue.

Row four shows the vote count after the errors were properly identified and ballots were
re-tabulated. Clearwater Township‘was still experiencing issues and had to be added in by hand.
Again, contemporary documents-and worksheets are clear proof of the situation and work being
done.

Row five is the official vote report filed with the state before the certification.

Row six contains the certified election results. These were certified Nov. 21 by the county board of
canvassers. The results are virtually the same as the tabulator slips produced on election night with
the discrepancies identified and explained in the minutes of their meetings.

Row seven is the results of the complete hand recount conducted on Dec. 17. When a hand recount
is done, ballots that were previously unable to be tabulated electronically are sometimes able to be
added. These changes are, again, well documented by the workers’ notes made during this process.

The Committee states that the data this chart summarizes, coming from the actual election
artifacts in Antrim County, clearly and concisely shows that ideas and speculation that the Antrim
County election workers or outside entities manipulated the vote by hand or electronically
are indefensible. Further, the Committee is appalled at what can only be deduced as a willful
ignorance or avoidance of this proof perpetuated by some leading such speculation.
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There were many groups and persons from around the country that focused their attention on Antrim
County as the most central point in their arguments and speculation. The county was mentioned by
officials at the White House, in media, at rallies, and in several, substantial online documentaries. The
Committee investigated the claims made by some of the more prominent groups and individuals.

The Allied Security Operations Group (ASOG) obtained access to the Antrim County voting
tabulators and purported to perform a forensic audit. (ASOG and its co-founder were purveyors of
the “fractional vote” and “more votes than registered voters” theories?). ASOG’s audit described
stolen computer files, machines designed to provide incorrect results, manipulated software, and
cyber-attacks. Utilizing the difference between the unofficial vote count and the final, official
count, ASOG claimed the machines were inaccurate 68% of the time. However, ASOG never
provided an explanation for how the official vote was accurately obtained on the tabulator slips
in the same physical count as the incorrect unofficial results on which they focus. ASOG did not
make any attempt to invalidate the claims of the clerk by demonstration. ASOG also claimed a
loss of files regarding auto-adjudication, a method of curing absentee voter ballots that Antrim
County does not utilize as further evidence of fraudulent activity. ASOG claimed the machines
had “ranked-choice” balloting turned on when this is not possible on Michigan machines. Other
entities (CyberNinjas and Halderman) showed this claim was untrue. ASOG ignored that the
simple and most effective way to verify the results is.to simply count all ballots by hand. Even
after a hand recount verified the results in Antrim County, ASOG refused to retract its assertions.

Attorney Matthew DePerno was retained by_an Antrim County resident to pursue legal action
against the county and the state regarding thieresults of the election. Mr. DePerno has subsequently
released various reports, videos, and istatements regarding the election results, presenting
the ASOG report, as well as work by©r. Douglas Frank and Jeff Lenberg, as primary pieces of
evidence. The Committee closely followed Mr, DePernco’s efforts and can confidently conclude
they are demonstrably false and‘based on misleading information and illogical conclusions. In
one recent video, Mr. Lenbera demonstrated how a hacked machine will incorrectly count ballots
(reporting it on the official results printout) and how a hacked computer will show inaccurate
results. However, neither of these demonstrations shows the explanation given by the clerk is
untrue, nor do they explain how the actual official results sheet did not match the inaccurate
unofficial results. Most critically, it does not explain how the hand recount verified the official
results reported by the tabulators on election night. They simply proved hacked machinery will
perform incorrectly. This is not evidence machines were hacked, and it is certainly not evidence
that machines that performed correctly were hacked.

Further, the insinuations made depend on the tabulators being hacked after the logic and accuracy
tests. Mr. DePerno, and others, insisted this was possible because the Dominion machines in Antrim
County have modems or wireless chips installed. However, this is indisputably false. Antrim County
did not utilize modems or any internet or wireless network to transmit voting results ever. This
incredibly conclusive fact, along with the hand recount of the ballots, serve as the irrefutable
bulwarks against all allegations. The cited proof of modems is from a quote for purchasing received
by the county from Dominion, not an actual purchase receipt or physical sighting of any modems.

2 The "more votes than voters” theory, repeated by President Trump’s attorney, Rudolph Giuliani, was based on an affidavit from the ASOG co-founder that cites several Michigan
counties where there were allegedly more votes than registered voters, However, the affidavit cited several townships in Minnesota, not Michigan. Even if the document referenced the
right state, the claims regarding the Minnesota townships still were not accurate, according to data from the Minnesota Secretary of State.
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Mr. DePerno’s lawsuit, Exhibit 6, highlighted by former state Sen. Patrick Colbeck in a web
post dated April 9, 2021 and entitled “Modem Chips Embedded in Voting System Computer
Motherboards,” feature a voting machine that is not used by Antrim County. Yet the suit draws
the connection that the existence of such a machine, one that is not in Antrim County and not
manufactured by Dominion at all, is evidence that the Dominion tabulators in Antrim County
have the same technology. Committee members and others have been frequently approached
by constituents who have been convinced that this is true of the Antrim County machines and all
Dominion machines in general.

On June M, internet and social media sources proclaimed the newest announcement from Mr.
DePerno about Antrim County. However, the information provided appeared to be already
available, but simply presented in a different light. The first allegation related to evidence of the
clerk’s Election Management System (EMS), a software package installed on her computer to
manage the election. This is the same program that incorrectly reported the results on election
night because it had not been properly updated with the late changes to ballots from certain
precincts. EMS is not connected to the tabulators. The allegations focused on how the clerk’s
computer and the program were remotely accessed in-the days following the election. This
should not surprise anyone as the clerk, secretary of state, and the software company sought to
determine what went wrong and how to fix it. At n© time would this connection or activity have
had an impact on the tabulators. More relevant; it could not have changed the tabulator slips,
shown in the second chart, line one.

The June 11 video from Mr. DePerno also included what he concluded was dramatic evidence about
specially made ballots, sent to Republican areas, that would more frequently fail in the tabulators.
He then said such ballots would bes¢nt to adjudication, where someone could determine them as
Biden votes, even if they were not: This pronouncement is simply more blatherskite. Adjudication
takes place with both Demaocrat and Republican workers, observers, and challengers present
(Antrim County had no concerning or reported issues related to their challengers). Also, Antrim
County did not have a high incidence of adjudicated ballots. Most important is the now repeated
point of lines one and seven on the second chart above: the original tabulator slips and the hand
recount match with only a few documented and easily explained ballot differences, dispelling any
legitimacy to speculation of massive vote stealing by human or computer means.

The Committee finds such actions to be misleading and irresponsible, diminishing the overall
credibility of those asserting this conclusion.

Dr. Frank has also worked independently of Mr. DePerno, appearing in various other reports and
programming. He claimed his findings of patterns in voting demographics and results, along
with disparities between census, registration, and ballot totals in given areas were conclusive
evidence of a complex computer hack and conspiracy to manipulate vote counts around the
nation. This theory, like Dr. Shiva's, alleged the installed “algorithm” switches or steals votes just
enough to succeed while not being enough to raise suspicions. However, Dr. Frank's conclusions
are not sound for several reasons. Census data is not recent, and people do not only move away
(as he frequently contends) but others do move into an area. Coupled with same day registration,
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6.

the notable red flags he spotted in the data are easily explained, e.g. young people do not vote
as readily as older citizens, people’s movements create disparities between registrations and the
census, etc. The patterns he sees are not unexpected or unusual to elections or human behavior
in general. His theories depend on the ability to hack into the tabulators before or during and/or
at the end of the election. Many of the counties he and others identified as having been hacked
do not even have modems or make any online connection to submit results. Those that do, do
not connect the modem, which is physically separate from the Dominion tabulator, until after the
polls are closed and the tabulators have printed the official results.

Events in Antrim County sparked a significant amount of concern about the technology used to
count ballots. This concern led to much speculation, assumptions, misinformation, and in some
cases, outright lies meant to create doubt and confusion. The many hours of testimony before the
Committee showed these claims are unjustified and unfair to the people of Antrim County and
the state of Michigan. It has also been unfair to people across America. The simple answer to all of
this remains the most reasonable conclusion: human error and lack of training are the factors that
contributed to inaccurate unofficial vote counts. These errors were quickly discovered and rectified
by the protective and redundant systems our state has built to verify and protect election integrity,
including re-countable, paper ballots. Even more significently, the official vote count was never in
doubt and was validated several times, including during a complete, hand recount.

While extremely disappointed and frustrated with the obvious avoidable errors, the Committee
commends the efforts of the Antrim County clerk, staff, and many volunteers that corrected these
errors and gave their time for the canvass'and hand recount. The Committee also recommends
legislation strengthening the law regarding the conducting of logic and accuracy tests prior to
the election, including penalties for failing to do so. The Committee recommends the attorney
general consider investigating thiose who have been utilizing misleading and false information
about Antrim County to raise ‘money or publicity for their own ends. The Committee finds
those promoting Antrim County as the prime evidence of a nationwide conspiracy to steal the
election place all other statements and actions they make in a position of zero credibility.

Operating Issues with Tabulators and Precinct Computers
Speculation and theories of fraud in the election appear most prevalent in the areas concerning

voting tabulators, computers, software, hardware, and cybersecurity. In the testimony and
information reviewed by the Committee, claims ranged from something as simple as “spikes”
in the vote count that exceeded the physical capacity of the tabulators to machines that were
simply inaccurate. However, more complex claims also emerged, claiming that tabulators were
intentionally designed to manipulate the tally through fractional voting or swapping by hand,
through software, or by cyber attacks that based their manipulation on the votes necessary to
overcome candidate Joe Biden’s early deficit to President Trump.

Dominion Voting Systems, Election Systems & Software (ES&S), Hart InterCivic

Michigan utilizes tabulators and election services provided through three different vendors, with
the individual counties determining which vendor to use. All vendors must meet the specifications
of the state’s election laws which requires vendors to meet guidelines provided by the United
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States Election Assistance Commission (EAC). The EAC has rigorous standards regarding
construction, material and code sourcing, reviews, and independent auditing conducted by
certified third parties.

The Committee interviewed, under oath, the CEO of Dominion Voting Systems and the vice
president of systems security & chief information security officer from ES&S. Hart InterCivic
submitted written testimony. Despite many public denunciations of their collective testimony as
inaccurate, no individual has provided any evidence to the Committee of such perjury or has filed
any action in a court of law asserting such.

Mr. John Polous, Dominion CEO, denied multiple rumors regarding the company and provided
references to verify his testimony that the company was not involved in elections in Venezuela
and had no connection to Hugo Chavez, Nancy Pelosi, Diane Feinstein, or George Soros. He also
denied the existence of Dominion servers in Spain and Germany, emphasizing that ballots remain
local, are counted locally, and are not moved over state lines, et alone overseas.

Mr. Polous explained in detail how the operations of the-ibominion machines are not compatible
with the various theories being promoted, and that aihy of the accusations regarding counting
ballots multiple times or scanning surplus ballots would easily be uncovered due to the poll books
being unbalanced. Further, ballots that required ‘auto-adjudication or duplication are accounted
for in the poll books and create a computer log that is checked to prevent or detect double counts.
Damaged ballots that require duplication arelogged and could not be accidentally tabulated due
to the damage that required the duplication.

Fractional Voting

The early allegation of fractionai'voting was supported by a few photographs which appeared
to be screen shots from computer screens running the Dominion software. The chair specifically
called for this information during public testimony as its existence would have been a profound
demonstration of proof. However, despite numerous, repeated requests from the chair and
assurances from those making the allegation, no proof, whether by demonstration or verifiable
citation, was ever offered to or obtained by the Committee.

Internet Connections

Many observers insisted the vote tabulators at the TCF Center were connected to the internet.
Chris Thomas, who served as the senior elections advisor for the city of Detroit, has asserted that
this is simply not true. Other individuals who were at the TCF Center, such as former state Sen.
Patrick Colbeck, insist that they were. It is true that every tabulator was connected to a local area
network (LAN), which would create the same icon on a computer screen indicating a network
connection as is shown by an internet accessible network. This may be a source of some of the
confusion. Computers at the central control center, which were not connected to each precinct's
LAN, were connected to a network that was connected to the internet, which may have also
contributed to the confusion. Regardless, no evidence has been offered that the tabulators were
connected beyond each LAN, and, in fact, the results from the tabulators at the TCF Center were
transmitted to the clerk’s office via flash drives, not electronic or cellular connection. Furthermore,
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and more importantly, there has been no evidence provided that such a purported connection
led to alterations to machine programming, hardware, or the tabulated results or could have
led to such changes. Finally, logic and accuracy tests are conducted on each tabulator prior to
the election to confirm that pre-election procedures were followed properly. During the post-
election audits, clerks verify that those tests were performed and that the machines and their
programming were not tampered with during the election.

Many theories and speculation regarding tabulators not at the TCF Center also include a component
that necessitate an internet connection. It is particularly important to note that Dominion voting
machines that are not part of an absentee voter counting board do not have built in modems
or wireless internet. Reports to the contrary are false, with some falsely labeling non-Dominion
machines as Dominion machines to make it appear as if they do have wireless internet capabilities.
The secure cellular modems some clerks use to transmit the unofficial results to the county clerk
are not even turned on or connected to the tabulators until after the official results are printed by
the individual machine.

Tabulator/Software Integrity

There is no link in the election process chain more susgeptible to unprovable and un-refutable
speculation and suspicion than those involving the invisible lines of code and panels of circuits.
These vulnerabilities can include tampering with.rmachine code on site, via cyber attack, or by
malicious programming by the proprietors of the machines.

There are many theories as to how comgromising the integrity of the machines and software
could have taken place, making it imgossible to delineate each one separately. However, the
answers and evidence against neariy all theories is generally the same. Reasonable deduction
and logic stand to refute nearly ail possible outcomes of a hack or attack, including the following
theories: whether files includirig ballot images were hacked, a malicious algorithm was installed
to switch votes, or a hostile;<foreign force obtained a connection into a tabulator before, during,
or after the election. In all of these situations, a simple recount or re-tabulation by the machine,
after a logic and accuracy test, or by hand would demonstrate the theory to be consistent or
inconsistent with the facts. This has been undertaken in multiple jurisdictions, both those in
guestion and those not, all providing verification of the original, official results. Not one of these
efforts demonstrated a problem with the tabulators or the software. There is no evidence to
suggest the original, official results reflected anything but what was marked on the ballots.

Videos and reports of the ease of hacking current Dominion voting machines from outside of
Michigan, e.g. Georgia, never demonstrated a vulnerability of the vote counting software or the
tabulators. The chair contacted various officials from Georgia to understand the testimony and
events in question there. Particularly, the testimony of Jovan Pulitzer, which purported to have
on-the-spot access to manipulate voting files and vote counts, has been demonstrated to be
untrue and a complete fabrication. He did not, at any time, have access to data or votes, let alone
have the ability to manipulate the counts directly or by the introduction of malicious software to
the tabulators. Nor could he spot fraudulent ballots from non-fraudulent ones. Notably, Georgia
did conduct a complete, statewide, hand recount that validated the tabulators’ official results.
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Many of the theories surrounding cyber attacks were consolidated into the visuals and narratives
included in the “Absolute Proof” video series first presented in January 2021 and continuing into
June 2021 by Mike Lindell (the video relied heavily on the situation in Antrim County and the
report from ASOG). In summary, Mr. Lindell claims that attacks by foreign and domestic enemies
were successful in obtaining access to the computers containing results at local and county
clerks’ offices, as well as the secretary of state. In some cases, the supposed access included the
actual tabulators.

However, this narrativeisignorant of multiple levels of the actual election process. Upon completion
of the election, tabulators print the final results on paper. Clerks then connect a modem and
transmit by secure, cellular connection or transfer by flash drive the unofficial results to the
county clerk.® County clerks then report these unofficial results both locally and to the secretary
of state. The secretary of state releases the unofficial results to media and their own page. Clarity,
a Spanish based company, also takes in these unofficial results from the county or the state. This
company, which is based in Spain and has servers in Europe, makes the unofficial results available
to multiple users, especially media subscribers who utilizethe unofficial results in their election
night prognostications. Scytl and others are companies that provide similar services. All of these
activities, especially due to media inquiries, constitute;a significant explanation for much of the
cyber activity across the country and the globe on @lection night.

Terminologies about the equipment used in elections leads to much of the confusion, particularly
when used carelessly. Various documents, emails, and manuals discuss connectivity and servers.
Certain persons have used these as proof that tabulators were connected during the election.
However, the capabilities of the machires do not denote all of those options were operating during
the election itself. Server connectiaris and vulnerabilities, even errors, at clerk’s offices are not
indicative that tabulators themseives were vulnerable or hacked. The presence of IP addresses do
not prove votes were altered ¢r programming was hacked. Servers have nothing to do with regular
tabulators during the election.

While the clear and constant presence of cyber criminals is real, the exchange of “packets” of
information between two computers speaking to each other is not evidence of successful hacking
or changing of data. Moreover, it is hot possible for anyone to now determine what might have been
in those packets of information unless granted specific access to one of the two computers involved
in the transaction. All the while, the official results remain on a printed piece of paper at the local
clerk’s office and are not alterable to any reverse cyber attack. Most importantly, the paper ballots
in the box are available for re-tabulation or recount at any time. Where this was done, no evidence
of hacking or attack was ever shown. Nor did any official representative of the losing party call
for a hand recount in any precinct so to prove an instance of such. If the losing party had been so
confident of any of these cyber attack theories or software-based vote switching, simply asking for
several hand recounts or re-tabulations in the various precincts would have demonstrated a genuine
hack had happened and that there was necessity for additional recounts and investigations.

¥ ES&S and Hart InterCivic tabulators have internal modems, but not Dominion, However, they are not turned on until the polls are closed and tabulation has concluded. It is worth noting
that these machines will likely have to be recertified, depending on whether they have 4G or 5G capabilities when the technology changes.
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Further, the graphics and charts in various videos claim very specific access and vote count
changes in specific counties across Michigan but do not provide any references or evidence
to demonstrate how that information was acquired. As mentioned above, once the data is
transmitted, there is no way to know what was sent without access to a computer on either
side. No clerk or election official in any of these counties was informed how these numbers were
calculated or known (except the numbers shown for Antrim County, which mirror the numbers
shown to have occurred by human error). While showing these numbers is compelling, there is
no source provided, but the viewer is led to believe Mr. Lindell’s experts have received access to
each of these counties’ or precincts’ computers and discovered a connection and hack occurred
along with exactly what data was transmitted. No such activities took place at any of these
locations with which the Committee had contact.

The chair spoke with clerks in several of the counties listed by Mr. Lindell’s experts. These clerks
had no explanation for numbers his reports show as being flipped votes, nor had they had
any interaction with any persons making these allegations. Mareover, clerks in these counties
performed random hand recounts in various precincts or townships and found zero change to the
official, canvass results. Other clerks did full county re-tzidulations and found zero change. For
these actions to not contradict Mr. Lindell’s allegations wolld mean all the clerks surreptitiously or
incidentally chose precincts or townships that were ot involved with the hack his experts claim
occurred or allowed their tabulators to be compramised. The Committee finds this is beyond any
statistical or reasonable credulity.

Canvassing and Out of Balance Precincts

The canvassing process that is condicted at the county level in each of Michigan’s counties
always serves as the check on mosi.irregularities that may occur during the initial tabulation. If
paper ballots are significantly unbalanced when compared with the number of votes reported in
poll books, this constitutes a ¢lear indication that something went wrong. Often, the imbalance
arises when workers do not immediately account for the necessity of copying overseas ballots or
damaged absentee voter ballots. It also occurs when a voter decides to leave the polling place
without correcting a spoiled ballot or submitting their ballot. Other causes come from empty
absentee voter ballot envelopes, or couples including both of their ballots in one envelope.

Some of the highly out-of-balance precincts at consolidated Absentee Voter Counting Boards
(AVCB) were likely from mistakes made with the high-speed tabulators, something that several
citizens swore to have witnessed in affidavits and other testimony. When these imbalances
appear after Election Day, it is the board of canvassers, or in Wayne County, their chosen agent,
the clerk, that can make the decision to perform a further review to correct any irregularities that
are discovered. Re-tabulation of the paper ballots and a thorough examination of the poll books
are critical parts to the canvass process, allowing the books and ballot boxes to reach balance.

Technically, the imbalances that remain after the canvass could exist due to fraudulent activity.
Unbalanced precincts are unfortunate and are something that should be addressed in the future.
However, the unbalanced precincts in Michigan counties were marginal and, in no way, would have
impacted the outcome of the Presidential election. There were fewer precincts with an imbalance
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in this election than in previous ones. Developing best practices and training election workers
on how to maintain balanced precincts is recommended. There is much discussion on allowing
some out-of-balance precincts to be eligible for recount but testimony the Committee heard
from several clerks indicated they did not support this. Therefore, the Committee makes no
recommendations on this issue.

The Committee did learn during testimony that Wayne County’s Board of Canvassers operates
differently than most other counties, shifting the actual canvass responsibilities to the county
clerk and their staff. Once the canvass is complete, the board receives a report, that is unusually
anemic in its details of how imbalances were rectified. This is unfair to those serving on the board,
as well as the voters of Wayne County, despite being permitted by law. A transparent canvass,
overseen by those not responsible for the actual election process, allows citizens to understand
how imbalances occurred and how they were rectified while having confidence that there was
not a conflict of interest for those preforming the canvass.

Canvassers ought to be intimately involved in the process and the law should be changed to
provide consistency and transparency in the canvassii'g process. Furthermore, it would be
wise to allow for larger boards in higher population areas and to provide additional time to
complete the canvass to rectify any irregularities.

Signature Verification Process

The Committee was made aware of claims<that election workers at the TCF Center in downtown
Detroit were instructed to not match signatures on envelopes and furthermore were instructed
to “pre-date” the received date of akisentee ballots. To the contrary, these processing steps —
signature matching and verificaticn of the date received — occurred at another location and
were completed by other emplayees prior to the time the ballots were sent to the TCF Center for
counting. Workers at the AVZBs are to check for the clerk’s signature and time stamp as well as
making sure the voter signature is present. However, the validation of the voter signature by the
clerk’s office is indicated by the clerk’s signature and stamp. As for the “pre-dating” allegation,
Detroit Senior Election Advisor Chris Thomas explained this date field is necessary for processing
the ballot. Without the voter present, there is no way to have that date, which was recorded into the
QVF by the official who took the same day registration at another location. Since the poll books at
the AVCB are not connected to the QVF during Election Day, there is no way to check what was
entered at the site where the voter registered. Therefore, a “placeholder” date is entered, and the
poll worker assumes the official accepting the registration did their due diligence.

Kent County Clerk Lisa Lyons, and Ingham County Clerk Barb Byrum, both testified regarding the
possible requirement of a “real time” signature when applying for an absentee ballot, indicating
it would be highly preferred rather than performing the application process online. In addition
to the preferences of election officials, the Michigan Court of Claims struck down Secretary of
State Benson’s guidance on signature matching, which required workers to presume the validity
of signatures, ruling that the required presumption of validity is found nowhere in state law and
mandating such was a direct violation of the Administrative Procedures Act.
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After reviewing these facts and receiving the testimony of experts and clerks, it is abundantly
clear that the signature verification process is one of significant importance. With new policies in
place due to the adoption of Proposal 18-3, current election procedures do not require a new voter
to, potentially, ever make face-to-face contact with an election official or staff throughout the
process of registration, requesting an absentee ballot application, or completing and submitting
their ballot. Therefore, requiring a voter to confirm their identity at some point during the process
is imperative. Whether providing a “real time” signature, a government-issued photo identification
card, or other unique personally identifying information, like a driver’s license number or a state
identification number, requesting that a voter provide one of these easily-accessible identifiers
will go a long way to strengthen the integrity of our system, while supporting the new, more
efficient way of administering our elections.

Therefore, the Committee recommends that the secretary of state begin the process of
establishing actual rules for examining and validating signatures consistent with a ruling of the
Michigan Court of Claims. The Committee also recommends that statewide measures be put in
place to ensure eligible voters are not unreasonably denied access to vote if there is an issue with
their signature. Finally, the Committee recommends that reasonable measures be put in place to
ensure voters can easily and properly identify themselves when exercising their right to vote.

8. Jurisdictions Reporting More Than 100% Voter Turnout
The Committee received and heard claims that jurisdictions had more than 100% of registered
voters voting. Here are some of the local muhnicipalities that had claims of a higher voter turnout
than there were actual registered voters:

Municipality Claim Actual
Oneida Township 18% Approximately 80%
Zeeland Township 460.51% Precincts ranged from 74.46% - 84.80%
Spring Lake Township 120% Precincts ranged from 66.74% - 84.15%
Gladwin Township 215.21% 67.23%
Summit Township Over 100% 71%

= Q,

. More Votes than Voters .250’138 MSIES . U”def 50% of

Detroit (Trump Claim) registered voters in the city and only
P 37% of the total population.
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10.

Absentee Ballots Were Tabulated Multiple Times, Increasing Vote Total

Some individuals claimed that many ballots were counted multiple times when they were re-
submitted through the high-speed tabulation machines. The Committee heard from several
persons and read many affidavits claiming to have first-hand knowledge that this issue occurred.
Investigation does show it is possible to cycle a completed stack through the tabulator multiple
times as long as no errors occur. Bundles of ballots go through the tabulator so quickly that a
simple jam or other error necessitates the entire bundle being restarted. Workers cannot restart
the stack unless they first clear the partial count and start from zero by pressing a button.

If ballots were counted multiple times, this would have created a significant disparity in the
official pollbook. This was the testimony of several withesses, including Chris Thomas and Monica
Palmer, Republican chair of the Wayne County Board of Canvassers. Specifically, the pollbook
would show that many more votes were cast than the number of people obtaining a ballot. This
was the case at several counting boards at the completion of the original tabulation. However, the
actual imbalances that remained after the canvass show thiscproblem was rectified. Rectifying
precincts where this mistake happened is usually not difficult to do and involves taking the ballots
out of the box, counting the total number to see if it maiches the poll book, and processing all
the ballots through the tabulator again. The balanced goll books and the remaining imbalances
do not indicate this problem any more, showing it was corrected. Remaining imbalances are
likely connected to some of the other reasons addressed in finding number six, namely, empty
envelopes, ruined ballots, etc.

The Committee recommends that tabulator companies develop machines that place tabulated
ballots into a box that has no access for poll workers while placing uncounted ballots in another
tray to be checked and placed in‘the tabulator when ready. This would assure such an error
cannot occur and that no reset and restarting of a full stack is necessary.

Thousands of Ballots Were “Dumped?” at the TCF Center on Election Night/The Next Morning
Several individuals testified and claimed that tens of thousands of ballots were “dumped” at the
TCF Center on election night, when reported vote tallies showed that President Trump was still
in the lead. They allege this occurred between 3 - 5 a.m. and that they were brought onto the
floor to be counted. Chris Thomas, the senior elections advisor for the city of Detroit, stated he
estimated 16,000 ballots were delivered to the TFC Center around that time. Some other persons
and media speculated it was nearly 100,000, but most reported about 30,000-45,000. These
ballots were submitted throughout Election Day at different locations, such as drop boxes, in the
mail, and at the clerk’s main and satellite offices. After the ballots were compiled and processed
at the clerk’s office, after the closing of polls at 8 p.m., they were brought to the TFC Center for
counting. These ballots were not brought in a wagon as alleged, but via delivery truck and then
placed on carts. A widely circulated picture in media and online reports allegedly showed ballots
secretly being delivered late at night but, in reality, it was a photo of a WXYZ-TV photographer
hauling his equipment.

26

INd 8T:SS'¥ TT0T/¥2/0T VOO £q QHATADTY



INITIAL REPORT ON THE NOVEMBER 2020 ELECTION IN MICHIGAN

1.

Others claimed that the TCF Center security camera footage around the same time showed
some type of “ballot dump.” While the video in question confirms that a number of ballots were
delivered at the time alleged, it provides no evidence of fraudulent or wrongful conduct. In the
video, the van arrived around 3:30 a.m. and unloaded the absentee ballots. Once unloaded, the
van left around 3:55 a.m. to go back to the satellite office where the processing was occurring.
The van arrived back once again around 4:30 a.m. to unload the final ballots.

This theory, like many of the other theories proposed as evidence of fraud, does not constitute
actual evidence on its own. Those drawing such conclusions in their affidavits and testimony
were asked to provide proof that something illegal actually occurred but no proof that ballots
were fraudulent was provided or found by the Committee in testimony or in subpoenaed records.
However, this situation does raise issues with the delayed and cumbersome process of obtaining
absentee ballots from drop boxes on election night, when many other activities and processes
are also ongoing. The Committee recommends that drop boxes not be utilized or be closed
earlier than 8 p.m. on Election Day so that the time taken to.collect such ballots will not, by
necessity, extend processing and tabulating of such a large volume so long into the night. At
the least, appointed staff should be on-hand to immediatzly collect ballots from drop boxes at
8 p.m. Additionally, the process of transferring ballots from the clerk’s office to other locations
must be done with greater security and manifests so that there can be an accounting for each
ballot sent and received between the two locations, establishing a chain of custody.

Vote Totals Were Abnormal Compared.io Past Presidential Elections and Other Vote Count
Irregularities

Several claims were made regarding the voter turnout in the November 2020 election in which
the statistical data was cited as.a source to show widespread election impropriety. Comparing
historical results casts serious<ioubt over any claims of widespread impropriety in the Michigan
2020 election. In fact, turnctit'in 2020 increased less in Wayne county (11.4%) than in the rest of
the state (15.4%) and President Trump won a greater percentage of votes there than he did in
2016 (30.27% vs 29.3%).

Additionally, the data suggests that there was no anomalous number of votes cast solely for the
President, either in Wayne County or statewide:

2020 2016

Statewide Statewide

President: 5,539,302 President: 4,799,284

Senate: 5,479,720 Congress: 4,670,905

Difference: 59,582 (1.08% difference) Difference: 128,379 (2.67% difference)

Wayne Wayne

President: 874,018 President: 782,719

Senate: 863,946 Congress: 754,560

Difference: 10,072 (1.15% difference) Difference: 28,159 (3.60% difference)
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Other Irregularities

Several published reports, particularly “Case for Michigan Decertification” presented charts of
vote sub-totals and totals that were adjusted during the night and sometimes subtract votes
from previous totals. The report also shows the increase in absentee votes tabulated was greater
than the usual amount able to be processed in the given time frame. These reports require partial
or incremental vote counts and totals. Finally, the report included final vote counts that include
enormous spikes of final votes with a very high percentage for one candidate. Attempts by
the chair to acquire the sources and citations of this data from the author were not able to be
fulfilled. The author insisted that he cannot answer the questions about the origins of these data
points, which he uses as evidence, without others investigating the issue or granting him access
to a wide range of materials.

The reports containing these impossible mathematical counts rely on partial or incremental vote
counts which are notavailable fromany county or state official. Detroit does set up its own, unofficial
vote reporting site. Incremental vote counts are reported during the process at the TCF Center.
This additional level of complexity for reporting and handlirng, along with corrective actions that
may be occurring onsite after an incremental data dump, can lead to multiple inaccuracies and
discrepancies. There is additional confusion about cotints and potential increases or decreases
as the city merges actual precinct votes with AVCE votes. Allowing Detroit to announce partial
or incremental vote counts when no other ceinmunity does, does not promote a uniform,
statewide system. Further, not alighing each AVCB with each precinct creates an additional,
complexity leading to an unnecessary vuinerability for errors in the unofficial, election night
vote reports. Finally, media outlets frequantly make substantial errors or propagate the errors of
others and then must adjust and retract data.

Large spikes in the vote count are not necessarily unexplainable or unusual. They do not alone
constitute evidence of fraud«and can be reasonably expected. Large precincts, particularly with
the highest absentee voter turn out ever, took much longer to complete and then reported all
their results at once. Further complicating this issue is that the absentee voter ballots counted
at a consolidated counting board had to be merged with the votes submitted on Election Day
at the corresponding, in- person voting precincts. This makes the spike larger than just the final
count from the AVCB. No evidence has been presented to refute this as the legitimate reason for
the dramatic jumps in vote counts seen in Michigan.

Regardless, the Committee can only speculate on this because the author of the referenced
report cannot provide sources that the Committee can pursue. Without provision of a source
to investigate from the author, and as no confirmation of these numbers was provided nor can
be ascertained, the Committee does not believe a wide-ranging, blanket allowance to search
materials is justifiable or responsible, particularly in light of the extent of the post-election state
audit performed and the of lack red flags from the final results in Detroit or Wayne County.
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12. Additional Issues

Ballot Box Construction

Testimony was heard from Monica Palmer regarding the roll of boards of canvassers in verifying
the construction of ballot boxes. Her board made significant efforts to require repairing or
replacing poorly constructed boxes. This effort is commendable and ought to be extended
to the construction of drop boxes, as well. Testimony was also shared that boxes disallowed
by the Wayne County Board of Canvassers and labeled to not be used were still being used
on Election Day. This is not acceptable, and the Committee asks the secretary of state or the
attorney general to investigate who is responsible for this serious breach.

Modem Usage on Tabulators

Testimony was given regarding the wisdom and necessity of modems for vote tabulators. There
was not consensus amongst the clerks and the Committee makes no recommendation at this
time. However, the external, detachable modem does provide a teassuring and genuine physical
barrier to cyber attacks during the voting process.

Ballot Harvesting

Testimony and allegations of ballot harvesting were'.made, although no evidence of such was
presented. Ballot harvesting has been caught at tires in the past, but none was in this election.
Drop boxes and prepaid postage do present a‘greater vulnerability to ballot harvesting. Others
have made the argument that prepaid postage might also reduce the likelihood of an individual
waiting for someone to collect their ballet: It is worth noting that ballot harvesting, while illegal
due to its vulnerability to fraud, is not.irecessarily indicative of fraudulent voting.

Allegations of lllegal Votes

Testimony and reports of illegal votes, out of state votes, non-residents voting, and deceased
voters are prolific, and the numbers included are substantial and compelling. However, no source
or reliable method for determining these numbers is presented. References to “317 voters also
voting in other states” do not come with explanation or source. Other numbers reported as
evidence of fraudulent addresses or issues with residency fail to consider the complications and
realities of same day registration (a real problem in its own right, but one voters created through
adopting Proposal 3 in 2018). These same day registrations, also addressed earlier in this report,
necessitate methods to enter voters into the database while also flagging them for additional
checks and verifications later. This is particularly true at the AVCBs as they do not have access
to the QVF and their electronic poll books are disconnected during the election. New registrants
need lines filled in, but also must be flagged to be connected with the actual entry made in
the QVF by the clerk’s office prior to issuing the ballot. Impossible, and obviously contrived,
birthdates serve as a rational and simple method for flagging these voters.

Many of the reports and allegations of illegal votes or fraudulent votes conflate issues of illegal or
improper process with fraud or illegal votes. Many of these claims ignore the specific and legally
required partisan makeup of the election workers and immediately assume that illegally removing
watchers and challengers means fraud is occurring and that all ballots should be disqualified.
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Not only would this disenfranchise thousands of legitimate voters by no fault of their own, but it
demonstrates a significant leap of logic and an unjustified mistrust of the bipartisan poll workers
themselves. The outcome alleged to have occurred during these improperly supervised moments,
namely the addition of tens of thousands of prepared ballots, would require a conspiracy of
immense proportions: individuals at multiple levels and locations, massive resources of ballot
production and pollbook manipulation, and an outcome that does not contain a final number
count outside the realms of believability. All of this under the noses of hundreds of bipartisan
workers and watchers (as not all were ever dismissed) and without a whisper from the huge pool
of people who would know. And all of this to theoretically run up the Biden total in a precinct
where he traditionally should have expected better than 90% of the vote but received 88% amidst
a relatively unremarkable turnout. The Committee finds these postulations strain credulity and
are simply preposterous. The Committee also notes this theory would directly conflict with the
idea the machines were tampered with to miscount the ballots.

Suspicious Communications

Communications with Dominion to local clerks have been-utilized to cause additional fear and
mistrust of the company, its equipment, and the electiciiresults. While the Committee has not
examined or received every document, a small sampling of the most often cited communications
are only troubling if considered with the pretext that Dominion is part of a conspiracy to defraud
voters. One email after the August primary regarding not saving images is highlighted as evidence
of a cover-up. The context in the email, to make electronically transmitting the results after the
election with the attachable modem functich vetter, makes the instruction to turn off transmitting
the image a reasonable instruction wheii coupled with there being no law in Michigan to save
the images. Emails and communications with Dominion to Antrim County after Nov. 3 are also
reasonable as the clerk and othersattempted to determine how the tabulators correctly counted
the ballots while the clerk’s comiputer showed them incorrectly. (The saving of ballot images
so the ballots can be publicly examined by digital means may be an issue Michigan should
consider. Other states are doing this with success.)

Chain of Custody and Election Material Security

Frequent demands to decertify all or a portion of the vote are accompanied by high sounding
language regarding the “chain of custody.” This verbiage evokes images of evidence utilized
in trials, such as sealed envelopes and locked evidence rooms with sign-out sheets. However,
investigating the claims regarding problems with the chain of custody usually finds highlights
about the handling and transmission of the unofficial vote counts and the computer systems used
to handle them. While concerns about these systems may be justified, it is incredibly misleading
and irresponsible to imply this holds any danger to the official vote counts, the tabulators, or
the ballots themselves. Similarly, unfair allegations have been leveled against the secretary of
state and county and local clerks regarding the instruction to, and deletion of, e-poll book data.
The letter instructing this and the action itself is a standard practice, ordered by the federal
government and carried out shortly after every election. The law and the letter sent also provide
specific instruction not to do so should there be an ongoing legal action regarding the data. All
evidence the Committee found shows the law was followed. The Committee finds insisting this
is evidence of a cover up, “Destruction of election artifacts prior to end of 22-month archival
requirement,” is incredibly misleading, demeaning, and irresponsible.
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13.

Confusing Terminology

Many of the allegations simply utilize semantics and the confusing, technical nature of elections
to drive up doubt. Claims such as “fake birthdays,” “unsupervised ballot duplication,” “system
manuals explicitly refer to internet and ethernet connectivity,” and “unsecured and illegal ballot
boxes” are just a sampling of the terminologies used. However, each of these has legitimate
explanation. The birthday issue is explained elsewhere in this report and involves same day
registrations on Election Day. “Unsupervised ballot duplication” is referring to times challengers
were unable to watch or were prevented from watching (which were not legal actions) but is
misleading because the bipartisan election inspectors/workers were still watching and verifying
each other’s work. “System manuals” refer to connectivity because the machines are specifically
designed to be connected to transmit the unofficial results and to be connected for other
functions - this is not proof they were connected during tabulation. “Unsecured and illegal ballot
boxes” refers to the transporting of absentee ballots to the counting board in postal trays. Sealed
ballots have never been considered to need to be in a secured and approved container because
the envelops are still sealed. The Committee recommends this practice be made more secure
with manifests and a record of custody, but it is wrong to accuse anyone of violating the law that
was written to address open ballots, not those in sealed ervelopes.

Blank Ballots and Military Ballots

The presence of blank ballots also provides significant confusion, despite being necessary for
the duplication of military ballots and damaged absentee voter ballots. It is noteworthy that
attempting to utilize these ballots for anysignificant level of fraud would require perfectly
matching precincts to voters, manipulating poll books with fake dates for requests and receipts
of the ballots, voter’s signatures, and e clerk’s signature and time stamp.

One witness testified that none<of the military ballots at her table being duplicated were for
President Trump. However, upon guestioning, the witness recounted she only witnessed a few
dozen ballots. This is a very reasonable outcome given the overall performance of the candidates
in these precincts and the amount witnessed, which is not statistically significant.

Audits

The demand for audits regarding the election began soon after the November election and has
continued until now. Several entities have undertaken to conduct audits, sometimes referring
to their efforts as “forensic audits.” One of these is detailed earlier in this report, particularly in
Finding 5. Several lawsuits regarding audits have been filed.

Proposal 18-3, which was approved by the voters of Michigan and amended the state constitution,
guarantees every Michigan elector the right to request an audit, stating that each “elector qualified
to vote in Michigan shall have...(t)he right to have the results of statewide elections audited, in
such a manner as prescribed by law, to ensure the accuracy and integrity of elections.” The
central clause, “in such a manner as prescribed by law,” has resulted in the dismissal of demands
of citizens to execute this provided right because the audit performed by the Michigan secretary
of state was determined to satisfy this right. Much has been made by several persons that the
hand recount in Antrim County was not truly an audit. This is, and was, admitted by the secretary
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of state’s office as true in that it was not a precinct audit, but a risk-limiting audit with a risk
limit of zero, because all of the ballots were recounted and not just a sample. Furthermore, this
does not diminish the profound value of hand recounting every ballot and race in the county as
evidence against fraud or other illicitness. However, the actual, mandated audit detailed below
was eventually conducted in Antrim County as it was in all Michigan counties.

The audits performed by the Michigan secretary of state and facilitated by county clerks and local
officials has faced significant derision by citizens, lawyers, and activist leaders. The accusation
is that the secretary of state has a conflict of interest in the result as it is her role as chief
election officer which is being judged. However, such allegations demonstrate a significant lack of
understanding regarding the rigor and depth of the audit performed, especially its decentralized
nature. Auditing of the results is undertaken and administered by the county clerks, with aid and
assistance provided by the local city and township clerks, and is another step removed from the
secretary of state. The clerks at each of these levels, excepting municipal, are partisans from both
major parties.

The extent of the audit is also critical to understanding .ts dependability and credibility. There
are 66 steps clerks are instructed to undertake in the process. The “Post-Election Audit Manual,”
available online at www.Michigan.gov/sos/post_eiection_audit_manual_418482_7.pdf, lays
out several critical points as to purpose and gedis. Notably, they include pre-Election Day and
Election Day procedures’ fidelity to law and rules. Precincts and races are selected randomly in
each county across the state. The audit exaniines notices, appointments and training, e-Pollbook
security, test deck procedures (logic and accuracy testing), military and overseas applications,
poll books, and ballot containers. The audit checklist contains 66 points of examination to meet
these goals and includes the hand ¢ounting of the randomly selected races in randomly selected
precincts. Pictured is a completed audit for East Grand Rapids Precinct 5. Citizens can obtain
these audit results across the state from their county clerks.
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The Committee concludes these audits are far from the worthless exercises they have been
castigated as being. Many of those criticizing them are misleading concerned citizens to believe
the only audit done is the “risk limiting audit.” The risk limiting audit is also performed on top of
the major, statewide county audit detailed above. Its purpose is to perform an additional spot
check on the accuracy and function of the tabulators, but it is not the main audit done.

The Committee recommends providing live video feed and recordings of the audit procedures.
The public should have access to view the audit in person when possible and results should be
posted online. The Committee also recommends that the Legislature fulfill the commitment of
Proposal 2018-3 to guarantee an audit upon request of any elector.
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION

Recommendations

= Place in statute the rights and duties of challengers and poll watchers, requiring they be
uniformly trained and held accountable.

= Ensuring combined AVCBs can have more than one challenger per party, with the ability to
replace challengers who exit the AVCB location after the sequester is lifted.

= Allow for bipartisan election inspectors for all audits and require the process be open to the
public.

= Prohibit the unsolicited mailing of absentee voter ballot applications from the secretary of
state to limit the potential for non-Michigan residents voting in elections.

» Establish signature verification requirements via the administrative rules process or statute
in order to provide clarity and uniformity to election wearkers on the proper way to ensure
signatures match.

» Require video security on all drop boxes and require all drop boxes be emptied and secured
immediately or earlier than 8 p.m. on Election Day to help expedite the processing and
tabulation of ballots.

» In order to ensure more accurate voter rolls, allow county clerks greater authority when
removing deceased individuals from the Qualified Voter File.

* Allow for the continued pre-processing of absentee ballots the day before Election Day, so
long as stringent security measures are kept in place. Pre-processing must occur on the site of
tabulation.

= Consider allowing tabulation, which is more secure, to begin in the week preceding Election Day
as long as results may not be released until polls are closed on the completion of Election Day.

= Require that best practices for maintaining a balanced precinct on Election Day be part of the
necessary training for all precinct workers. Establish a public, published record of all clerks
who fail to provide the appropriate training or continuing education to themselves or their
employees.

= Reform the canvassing processes by requiring canvassers be present during the canvass
activities, expanding certain county boards where population requires it, and provide for
additional time for the process to be completed.
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Conclusion

The Committee can confidently assert that it has been thorough in examination of numerous
allegations of unlawful actions, improper procedures, fraud, vote theft, or any other description
which would cause citizens to doubt the integrity of Michigan’s 2020 election results. Our clear
finding is that citizens should be confident the results represent the true results of the ballots cast
by the people of Michigan. The Committee strongly recommends citizens use a critical eye and
ear toward those who have pushed demonstrably false theories for their own personal gain. We
also conclude citizens should demand reasonable updates and reforms to close real vulnerabilities
and unlawful activities that caused much of the doubt and questionability to flourish and could, if
unchecked, be responsible for serious and disastrous fraud or confusion in the future.

Further, we commend the innumerable clerks, canvassers, staff, workers, and volunteers across
Michigan that make the enormous complexity of elections operate so smoothly, so often. The
complexity of the work and the dedication we discovered are astounding and worthy of our sincerest
appreciation. We also commend the diligent citizens that took time:to report problems and concerns
they saw because they want and value fair and free elections above party or personal gain. If all
citizens remain vigilant and involved, we will emerge stronger‘after any challenging time.
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Banks Tounship, Precinct 1

Straight Party

Ticket (1)

Democratic Party

(Democrat): 134
Republican Party

(Republican): 520
Libertarian Party
(Libertarian): 1
U.S. Taxpavers Party (U.S.
Taxpavers): 0
Horkina Class Party

(Working Class): 1
Green Party (Green): 0
Natural Law Party (Natural
Law): 0
Total Votes: 656

President and Vice
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / Kamala
D. Harris (Democrat): 349

Donald J. Trump / Michael
R. Pence (Republican): 756

Member -of thé State
Board of Education
(2).

Ellen Cogen Lipton
(Democrat): 278

Jason Stravhorn
(Democrat): 273

Tami Carlone (Republican)!| 692

Michelle A. Frederick
(Repub] jcan): 698

Bill Hall (Libertarian): 24
Richard R. Hewer

(Libertarian): 20
Karen Adans (U.S.
Taxpayers): 5

Douglas Levesque (U.S.
Taxpayers): 5

Mary Anne Hering (¥lorking

Goyernor of Wayne.
State University (2)

Eva Garza Dewaelsche

(Democrat): 277
Shirley Stancato
;ﬂémocrat): 257

| Don Gates (Republican): 702

Terri Lynn Land
(Republ ican): 704

Jon Elgas (Libertarian): 31

Christine C. Schuartz

(U.S. Taxpavers): 23
Susan Odgers (Green): 31
Write-in: 5

e
Total Votes: goso

County Prosecuting

Class): 31 Attorney (1)

Hali McEachara (Horking James L. Ressiter

Class): 23 (Republ jcan): ‘; 870
Tom Mair (Green): 17 Witeint 14
drite-in: 4 Total Votes! 884
[Total Votes: 2070 |

Regent of the
University of
Michigan (2)

Mark Bernstein (Democrat):| 282

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy

Shauna Ryder Diggs

Cohen (Libertarian): 1 (Democrat): 269
Don Blankenship / Hilliam Sarah Hubbard

Mohr (U.S. Taxpavers): 1 (Republican): 709
Howie Haukins / Angela Car1 Meyers (Republican): | 684
Halker (Green): - 12 Janes L. Hudler

Rocky De La Fuente / Davey
Rinhawdean (Msdiwal |2 1

Ot T~ 3

o
a3

(Libertarian): 16

~ICounty Sheriff (1)

Daniel §. Bean

(Republican): 877

Write-in: 20
AN

Total- Votes: 891

County Clerk (1)

Sheryl Buy (Republican): | 875

Write-in: 8
Total Votes: 883
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Central Lake Tounship, Precinct

l

Member of the State

Board of Education
(2)

Ellen Cogen Lipton
(Democrat): 457

Jason Stravhorn

Governor of Wayne
State University (2)

Eva Garza Dewaelsche
(Democrat); 414

Shirley Stancaio
(Democrat); 439

Don Gates (Republican): 825

Terri Lynn Land
(Republican); 851

Jon Elgas (LiBertarian): 32

Christine C. Schwartz

(U.S. Taxpayers): 23
Susan Odgers (Green): 33
HWrite-in: 1
Total Votes: 2618

County Prosecuting
Attorney (1)

James L. Rossiter

(Republican): 1082
Write-in: 16
Total Votes: 1098

Township ¢
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Township (

Stanley A, Bear
(Republ ican);

Write-in:

Total Votes;

_—

Township C
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Township (¢

|
Judy Kosloski

(Republican):
Write-in:
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—_—

[r——

Township Tr
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Township (1
[ Andrew Smith (Rep

Write-in:

Total Votes:

County Sheriff (1)

Daniel S. Bean

(Republican): 1142
Write-in: 21
Total Votes: 1163

DHYA

Township T
Central L&&E

Township (é%

Patrick Hanlon =
(Republican): <

County Clerk (1)

Straight Party (Democrat): 443
Ticket (1) Tami Carlone (Republican):| 807
Democratic Party Michelle A. Frederick
(Democrat): 227 (Repub] ican): 824
Republ ican Party Bill Hall (Libertarian): | 28
(Republican): 536 Richard A. Hewer
Libertarian Party (Libertarian): 32
(Libertarian): 3 Karen Adams (U.S.
U.S. Taxpavers Party (U.S. Taxpayers): 18
Taxpavers): 0 Douglas Levesque (U.S.
Horking Class Party Taxpayers): 12
(Horking Class): 3 Mary Anne Hering (Working
Green Party (Green): 2 Class): 34
Natural Lau Party (Natural Hali McEachern (orking
Law): 0 Class): 27
Total Votes: 77 Tom Mair (Green): _iz_
Hrite-in: 0
Total Votes: T
President and Vice
President of the -
United States (1) Regent of the
iversi
Joseph R. Biden / Kanala University of
D. Harris (Democrat): 549 Michigan (2)
Donald J. Trump / Michael Mark Bernstein (Democrat):| 451
R. Pence (Republican): 906 Shauna Ruder Diggs
Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy (Democrat): 438
Cohen (Libertarian)t 16 Sarah Hubbard
Don Blankenship / William (Republ ican): 845
Hohr (U.§. Taxpayers): ! Car! Meyers (Republican): | 807
Howie Hawkins / Angela James L. Hudler
e (e 0 (Libertar ian): 22
Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy Eric Larson (Libertarian): 28
i 5 0
Richardson (Natural Law) e TS
Write-in: 3 Taxpayers): 13
Total Votes: 1481 Crystal Van Sickle (U.S.

Shery] Guy (Republican): [1109
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Total Votes: 1120
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Qhavins B N 1 - '

Pat Marshall (Re
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Chestonia Tomnship, Precinct 1

Straight Party
Ticket (1)

Democratic Party
(Democrat): 45

Republ ican Parig -
(Republican): 134

Libertarian Partyh
(Libertarian): 0

U.S. Taxpavers Party (U.S.
Taxpavers): (1}

Horking Class Party
(Horking Class): 0

- |Green Party (Green): 0

Natural Law Party (Natural

i Law): 0
[ N
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Member of the State
Board of Education
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Ellen Cogen Lipton
(Democrat): 84

Jason Stravhorn
(Democrat): 73

Tami Carlone (Republican) 171

Michelle A. Frederick
(Republican): 170

Bill Hall (Libertarian): | 8

Richard A. Hewer

(Libertarian): 2
Karen Adams (U.S.
Taxpauers): 4

Doudlas Levesaue (U.S.

Govepnor of Wayne
State University (2)

Eva Garza Dewaelsche
(Democrat): 79

Shirley Stancato
(Democrat): 80

Don Gates (Republican): 175
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\J
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Attorney (1)

James L. Rosé?ler N
(Republican): 216
Write-in: 11
A
Total Votes: (§2a
=

Taxpayers): 4
Mary ﬂnneﬂﬁering (Horking
Class): 4
Hali McEachern (Morking
Class): §
Tom Mair (Green): R
Hrite-in: 2 5
~~
Total Votes: 53N
o~ ]

County Sheriff (1)

Regéht of the

dniversity of
Michigan (2)

Mark Bernstein (Democrat): 77

Shauna Ryder E}Egg

Daniel S. Bean

(Republican): 233

Write-in: 12

Total Votes: ’éﬁéy
/

County Clerk (1)

Car! Mevers (Republican): | 174

(Demacrat): 81
Sarah Hubbard
(Republican): 177

James L. Hudler
(Libertarian): 2

Sheryl Guy (Republican): | 219
Write-in: 12
Total Votes: 231

—

Eric Larson (Libertarian):; 5

County Treasurer (1)

Ronald E. Graeser (U.S.
Taxpayers) )

Sherry A. Comben
(Republican): 220

Cor
otl

[ Chri
(Res

4

Tot:

To
foi
To

Geri
(Rer

Wit
Tot:

To
Ch
LEj
Naﬁ;
(Ret
Writ
I

Toti

=
ES

NREE By

N 8755 HR @01 VEH



Total

Custer Tounship, Precinct 1

Straight. Party

Ticket (1)
Democra;;;_ﬁg;tyA-
(Democrat): 108
Republican Party |
(Republican): 354
Libertarian Party
(Libertarian): 1
U.S. Taxpayers P;;ZQ_EU.S.
Taxpayers): 3
Working Class Party
(Morking Class): 2
Green Party (Green): 1
Natural Law Party’(Natural
Law): 0
— ———— APTEEpy — (/L
Total Votes: . 469
AN L)

President of the
United States (1)

President and Vice

Joseph R. Biden / Kamala
D. Harris (Democrat):

240

Donald J. Trump / Michael
R. Pence (Republican):

521

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy
Cohen (Libertarian):

Don Blankenship / William
Mohr (U.S. Taxpauers):

Howie Hawkins /Aﬂn&ela
Walker (Green):

Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy
Richardson (Natural Law):

Write=in:

oio

Total Votes:

105th District (1)
Jonathan Burke Eﬁzaocvat): 221 |
Ken Borton (REEJBT}can): 534
Write-in: 1
Total Votes:  [7%)
u

Member of the State
Board of Education
(2)

Ellen Cogen Lipton

(Democrat): 201
Jason Strashorn-‘A

(Democrat): 185
Tami Carlone (Republican):| 481
Michelle A. Frederick
(Republican): 475
Bill Hall (Libertarian): | 23
Richard A, Hewer

(Libertarian): 13
Karen Rdams (U.S.

Taxpayvers): 13
Douglas Levé;;;é_zﬁjs. X |
Taxpavers): 5
Mary Anne Herina (Horking
Class): 15
Hali McEachef;—(ﬂari?;é
Class): 8
Ton #air (Green): 15
ite-ing 3
[ Total Votes: - (4
R . u_J

(Democrat): 178
Pat 0'Keefe (Republican): | 491
Tonya Schuitmaker

(Republican): 485
Will Tuler White | |
(Libertarian): 22
Janet M. Sanger (U.S.
Taxpavers): 14
John Paul Sangé}-EU.S.
Taxpayers): 8
Brandon Hu (Green): 10
Robin Lea Laurain (Green):| 14|
Briddette Rbraham-Guzman
(Natural Law): 8
Hrite-in: o 2
e——————— - e———— &\
Total Votes: (’1408
—— =

Governor of Wayne

State University (2)

Eva Garza Dew;éfégh;
(Democrat): 172
Shirley Stancato |
(Democrat): 181
Don Gates (Republicam): | 490
Terri Lynn Lana-:i -
(Republican): . 486
Jon Elgas (Libertarian): | 25
Christine C. ézghartz

(U.S. Taxpavers): 16
Susan Odgers (Green): 20
Write-in: 3
Total Votes:  ffia93]

County Prosecuting
Attorney (1)

kJames L. RoggTiéf. h

(Republican): 618
Write-in: 12
Total Votes: 3

County Sheriff (1)

Daniel S. Bean
(Republican):

n

652

Write=in:

.ML._‘ [ Tatal. uh’“:‘—:

. — —

Total Votes:

ITotal Votes:

County St
Scott PaP;;E;
(Republican):

(Write-in:

County Co
5th Distr

Terry VanrAlst
(Republican):

Write-in:

Total Votes:

County Ca

6th Distr

Brenda Rickéi;
(Republican):
Write=in:

Total Votes:

Township
for Custgh
(1) ®
R vy
Roxann Flak
Write-in: [T]
Ktal Votes_:@
<

Township )
Custer

Stacy Simon Wk
- —
Write-in:
Total Votes:ﬂ?ﬁ

S
NS

Townshipy§
for Cus§§}
) )

0
Renee Elder ,%

Hrite=in: Ez




Total Votes: 495

Justice of Supreme

Court (2)
Susan L. Wubbard: | 23|
Mary Kelly: o 31

Bridaet Mary McCormack: | 54

—E;;;;_[;;_ﬁ;;gén: 7
(Katherine Mary Nepton: | 9
Brock Swartzie: D
Elizabeth M. Welch: | 33
Hrite-in: N D

Total Votes: ‘“;éfifg)

Judge of Court of
Appeals 4th District
Incumbent Position
(2)

Michael J. Kelly:

Amy Ronaune Krause:

Hrite-in:

Total Votes:

Judge of Court of
Appeals 4th District
Non-Incumbent.
Position (173

Michelle Rick: 80
Write-int 0
Total Votes:  § 80

e e

Judge of Circuit
Court 13th Circuit
Incumbent Position
(1)

Kevin A. Elsenheimer: 83

Total

Echo Tounship, Precinct |

Straight Party

[Democratic Party - | |
(Democrat): 100

Republican Party
(Republican): 230

Libertarian Party
(Libertarian): 1

U.S. Taxpayers Pi?lg‘iﬁ.s.
Taxpavers): 0

Working Class Party
(Working Class): 1

Green Party (Green): 0

Natural Law Party (Matural
Law): 0

Total Votes: q‘Ssg

FEFésident and Vice
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / Kamaia
D. Harris (Demdcrat): 198

Donald J. Trump / Michael
R. Pence (Republican): 392

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy

Cohen (Libertarian): 8
Don Blankenship / William
Mohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 1

Houie Hawkins / Angela
Walker (Green): 2

Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy
Richardson (Natural Law): 0

Write-in: 0
Total Votes: (160 7
N

l R e

] vuw ',

Member of the State
Board of Education

(2)

Eilen Cogen Lipton |
(Democrat)! 175
Jason Strauhorn 1
(Democrat): 169

Tami Carlone (Reﬁagifcan): 351

Hichelle A. Frederick
(Republican): 361

Richard A. Hewer

(Libertarian): 13
Karen Adams (U.S. -
Taxpayers): 6

Douglas Levesaue (U.S.

James L. Hudler
(Libertarian): 11

Taxpayers): 4
Mary Anne Hering (Horking o
Class): 11
Hali McEachern (Morking
Class): 9
Tom Mair (Greeﬁj?_- ) 3
Write-in: 0
_______ . e=an
Total Votes: ( 118
Regent of the -
University of %
Michigan (2) :E
Mark Bernstein (Democrat):| 168 [T1
Shauna Ryder Digss U
(Democrat): mge
Sarah Hubbard z
(Republican): 361 M)
Car| Mevers (Re;;ETican): 352 F>

Evic Larson (Libertarian): 13

Ronald E. Graeser (U.S.

Taxpayers): 5

INd 8¢-SS-v CCOC/TI0T



Township Trustee‘fpr

Elk Rapids Township
(2)

Richard D. Hults

(Republican): 444
Aaron Isenhart

(Repub) ican): 466
SRS—

Write-in; 16
—— A
Total Votes: 926
- =_K }

Justice of Supreme
Court (2)

Village of Elk

Ending 11/06/2022
(1)

e,
Village Trustee for

Rapids, Partia| Term

Teresa Fosdick: | 513

Write-in: 4

7&?7@;5?““"“"7'1
AN

Schoo! Board Member
for Elk Rapids

o

Susan L. Hubbard; 88

—_—
Michelle Rick: aus
Nrite=in: 3
Total Votes: 410
Judge of Circuit

Court 13th Circuit
Incumbent Position

(1

Kevin A. Elsenheimer: 442
Wite—in: 3
Total Votes: (445

N

Village President
for Village of Elk

Rapids (1)

James D. Janisse: 486
Write-in: 15
Total Votes: G501

Vil lage Trustee for
Village of Elk
Rapids (3)

Schools (3)
No: 07| 224
Total Votes: <~  (f80B,
Totad

Elk Rapids Tounship, Precinct |

Straight Party
| Ticket (1. ...

Democratic Party
(Democrat):

327

Republican Pariy
(Republican):

414

Libertarian Party
(Libertarian):

U.S. Taxpayers Party (U.S.
Taxpayers):

Working Class Party
(Morking Class):

Green Party (Gregn):

Natural Law Party (Natural

Law):
Tatal Untac* 74R™N

Tl SNt et b s rem v g m—

United States (1)

Joseph R, Biden / Kamala
D. Harris (Democrat): 764

Donald J. Trump / Michael
R. Pence (Republican): 611

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy

[ Houie Haukins / Angela

Cohen (Libertarian): 5
Don Blankenship / William
Hohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 2

Halker (Green): 5

Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy
Richardson (Natural Law): 0

Write-in: 2

Tota! Votes! 1409 ]

President of the mr

Representative in
State Legis!lature
105th District (1)

Jonathan Burke (Democrat):| 705

Ken Borton (Republican): | 661

Write-in: 1
Total Votes: 1367
_

Member of the State
Board of Education

(2)

Ellen Cogen Lipton

(Democrat): 681
Jason Stravhorn
(Democrat); 636

Tami Carlone (Republican):| 594

Michelle A. Frederick

(Republ ican): 607
Bill Hall (Libertarian): 17
Richard A. Hewer

(Libertarian): 20

Karen Adams (U.S.
Taxpauers): 1n

INd 8T:SS:tv 7202/¥2/01 VOOIN AQ AAATADAY



P

Incumbent Position

(1)

Kevin A. Elsenheimer: éEE'

Write-in: /E

Total Votes: 22
N

Total
Elk Rapids Tounship, Precinct 1

Village President
for Village of Elk

Straight Party

Rapids (1)

James D. Janisse: 221
Hrite-in: 15
Total Votes: 236

Vil lage Trustee for

Village of Elk

Rapids (3)

Douglas Bronkema: 148
Patricia Ann Perlman: 141
Charlie Pryde: 197
Laura Shumate: 168
Write-in: 3
Total Votes: Sgij

Vil lage Trustee for
Village of EIK

Rapids, Partial Term
Ending 11/06/2022

(1)

Teresa Fosdick: 234
Wite-in: 6
Total Votes: (240

pa—

School Board Member
for Elk Rapids
Schools (3)

Darvyl Antcliff: [ 168

Ticket (1)

Democratic Party

(Democrat): 8l
Republican Party

(Republiican): 263
Libertarian Party
(Libertarian): 5
U.S. Taxpayers Party (U.gjh———
Taxpayers): i
Working Class Party > |
(Horking Class): 0
Green Party (GYeen){‘ 4
Natural Law Pavty (Natural
Law): _—1
Total Ustes: ) ( 354

President and Vice
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / KamaT;_w
D. Harvis (Democrat): 202

Donald J. Trump / Michael

Representative in
State Legislature

105th District (1)

Jonathan Burke (Democrat):| 194

Ken Borton (Republican): | 410

Write-in: 3

Total Votes: ( 607 |

</

Member of the State
Board of Education

(2)

Ellen Cogen Lipton
(Democrat): 154

Jason Stravhorn
(Democrat): 144

Tami Carlone (Republican):| 361

Hichelle A, Frederick
(Republ jcan): 361

Bill Hall (Libertarian): 29

Richard A. Hewer

(Libertarian): 20
Karen Rdams (U.S.
Taxpayers): 9

Douglas Levesque (U.S.

R. Pence (Republican): 414

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy
Cohen (Libertarian): 12

Don Blankenship / Hilliam
Mohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 2

Howie Hawkins / fingela
Walker (Green): 4

Taxpayers): 7
Mary Anne Hering (Workina

Class): 19
Hali McEachern (Horking |
Class): 8
Tom Mair (Green): 12
Write-in: 0
Total Votes: (112&

7

Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy
Richardson (Natural Law): p

Hrite-in: g

Total Votes: 634
S

INd 8T:SS:tv 7202/¥2/01 VOOIN AQ AAATADAY



United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / Kaﬁ;T;- .
D. Harris (Democrat): 810

Donald J. Trump / Michael
R. Pence (Republican): 753

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy
Cohen (Libertarian): 19

Don Blankenship / William
Mohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 1

Homie Hawkins / Angela
Kalker (Green): 0

Rocky De La Fuente<7 Darcy

Richardson (Natural Law): 1
Hrite-in: '

I ————————— e S
Total Votes: 1386

uilver olvy ul

Michigan (2)

Mark Bernstein (Democrat):| 487

Shauna Ruder Diggs

(Democrat): 482
Sarah Hubbard '
(Repub ican): 710

Carl Heyers (Republ?éﬁﬁ): 674

James L. Hudler
{Libertarian): 33

Eric Larson (Libertariéﬂ}: 42

Crystal Van Sickle (U.S.

Michael Mawilai (Green): | 23
Keith Butkovich (Natural |

United States
Senator for State

(1)

Gary Peters (Democrat): | 580
John Janes (Republican): | 762

Law): 8
witein: | 3
Total Votes: 747_](:490‘

— o~

Ronald £, Graeser (U.S.
Taxpayers): 8

Taxpayers): 20

Valerie L. Willis (U.S.

Trustee of Michigan |
State University (2)

Brian Hosallam (Democrat):| 471

Taxpayers): 4
Marcia Squier (Green): 5
Doug Dern (Natural Law): 2
Write=in! 0
Total Votes: (13i§\

Rema Ella Vassar
(Denecrat): 488
pat 0'Keefe (Republican): | 713

Representative in W
Congress 1st
District (1)

Dana Ferguson (Democrati?--532

Tonya Schuitmaker

[Sheryl Guy (Republican): [1014

Write=in: 4
e S =
Total Votes: 1018

County Treasurer (1)

Sherry A. Comben

(Repub! ican): 1001

Write-in: - >—_h_—§:
AR I~ 0
Total Votes: (1005

County Register of
Deeds (1)

Patty Niegszﬁa
(Republican): 983

Wite-int

Total Uoteﬁ:

‘ 7
™

County Drain
Commissioner (1)

Mark Stone (Republican): | 981
Wrlte-in: 6
Total Votes: ] 987

—— </

County Surveyor (1)

Jack Bergman (Republican):| 817

[ }9U1234d ‘diysumo] suwoy }Sa404

|ejol

(Republ ican): - 703 Scott Papineau —

Will Tuler White (Republican): 973
(leertarlan):" - ﬁ Hrite-in: N 'Y
Janet M. Sanger (U.S. Total Votes: 977
Taxpayers): 21

“John Paul Sanger (U.S. |

Taxpayers): 8 ——
——————— 1] County Commissioner

(1) wl3|sod
JUBGUWNIUT -UON
10143810 Y3y S|Baddy
40 14non 4o egpnp

(444 i(ued

M=o ilaAm

| (9nday)

3Ur35|Huep RA4S]

(1) 301418]

JsuoIss o) A

g us
UN0Y
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lelee || 75|

|

Lelelo[=le]le| o] oo

State Proposal 20-1
(1)
Yes:
No:
Total Votes:

State Proposal 20-2 |
(1)

Yes: 0
No: ’ I 'S
SSSe——— P\l
Total Votes: D o0

: —_—

Certification

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, WERE
PRESENT DURING THE OPENING OF
THE POLLS AND PRINTING OF THIS
RECORD AND CAN VERIFY THAT ALL
CANDIDATE VOTE TOTALS ARE ZERO
AT THIS TIHE,

Helena Touwnship, P

=== PRINTING INTERRUPTED ---

XolokkAokROR KRR KKk KK A KKk K

Antrim County

Antrim November. 2020
Tuesday, November (3,2020

Tabulator Name

Helena Tewinship, Precinct 1
ICP

! Takulator ID

8

Voting Location
Helena Touwnship

Precinct;

Helena Township, Precinct 1

Poll Opened

Nov 03/2020 06:16:29
Poll Closed

Nov 03/2020 20:01:52
Report Printed

Nov 03/2020 20:11:08

Unit Hode!: PCOS-320C (Rev 1072)
Unit Serial: RAFAJHX0088
Protective Counter: 3126
Softuare Version: 5.5.3-0002

President and Vice
President of the
United States (1)

Josepth. Biden / Kamala
D. Harris (Democrat): 306

Donald J. Trump ( Michael
R. Pence (Republican): 431

Jo Jorsgensen / Jeremy
Cohen (Libertarian): 4

Don Blankenship / William
Mohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 0

Howie Hawkins / Angela
Halker (Green): 1

Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy

Richardson (Natural Law): 1
Write=in: 0
Total Votes: "“’525‘

United States

Senator for State
(1)

Gary Peters (Democrat): 294

John James (Republican): | 436

Valerie L. Willis (U.S.

Taxpavers): 2
Marcia Squier (Green): 4
Doug Dern (Natural Law): 1
Hrite-in: Q\
Total Votes: 737

Representative in
Congress 1st
District (1)

Dana Ferguson (Democrat): | 279

INd 8T:SS:¥ TTOT/¥T/01 VODIN AQ QHATHOHI



Non-Incumbent
Position (1)

Michelle Rick: 267
Write=in; o 4
Total Votes:  Farl)

Judge of Circuit
Court 13th Circuit
Incumbent Position
(1)

Kevin A Elsenheimer: | 270|
Write-in: ' 1
Total Votes: (2n

Board Member for
Charlevoix-Emmet
Intermediate School
District 6 Year Term
(3)

Thelna A. Chellis: | 227
Jean E. Frentz: | 199]
Mary P. Jason: 221
Hrite-in: 1
Total Votes: éﬁié]

Board Member for
Charlevoix-Emmet,
Intermediate School
District Partial

Total

Jordan Tounship. Precinct 1

Stralght Party
Ticket (1)

—ee
Democratic Party
(Democrat):

Republican Party
(Republ ican):

—

(Libertarian):

u.s. Taxpayerspbs;gg—zﬁjgj
Taxpayvers):

—
Working Class Party
(Horking Class):

e

_ ]
Natural Lau Party (Natural
Law): |

—r— ]

Green Party (Green): | 11

Total Votes: 333

——

President of the
United States (1)

Presidert and Vice

75

252

Joseph R. Biden / Kamala

D. Harris (Democrat): 183

Donald J. Trump / Michael

e o
Don Blankenship / Nilliam

Jo Jorgensen / Jere&y

R. Pence (Republican): 371

Cohen (Libertarian): 13

Mohr (U.S. Taxpayers):

Term Ending
12/31/72024 (1)

Larry Cassidy: 250
Write=in: 7
Total Votes: 257 |

Howie Hawkins / Angela
Watker (Green):

Rocky De La EZQ;EE_/ Dach
Richardson (Natural Law):

Write=in;

- o on T S

Member of the State
Board of Education

(2)
Ellen Cogen Lipton
(Democrat): 165
vJason éz;;ghorn
(Democrat): 154
Tami Carlone (Republican):| 334
Michelle A. Frederick
(Republican): 337
|Bill.Hall (Libaptarian):. [ 15
Richard A. Hewer
(Libertarian): 12
Karen Adams (U.S.
Taxpayers): 10
Douglas Levesque (U.S.
Taxpavers): 5
Mary Anne Hering (Horking | |
Class): 15
Hali McEachern (Morking
Class): 5
Tom Maiv (Gree;S?Ev 4
W e i
Write-in: 0
/A\
Total ‘Votes: 1056

INd 8T:SS:t 7202/v2/01 VODIN AQ AAATADAY
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o
/ru((\/xu {

/

—
Straight Party
Ticket (1)
_a;&;;;;tlc Parts
(Democrat): 187
EEBGBi.can Party
(Republican): 490
Libertarian Party
(Libertarian); 2
u.s. Texpayers Party (U.S.
Taxpayvers): 0
»ﬁ;;a;eelblass Party
(Morking Class): 0
Green Party (Green): 1
-Neia;al Law Party (Natural
Law): r"gw
—%moiés 680
= N

President and VICG
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / Kamala
D. Harris (Democrat): a7

Donald J. Trump / Mlchael
R. Pence (Republican): 743

Jo JoYBenben / Jeremu

Cohen (Libertarian): 16
Don Blankenshle / Nllllam
Hohr (U.S. Taxpavers): 0

HONIe Hawknns / Hnsela
Walker (Green): 3

Rocky De La ﬁueﬁ{e / Darcy
Richardson (Natural Law): 0

Write-in: 4

[ Carl Megé?é‘(Reé&E]]Zén)E"SEE“

Total Votes! ' (1237

Member of the State
Board of Education
(2)

ET;FEOBEY\ Li;’{(;h o [
(Democrat): 396

Jason Stravhorn .
(Democrat): 391

Tami Carlone (RePubI«can) 675

Mlchelle R Fredernck
(Republican): 667

é}]lrheli (Libertariae)f' 31

Rlchard A. Hewer
(Libertarian): 21

Karen Adams (U
Taxpavers):

Doualas Levesque \J S

Taxpavers): 5
'HSF;_EEAe Haring (Nokk}ﬁ& -

Class); 26
iE([{_HcEachefn (Nofkiﬁs N
:Ciass)' 22
| Tom Mair (Green) )
Weite-ine | 0
[ Total Votes: 7T

Regent of the
University of
Michigan (2)

Mark Bernstein (Democrat) 401

Shauna Ruder Diggs

(Democrat): 379
Sarah Hubbard 1
(Republican); 694

James L. Hudler

Governor oF Wayne
State University (2)

Eva Garza Deuaelsehe

(Democrat): 385
Shi?leﬁggtanceto' |

(Democrat); 390
Don Gates (Republican): | 668
Tervi Lynn Land |
(Republican): 685

Jon Elgas (leerlarlan) 26
Christine C. Schwartz |

(U.S. Taxpayerc): 17
Susan-6&Eer§w(Green5: T
Write-in: 1 2]
Total Votes _@)

e —

County Prosecutung
Attorney (1)

James L Rossnter

(Republican); 893
Wit i
Total Uotes - .“V-‘bﬂ

County Sheruff (1)

Daniel S Bean
(Republlcan)

Write-in:

Total Votes:

——

County Clerk (?S—

Sherul Guy (Republucan)

Write=in: -

Total Votes

(Lnbertarlan) 20

Fi
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wr s -] (W |

\

Township Treasurer
for Mancelona
Township (1)

Jessie Avyoub (Republican):| 449

Write=in: S

Total Votes: q 454

Township Trustee for
Mancelona Township
(2)

Yousef M. Jabara
(Democrat); 120

Rod Vesey (Republican): 415

Donna Gundle-Krieg

(Libertarian): 167
Write-in: 9
Total Votes! . (?11/

Township Constabie
for Mancelona
Township (1)

Linden M. Bielecki
(Republican): 448
Write-in: 3
t tes: 54
Total Vo e; . 4\3—44

Justice of Supreme
Court (2)

Susan L. Hubbard: 60
Mary Kelly: | 109
Bridset Mary McCormack: | 208
Kerry Lee Mordan: °* 79
Vailauion Usvu Mandan' )

Vil lage Trusﬁee for
Village of Mancelona

(2)
Raron Biehl: | 323
Steven Elder: i 286
Eugene K. Kerr: . 108
Write=in: ) _8
'?ZIET_USEEgi'; i::;__ 75

Schoo!| Board Member
for Mancelona

President and Vfce
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / Kamala
D. Harris (Democrat): 276

Donald J. Trump / Michael
R. Pence (Republican): 835

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy

Cohen (Libertarian): 20
Don Blankenship / William|
Hohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 0
Howie Haukins / Hna;Té

Walker (Green): 0

Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy
Richardson (Natural Law): 1

Write-in: 1
Total Votes: 1133

Schools (3)

Kim Musselman: 330

Tom Ross: 274

(Burt Thompson: 264
Hrite-in: 7

Total Votes: 875

Statelﬁroposal 20-1
(¥

Ves: 419
No: - 80
Total Votes: 499

State Proposal 20-2
(1)

United States
Senator for State
(1)

Gary Peters (Democrat): | 294
John James (Republican): | 803
Valerie L. Hillis (U.S.

Taxpayers): 9
Marcia Sauier (Green): | 6
Dous Dern (Natural Law): 7
Write-in: 2
Total Votes: ( l@

Yes:  Jass
No: S T 67
Total Votes: 513
) e N
Total

Mancelona Township, Precinct !

Representative in
Congress 1st
District (1)

Dana FeY&uso;.kﬁg;;c;gi)Z 264

Jack Bergman (Republican):| 829

- LI AaceTaYe nn
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Justice of"Supreme
Court (2)

Susan L. Hubbard: 116
Mary Kelly: 215
Bridget Mary McCormack: 304
Kerry Lee Morgan: 85
Katherine Mary Nepton: 99
Brock Swartzle: 226
Elizabeth M. Welch: 165
Write-in: 9
Total Votes: - fll}??

Judge of Court of
Appeals 4th District
Incumbent Position

(2)
(Michael J. kelly: 524
Any Ronayne Krause: 452
Write=in: 3
Total Votes: (:;89

Judge of Court of
Appeals 4th District
Non-Incumbent
Position (1)

Total

Mancelona Tounship, Precinct 2

Board of Education

Member of the §£éte

Straight Party
Ticket (1)

Democratic Party
(Democrat): 107

Republican Party
(Republican): 399

Libertarian Egrts
(Libertarian): 4

U.S. Taxpawers Party (U.S,
Taxpayers): 2

Working Cla;; Party

(Working Class): 5
Green Party (G;een)i !
Natural Law Party (Natura!r—-ﬂ
Law): . 0
N
Total Votes: 518

Presidéﬁt and Vice
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / Kamala

D. Harris (Democrat): 247

Donald J. Trump / Michael

R. Pence (Republican): 646

Michetle Rick: .| 579
Write-in: o 9

X\
Total Votes: . .| 588

Judge of Circuit
Court 13th Circuit
Incumbent Position

(1)

Vo o D Cleaslatlcam.r ]Qﬂl

Jo Joraensen / Jeremy

Cohen (Libertarian): 13

Don Blankenship / William

Hohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 2

Howie Hawkins / Angela

Walker (Green): 1

Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy

Richardson (Natural Law): 0

Write—in: 1

Total Votes: 910°

(2)

Ellen Cogen Lipton

(Democrat): 214
Jason Stravhorn

(Democrat): 204
Tami Carlone (Republican):| 554
Michelle A. Frederick
(Republican): * 557
Bill Hall (Libertarian): | 22|
Richqyd A. Hewer

(Libertarian): 21
‘Karen Rdans (U.S.

Taxpayers): ) 18
Douglas Levesaue (U.S. 1
Taxpavers): .13
Mary Anne Hering (Working
Class): 29
Hali McEachern (Working | |
Class): 18
Tom Mair (Green): 4
(Wwite-in: 3
PN
Total Votes: 1657 |
N 4

Regent of the
University of
Michigan (2)

Mark Bernstein (Democrat):| 220
Shauna Ryder Dides

(Democrat): 203
Sarah Hubbard

(Republ ican): 575
Car] Mewers (Republican): | 544
James L. Hudler

(Libertarian): 18
Eric Larson (Libertarian):| 27
Ronald E. Graeser (U.S.
Taxpayers): 13
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Antrim County
Antrim November 2020

Tuesday, November 3, 2020
7
" Tabulator Name

_ﬂj}ton Tounship, Precinct 1
Tabulator ID
110

Voting Location
Milton Township

Precinct:

Hilton Tounship, Precinct |

Nov 0372020 06:45:21
Poll Closed
|- Nov 03/2020 20:22:15 -

President and Vice
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / Kamala
D. Harris (Democrat): 626

Donald J. Trump / Michael
R. Pence (Republican): 543

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy

Cohen (Libertarian): 8
Don Blankenship / William

Mohr (U.S. Taxpavers): 2
Howie Hawkins / Angela

Malker (Green): 0

Rocky De La Fué;ie / Darcey
Richardson (Natural Law): 2

Write-in: 0

Todal Uadact 1179

United States \
Senator for State

(1)

Gary Peters (Democrat): | 584
John James (Republican): | 583
Valerie L. Willis (U.S.
Taxpayers): 2
(Marcia Sauier (Green): | 2|
Doug Dern (Natural Law): 1
Write-in: 1
Total Votes: s
Representative in
Congress 1st

District (1)

Dana Ferguson (Demockéii?v 540
Jack Beraman (Republican)| 614 |
Ben Boren (Libertariands | 9

e

Regent of the
University of

County Sheriff (1)

Daniel S. Bean

(Republican): 782

Write=in: 11

Total Votes: 793 |

Michigan (2) Coun
Mark Bernstein (Democrat)] 498 Sherg[
Shauna Ruder Diggs Hrite-i
(Democrat): 493 Total \
Sarah Hubbard - )
(Republ ican): 549
Car| Mevers (Republican): | 530 Count
James L. Hudler Sherry
(Libertarian): 14 (Repub|
Ervic Larson (Libertarian)i| 20 Hrita=ir
Ronald E, Graeser (U.S. Total Ve
Taxpayers): 3
Crustal Van Sickle (U.S.
Takpayers): ) 13 Count.
Michael Mawilai (Green): | 19 Deeds
Keith Butkovich (Natural Patty N;
E”)_:__.____-h_ E— __9A (Republ i«
Write-in: - 2 ]6;1;:3:
Total Votes: o 2148 7;;;772;
Total Votes: 11|
Townshi
County Prosecuting for Mil
Attorney (1) Mm@
[ Janes L. Rossiter Liz Atki
(Republican): 743 Write-iniza
Write-in: 11 Total Votat]
Total Votes: 74
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--- PRINTING INTERRUPTED ---

**********************

Antrim County

Antrim November 2020
Tuesday, November 3, 2020

Tabulator Name
Milton Township, Precinct 1
ICP

Tabulator ID
13

Voting Location
Milton Township

P

© Precinct:

Milton Tounship, Precinct l

Poll Opened

Nov 03/2020 06:01:49
Poll Closed

Nov 0372020 20:14:17

" Report Printed

Nov 03/2020 20:18:29

Unit Model: PCOS-320C (Rev 1072)

Unit Serial: ARFAJHX0066
Protective Counter: 5352
Software Version: S.5. 3-0002
Total Scanned: 640
Total Voters: 640

President and Vice
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / Kamala
D. Harris (Democrat): 143

Donald J, Trump / Michael
R, Pence (Republican): 478

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy

Regent of the
University of
Michigan (2)

Cohen (Libertarian): 12

Don Blankenship / William

Mohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 0

Howie Hawkins / Rngela

Walker (Green): 0

Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy

Richardson (Natural Law): 1

Write-in: 3
—

Total Votes: (’ 637

United States
Senator for State

(1

Mark Bernstein (Democrat):| 112
Shauna Ryder Diggs

(Democrat): 102
Sarah Hubbard i

(Republican): 458
Car| Heuers (Republican); | 437
James L. Hudler

(Libertarian): 14
Evic Larson ([Tgééig;?Sn)! 20
Ronald E. Graeser (U.S.
Taxpayevs): 1
Crusial Van Sickle (U.S.
Taxpayvers): 8
-hichael Mawilai (Green): 7
Keith Butkovich (Natural

Law): 7
Write-in: 1
Total Votes: 1165}

Gary Peters (Denocrat): 134

John James (Republican): | 489

Valeria t, Willis (U.S.

Trustee of Michigan

Taxpayers): 2
_ﬁércia Saquier (Green): 6
Doug Dern (Natural Law); 1
Write-in: 0

;—-C\
Total Votes: 632

Representative in
Congress 1st
District (1)

Dana Ferguson (Democrat): | 116

Jack Bergman (Republican):| 501

State University (2)
Brian Mosallam (Democrat):| 108
Rema Ella Vassar

(Democrat): 108
Pat 0'Keefe (Republican): | 451
Tonya Schuitmaker
(Republican): 444
WHill Tyler White
(Libertarian): 21
Janet M. Sanger (U.S,
Taxpavers)! 4
John Paul Sanger (U.S.
Taxpavers); 4

Rvsndan Wi Nuann):

County Clerk

Sheryl Guy (Repub

Total Votes: B

Write-in:

Total Votes:

County Treas

Sherry A. Comben

(Republican):

Hrite-in:

Total Votes:

County Regis
Deeds (1)

Patty Niepoth
(Republican):

Write-in:

County Drai
Commissionep

Mark Stone (Repujbﬁj
_~

Write-in:

A

Total Votes: @

N Aq

Scott Papineau

Total Votes:

County Suﬁ@%%

(Republican):

Write-in:

T30t VO
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Star Ton
Precinct:

Star Tounship, Precinct 1

__(4; —— - - -
ni‘ﬂ‘n.m.}m—
Precinct:
Star Tounship, Precinct |

Straight Party
Ticket (1)

Democratic Party
(Democrat): 67

Republican Party
(Republican): 299

Libertarian Party
(Libertarian): 0

U.S. Taxpavers Party (U.S.
Taxpayers): 1

Working Class Party

(Morking Class): 0
Green Party (Green): 0
Natural Law Party (Natural
Law): 0
e
Total Votes: { 367)

President and Vice
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R. Biden / Kamala
D. Harris (Democrat): 161

Donald J. Trump / Hichael
R. Pence (Republican): 462

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy

Cohen (Libertarian): 10
Don Blankenship / Hilliam
Mohr (U.S. Taxpavers): 0
Houwie Hawkins / Angela

Walker (Green): 0

Rocky De La Fuente / Darey
Richardson (Natural Law): (1}

Write-in: 0
4\
Total Votes: 633V

Srenty e oo M 0

Write=in: ,f7fl Eric Larson (Libertarian):| ¢
Total Votes: 63% Ronald E. Graeser (U.S.
N
Taxpayers): 7
Crystal Van Sickle (U.S.
Representative in Taxpayers): 7
Congress 1st Michael Mauilai (Green): 5
District (1) Keith Butkovich (Natural
R e ‘ . 4
Ellen Cosen Lipton R&Lln LBd Laura warcen) .
(Democrat): 147 Bridaette Abraham-Guzman
Jason Strashorn (Natural Law): 0
(Democrat): 125 Write-in: 3
—
Tami Carlone (Republican):| 390 Total Votes: (1101
Michelle A. Frederick S
(Republ ican): 395
Bill Hall (Libertarian): | 11 Governor of Wayne
Richard A. Hewer State University (2)
(Libertarian): : Eva Garza Dewaelsche
Karen Adams (U.S. (Democrat)! 133
Taxpayers): 8 Shirley Stancate
Douglas Levesque (U.S. (Democrat): 136
Taxpayers): 2 Don Gates (Republican): | 391
Mary Anne Hering (Morkine Terri Lunn Land
Class): 2?J (Republ ican): 401
Hali McEachern (Norkins Jon Elaas (leertarlan): 10
5 12
= AN Christine C. Schwartz
Ton Haiv (Green); g (U.S. Taxpayers): 1
Hrite=in: 3 Susan Odgers (Green): 9
Total Votes: (1129 — 3
- \./ Vs
Total Votes: (»1095

County Prosecuting
Attorney (1)

James L. Rossiter
(Republican): 507
Write-in: 5
Total Votes: /’552
—

County Sheriff (1)

Daniel S. Bean

(Republican): 525
Write-in:

Total Votes: 532

Hrite-in:

Total Votes:

County R

Deeds (1

Patty Niepot

Daes L1 Ioan)

gth Dis

Christian M
(Republicar

Write-in:

Total Votes

Townshi
for Sta
(1
Robert Mars
Write=in:
Total Votes

Townshi
Star Tc

Phyllis Ho
(Republ ica

Nrite-in:;c

Total Votgg

™

—

<
Townsh¥]

for Stgg
(1) =<
 Tammi Ful

Nrite-in:o
Total VO€Z>
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\Susan U hbard: | 18
Wary Kelly: 72 T: __________________
f=—=" (0]
bridaet Mary McCormack: | 113 al
e S Torch Lake Tounship, Precinct 1
R t P Kerry Lee Horgan: 13
s r o B
/( ‘Sg'S € Katherine Mary Nepton: 6
— Brock Swartzle: 70 ¢
°‘°°;h | |EVizabeth k. Helch: 56 = -
can). ] 1
——————————4 Write-in: 2 T rzitg;h Party
" _’_-’.F,Aa— 1
- X Total Votes: ( 33& cket (1) o
stes: _-_ 193} — Democratic Party
(Democrat): 143
\Judge Of COUPt O,f: Republ ican i;a.;'-':l =1
.y Drain o (Repub}ican): 297
o Appeals 4th District
issioner (1) . Libertarian Party
Incumpbent. Position (Libertarian: g
one (Republican): | 182 (2) a7
o 4 - U.S. Taxpayers Party (U.S.
~4  |Michael J. Kelly: 140 Taxpayers): 0
Jotes: 186
finy Ronaune Krause: 135 Working Class Party
T ite i Y. (Working Class): 2
= : Green Party (Green): 0
‘ty Sursveyor\ (1 ) Total Votes: { 279 d
. NG Natural Lau Party (Natural
Papineau Law): 0
lican): 180 Q. e
- | Judge of Court of Total Votes: s
W;s—— (m> Appeals 4th District
) Non-Incumbent - ;
" President and Vice
Position (1) .
— e President of the
Aty Commissioner Michelle Rick: “[1as )
y MU | e——— i United States (1)
District (1) Write-in: 2
- . — 7 Joseph R. Biden / Kamala
. Bargy (Republican): | 180 Total Votes! ! D. Harris (Democrat): 462
Ci 5 Donald J. Trump / Michael
Votes! 186 R. Pence (Republican): 526
Judge of Circuit Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy
Court 13th Circuit Cohen (Libertarian): 7
inship Supervisor Incumbent Position Don Blankenship / William
» Torch Lake (1) Mohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 1
wnship (1) Kevin A. Elsenheimer: 144 Houie Haukins / Angela
: YO Halker (Green): 2
vt Cook (Republican): | 177 | Write=in: 3
== 5 Total Votes: 147 Rocky De La Fuente / Dared
e o~ P A Richardson (Natural Law): | 1
il Votes: 182 ] W ite-in: 0
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106th District (1)

(1)

Yes: e

No: 26

Total Votes: (ffﬁ}
Total

Warner Touwnship, Precinct |

Straight Party
Ticket (1)

Democratic Party
(Democrat): 35

Republicaﬁ Party
(Republican): 106

Libertarian Party ‘
(Libertarian): 0

U.S. Taxpavers Party (U.S
Taxpavers): 0

Working Class Party‘
(Horking Class): 0

Green Party (Green): 0

Natural Law Party (Natural
Law): ]

Total Votes:

Zm
N ]

President and Vice
President of the
United States (1)

Joseph R, Biden / Kamala

D. Harris (Democrat): 60
Denald J. Trump / Michael
R. Pence (Republican): 163

Jo Jorgensen / Jeremy
Cohen (Libertarian): 3

Don Blankenship / William
Mohr (U.S. Taxpayers): 0

Howie Hawkins / Angela
Kalker (Green): 0

Rocky De La Fuente / Darcy
Richardson (Natural Law): 0

Write-in: 1
Total Votes: /20
N

Jonathan Burke (Democrat): 56
Ken Borton (Republican): | 166
Write-in! 0
Total Votes: ( 222
Member of the State
Board of Education
(2)
Ellen Cogen Lipton
(Democrat): 53
Jason Stravhorn N
(Democrat): 49
Tami Carlone (Republican):| 141
Michelle A. Fraderick
(Republican): 145
Bill Hall (Libertarian): 3
Richard A. Hewer
(Libertarian): 4
Karen Rdans (U.S.
Taxpayers): 3
Douglas Levesque (U, $: >
Taxpayers): 3
Mary Rnne Hering—iworking
Class): 3
Hali McEachern (Working
Clas3): 5
Tom Mair (Green): 3
Write=in: 0
Total Votes: ( 412
e
Regent of the
University of
Michigan (2)
Mark Bernstein (Democrat):[ 50
Shauna Ruyder Diggs
(Democrat): 49
Sarah Hubbard
(Republican): 146
Car] Meyers (Republican): | 142
James L. Hudler
(Libertarian): 5
Eric Larson (Libertarian):| 3
Ronald E. Graeser (U.S.
Taxpayers)!

Brian Mosallam (Democrat): 48

Rema Ella Vassar
(Democrat): 48

Pat 0’Keefe (Republican): | 152

Tonya Schuitmaker

(Republican): 140
Will Tuler White
(Libertarian): 4
Janet M. Sanger (U.S.
Taxpayers): 4
John Paul Sanger (U.S.
Taxpavers): 3
Brandon Hu (Green): 2

Robin Lea Laurain (Green):| 3

Bridgette Abraham—-Guzman

(Natural Law): 3
Write-in: 0

'A
Total Votes: 402)

Governor of Wayne
Statg University (2)

Eva Garza Dewaelsche
(Democrat): 50

Shirley Stancato
(Democrat): 47

Don Gates (Republican): 146

Terri Lynn Land
(Republ ican): 147

Jon Eldas (Libevtar};n): 5

Christine C. Schuartz

(U.8. Taxpayers): 6
Susan Odgers (Green): 3
Hrite-in: 1
Total Votes: %0

County Prosecuting
Attorney (1)

James L. Rossiter
(Republican): 178
Wite-int 2
— e
Total Votes: 180
L/'

County Sheriff (1)

Laniel_S._Bean |

~
0
m
o
=4
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

PHILIP M. O'HALLORAN, M.D., BRADEN
GIACOBAZZI, ROBERT CUSHMAN,
PENNY CRIDER, and KENNETH CRIDER,

Plaintiffs-Appellees,

JOCELYN BENSON, in her official capacity as
the duly elected Secretary of State, and
JONATHAN BRATER, in his official capacity
as DIRECTOR OF ELECTIONS,

Defendants-Appellants.

RICHARD DEVISSER, MICHIGAN
REPUBLICAN PARTY, and REPUBLICAN
NATIONAL COMMITTEE,

Plaintiffs-Appellees,

JOCELYN BENSON, in her official capacity as
the duly elected Secretary of State, and
JONATHAN BRATER, in his official capacity
as DIRECTOR OF ELECTIONS,

Defendants-Appellants.

Court of Appeals No. 363505

Case No. 22-00162-MZ
HON. BROCK A. SWARTZLE

THE APPEAL INVOLVES A
RULING THAT A PROVISION
OF THE CONSTITUTION, A
STATUTE, RULE OR
REGULATIOGN, OR OTHER
STATE GOVERNMENTAL
ACTION IS INVALID.

EMERGENCY RELIEF IS
REQUESTED BY 3:00 P.M. ON
I"WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 26,
2022

Case No. 22-00164-MZ
HON. BROCK A. SWARTZLE
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Ann M. Howard (P49379)

ANN M. HOWARD, P.C.

26100 American Drive, #607
Southfield, M1 48034

(248) 752-0650
ahoward@annhowardlaw.com
Attorneys for Appellees in 22-162-MZ

Charles R. Spies (P83260)
Robert L. Avers (P75396)
Thomas F. Christian I1I (P83146)
DICKSON WRIGHT, PLLC

350 S. Main, Ste. 300

Ann Arbor, MI 48104

(734) 623-1672
cspies@dickinsonwright.com
ravers@dickinsonwright.com
tchristian@dickinsonwright.com
Attorneys for Appellees in 22-164-MZ

Scott R. Eldridge (P66452)

Scott R. Lesser (P72446)

Wendolyn Wrosch Richards (67776)
MILLER, CANFIELD, PADDOCK AND
STONE, PLC

One Michigan Ave., Suite 900
Lansing, MI 48933

(517) 487-2070
eldridge@millercanfield.com
lesser@millercanfield.com
richards@millercanfield.com

Attorneys for Proposed Amicus Curiae
The Michigan Democratic Party

Erik A. Grill (P64713)
Heather S. Meingast (P55439)
Assistant Attorneys General
P.O. Box 30736

Lansing, Michigan 48909
517.335.7659
grille@michigan.gov
meingasth@michigan.gov
Attorneys for Appellants

Abha Khanna*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP

1700 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2100
Seattle, Washington 98101
Telephone: (206) 656-0177
Facsimile: {Z06) 656-0180

akhanna@elias.law

Jyoti Jasrasaria*

Julie Zuckerbrod*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP
10 G Street NE, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20002
Phone: (202) 968-4490
Facsimile: (202) 968-4498
jjasrasaria@elias.law

jzuckerbrod@elias.law

Sarah S. Prescott (P70510)
105 E. Main Street
Northville, M1 48167
(248) 679-8711

Attorneys for Proposed Amicus Curiae The
Detroit/Downriver Chapter of the A. Philip
Randolph Institute

*Pro hac vice motion forthcoming
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DECLARATION OF ANDREA A. HUNTER
I, Andrea A. Hunter, hereby declare as follows:

1. I am at least 18 years of age and have personal knowledge of the below facts, which
are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief.

2. I am currently President of the A. Philip Randolph Institute’s Detroit/Downriver
Chapter, as well as President of United Steelworkers Local 1299.

3. I have also served as a poll watcher in every election since 2008. I plan to serve as
a poll watcher in the November 2022 election.

4. The A. Philip Randolph Institute (“APRI”) is the'senior constituency group of the
AFL-CIO. APRI was founded in 1965 by A. Philip Randolph’and Bayard Rustin to fight for human
equality and economic justice and to seek structurai-changes through the American democratic
process. The Detroit/Downriver Chapter of APRI (“DAPRI”) serves the Downriver and Detroit
areas of Michigan.

5. DAPRI formed in Jurie 2012 and now has 78 members, the majority of whom are
people of color, who typicallymeet on a monthly basis.

6. DAPRI members are involved in election protection, voter registration, political
and community education, legislative action, and labor support activities. Voting rights are central
to our efforts, and protecting them is the only way to ensure that people have an opportunity to
have a say in their governments and communities.

7. We specifically work with voters who are disabled and voters who speak Spanish
and Arabic as their first language.

8. For years, DAPRI has encouraged and recruited its members to serve as poll

watchers and election inspectors, which it views as part of advancing its pro-democracy mission.
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0. DAPRT’s poll watchers are primarily people of color.

10. One of the things that DAPRI’s poll watchers are trained to report on is challenger-
initiated voter intimidation.

11. DAPRI’s members and constituents are often targets of harassment due to their
marginalized status.

12. DAPRI recruits poll watchers year-round and partners with other civic engagement
organizations to train poll watchers.

13. The poll watching training course takes eight hours and covers a range of election
law and election administration issues, including voter registration requirements, accessibility
requirements, the role of challengers, limits on challengers’ activities, a list of polling places, and
tips to help voters with language barriers.

14.  During the poll watching course, racmbers receive printed handouts that include
rules, scenarios, and phone numbers and other resources that they can reach out to for specific
issues.

15. Members keep and use these handouts to carry out their roles. They also take notes
during the training on common issues.

16.  DAPRI and the partner organizations with whom it works on training poll watchers
have had access to the 2022 Manual since it was posted in May 2022 and have relied on the
contents of the 2022 Manual in conducting their trainings.

17.  Many of DAPRI’s poll watchers work full-time and have childcare and elder care
responsibilities.

18.  Many of DAPRI’s poll watchers do not work union jobs and must take personal

time to volunteer as a poll watcher on Election Day.
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19. Scheduling additional time for another training only a week or two before the
election would be very difficult for DAPRI and for its poll watchers.

20. During the November 2020 election, before the 2022 Manual was in place,
DAPRI’s members witnessed significant chaos and disruption at polling places and absent voter
counting boards, much of which was caused by credentialed challengers.

21. Challengers’ misbehavior on Election Day made our members’ jobs more difficult
because it required our poll watchers and election inspectors to intervene and escalate issues of
challenger-initiated intimidation and harassment, much of which was targeted at DAPRI’s
constituents from marginalized communities.

22. Many of our poll watchers and election inspectors who served at the TCF Center
absentee voter counting board (AVCB) were intimidated by aggressive challengers. Some of these
challengers made countless challenges without basis, interrupted election inspectors who were in
the middle of counting ballots instead of approaching the designated inspector, and spat in the
faces of those who tried in intervene.

23.  Many of our poll watchers and election inspectors, in particular the elderly ones,
expressed concerns about their safety while carrying out their roles.

24. Safety concerns from their experiences in 2020 led some members to ask to phone
bank instead of serving as poll watchers or election inspectors in 2022.

25.  DAPRI is committed to ensuring the safety of its poll watchers and election
inspectors and believes that the 2022 Manual helps to prevent a repeat of the disruption and chaos
caused by challengers during the 2020 election.

26.  Moreover, the 2022 Manual serves to delineate the differences between challengers

and other election personnel, which allows DAPRI’s poll watchers and election inspectors to
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perform their roles without interference and confusion.

27. In the August 2022 primary elections, the 2022 Manual enabled DAPRI’s members
to carry out their duties without disruption from unauthorized or untrained challengers.

28. If the Manual were revised within fifteen days of the election, DAPRI would need
to print and distribute the revised Manual to all poll watchers. It would also need to reach out to
every single member it has trained as a poll watcher to share the updated provisions and ensure
understanding.

29.  DAPRI and its partners are unlikely to be able to re-train every single poll watcher
in time for the election.

30. DAPRI may also need to recruit new poll watchers to account for (a) the need for
more poll watchers due to the increased risk of challenget misbehavior, (b) poll watchers dropping
out because they are worried about harassment from challengers, and/or (c) poll watchers who are
unable to complete a new training due to other responsibilities.

31.  If the Manual were revised within fifteen days of the election, DAPRI would also
need to reallocate resources from other crucial programs, including get-out-the-vote efforts, voter
education initiatives, and other political and community education campaigns, in order to dedicate

resources to re-training and recruiting poll watchers.

I declare under the penalties of perjury that this declaration has been examined by me and that its

contents are true to the best of my information, knowledge, and belief.

Indrea bwndor 10/24/2022

Andrea A. Hunter Date
Detroit/Downriver APRI President
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

PHILIP M. O'HALLORAN, M.D., BRADEN
GIACOBAZZI, ROBERT CUSHMAN,
PENNY CRIDER, and KENNETH CRIDER,

Plaintiff-Appellees,

JOCELYN BENSON, in her official capacity as
the duly elected Secretary of State, and
JONATHAN BRATER, in his official capacity
as DIRECTOR OF ELECTIONS,

Defendants-Appellants.

RICHARD DEVISSER, MICHIGAN
REPUBLICAN PARTY, and REPUBLICAN
NATIONAL COMMITTEE,

Plaintiff-Appellees,

JOCELYN BENSON, in her official capacity as
the duly elected Secretary of State, and
JONATHAN BRATER, in his official capacity
as DIRECTOR OF ELECTIONS,

Defendant-Appellants.

Court of Appeals No. 363505

Case No. 22-00162-MZ
HON. BROCK A. SWARTZLE

THE APPEAL INVOLVES A
RULING THAT A PROVISION
OF THE CONSTITUTION, A
STATUTE, RULE OR
REGULATICN, OR OTHER
STATE GOYERNMENTAL
ACTION IS INVALID.

EMERGENCY RELIEF IS
REQUESTED BY 3:00 P.M. ON
i WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 26,
2022

Doriscine Elaine Wesley

Case No. 22-00164-MZ
HON. BROCK A. SWARTZLE
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Ann M. Howard (P49379)

ANN M. HOWARD, P.C.

26100 American Drive, #607
Southfield, MI 48034

(248) 752-0650
ahoward@annhowardlaw.com
Attorneys for Appellees in 22-162-MZ

Charles R. Spies (P83260)
Robert L. Avers (P75396)
Thomas F. Christian III (P83146)
DICKSON WRIGHT, PLLC

350 S. Main, Ste. 300

Ann Arbor, MI 48104

(734) 623-1672
cspies@dickinsonwright.com
ravers@dickinsonwright.com
tchristian@dickinsonwright.com
Attorneys for Appellees in 22-164-MZ

Scott R. Eldridge (P66452)

Scott R. Lesser (P72446)

Wendolyn Wrosch Richards (P67776)
MILLER, CANFIELD, PADDOCK AND
STONE, PLC

One Michigan Ave., Suite 900
Lansing, MI 48933

(517) 487-2070
eldridge@millercanfield.com
lesser(@millercanfield.com
richards@millercanfield.com

Attorneys for Proposed Amicus Curiae
The Michigan Democratic Party

Erik A. Grill (P64713)
Heather S. Meingast (P55439)
Assistant Attorneys General
P.O. Box 30736

Lansing, Michigan 48909
517.335.7659
grille@michigan.gov
meingasth@michigan.gov
Attorneys for Appellants

Abha Khanna*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP

1700 Seventh Avenue, Suite 2100
Seattle, Washington 98101
Telephone: (206) 656-0177
Facsimile: {206) 656-0180
akhanna(@elias.law

Jyoti Jasrasaria*

Julie Zuckerbrod*

ELIAS LAW GROUP LLP
10 G Street NE, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20002
Phone: (202) 968-4490
Facsimile: (202) 968-4498
jjasrasaria(@elias.law
jzuckerbrod@elias.law

Sarah S. Prescott (P70510)
105 E. Main Street
Northville, MI 48167
(248) 679-8711

Attorneys for Proposed Amicus Curiae The
Detroit/Downriver Chapter of the A. Philip
Randolph Institute

*Pro hac vice motion forthcoming
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AFFIDAVIT OF DORISCINE WESLEY

I, Doriscine Wesley, having been duly sworn according to law, do hereby depose and state as
follows:

1. I am at least 18 years of age and have personal knowledge of the below facts, which
are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief.

2. I am currently a member of the A. Philip Randolph Institute’s Detroit/Downriver
Chapter (“DAPRI”).

3. I have been a member of DAPRI since the chapter was founded in 2012 and have
been heavily involved with DAPRI’s voter education, voter registration, and other pro-democracy
projects for the last ten years.

4. I have been fighting to protect the right to vote for the last fifty years, and I am
deeply involved with DAPRI’s work because the organization and its members do grassroots work
to protect democracy.

5. DAPRI encourages tiembers to serve their community by registering, educating,
and mobilizing voters and serving as poll watchers and election inspectors.

6. I served as an election inspector for the November 2020 election and counted

absentee ballots at the TCF Center absent voter counting board (“AVCB”).

7. I witnessed significant chaos and disruptions at the ACVB caused by credentialed
challengers.
8. For example, I saw challengers standing over the shoulders of election inspectors

who were counting absentee ballots, even after they were expressly told to watch from monitors
in the room that provided them with a full view of the counting process. Many challengers walked

up to inspectors and lodged baseless objections as election inspectors properly processed and
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counted ballots. I had to intervene and tell the challengers to step back.

0. I also saw three challengers become very belligerent and accuse election inspectors
of wrongdoing when the challengers just didn’t understand the process. They rallied a large group
of people to stand over the election inspectors, making them nervous. I again had to intervene.

10. Counting military ballots is a bi-partisan, multi-step process with several checks
and balances. Many of the challengers simply did not understand the process and would object and
accuse election inspectors of wrongdoing. When asked for the basis of their objections, they were
not able to provide one because they did not understand the process.

11. T also saw challengers take out their cell phones t¢ take pictures and videos of
activity at the AVCB, even though they were told multiple times that they could not record.

12.  Ifound the challengers’ refusal to follow tules, lodging of baseless challenges, and
loud, disorderly behavior to be very distracting and disruptive to my responsibilities as an election
inspector.

13.  Other election inspectors shared with me that they were scared and intimidated
because of the challengers’ behavior.

14.  Atone point, there was a crowd of challengers outside the counting room who were
not let in because we had reached capacity. When the crowd began banging on the glass windows
and screaming, an election inspector became terrified for her life and was worried the challengers
would break the glass and swarm the room. I had to calm her down so we could complete our
duties.

15.  Due in part to distractions caused by the challengers throughout the day, some
election inspectors, myself included, remained at the AVCB and counted ballots until midnight.

16.  For the November 2022 election, I plan to serve as a poll watcher in the morning
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and then as an election inspector in the afternoon and evening.

17. I was notified of election inspector training sessions at the beginning of September.

18.  Election inspectors are generally trained at least three to four weeks before Election
Day. I completed my election inspector training on October 17.

19.  Election inspectors are provided printed handouts of election administration rules
and instructions at the trainings.

20. I plan to bring the printed handouts I received at the training with me on Election
Day.

21.  When I attended my election inspector training, I'learned that the instructions
regarding challengers had changed as compared to previous years.

22.  Previously, it was unclear how challengers were supposed to raise issues. The TCF
Center AVCB designated team leaders as the point of contact for challengers. However, I saw that
challengers chose not to go to their assigned team leaders and instead interrupted election
inspectors who were in the middle of ccunting ballots, which I found to be disruptive.

23. This year’s instructions said that challengers cannot talk to election inspectors who
are in the middle of counting ballots and instead must speak to a specific challenger liaison.

24. 1 believe this change will significantly improve the process and environment at
AVCBs and address issues that I observed during the November 2020 election, such as when
challengers were disruptive and interrupting election inspectors who were busy counting ballots.

25. 1 believe that if this instruction and other instructions were changed in the next
fifteen days, the changes would not be communicated to all election inspectors in time for Election

Day, given that trainings have already concluded.

SIGNARURE PAGE FOLLOWS
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B iovine Lloine Yool

Doriscine Wesley
Detroit/Downriver APRI Member

Commonwealth of Virgina County of Loudoun

The foregoing instrument was

Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on this 239

7877764

MM 5—&# Electronic Notary Public

Notary‘lsublic

Notarized online using audio-video communication

My commission expires on

10/23/2022
Date

day of October, 2021.

Nicholas Jermarel Bouknight

REGISTRATION NUMBER
7877764
COMMISSION EXPIRES
April 30, 2024

Doriscine Elaine Wesley

INd 8T:SS'¥ TT0T/¥2/0T VOO £q QHATADTY



How to Verify This Transaction

Every Notarize transaction is recorded and saved for a minimum
of five years. Whether you receive an electronic or printed paper
copy of a Notarize document, you can access details of the
transaction and verify its authenticity with the information below.

To get started, visit verify.notarize.com and enter this information:

Notarize ID: RKH BQCHZ

Access PIN: ‘ 32 N 6@ N

For more information on how to verify Notarize transactions, please visit:

support.notarize.com/notarize-for-signers/verifying-document-authenticity

w Notarize
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THE APPOINTMENT, RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF
ELECTION CHALLENGERS AND POLL WATCHERS

Michigan Department of State
Bureau of Elections
September:2020

INd 8T:SS'¥ TT0T/¥2/0T VOO A9 AIATADHY



This publication is designed to familiarize election inspectors, voters, interested organizations,
and others with the rights and duties of election challengers and poll watchers. Election
challengers and poll watchers who follow the guidance provided in this publication can play a
constructive role in verifying that the election is conducted openly and fairly.

Challenges must not be based on an “impression” that the voter is ineligible due to his
or her manner of dress; inability to read or write English; the voter’s perceived race,
ethnic background, physical or mental disability, support for or opposition to a candidate
or political party; or the voter’s need for assistance with the voting process. A challenger
cannot challenge a voter’s right to vote unless the challenger has “good reason to believe” that
the voter is not eligible to vote in the precinct.

A voter cannot be challenged simply because he or she does not have or is not in possession of
acceptable picture ID, as long as the voter signs the Affidavit of Voter Not in Possession of
Picture ID. However, a voter who is unable to show picture identification can be challenged if a
challenger has good reason to believe that the person is not qualified to vote in the precinct,
independent of the voter’s inability to provide acceptable picture ID.

NOTE for November 2020 general election: Pursuant to Govzrnor Whitmer’s Executive
Order 2020-153 (and any subsequent orders replacing it}; all challengers and poll
watchers must wear a face covering over their nose aric mouth when in a polling
location.

Abuse of the challenge process can have serious consequences including the
disenfranchisement of qualified voters, criminal violations, and legal challenges over the election
results. The precinct chairperson has the autiority to expel challengers who abuse the
challenge process.

Voters who have questions regarding eiection challengers or poll watchers must seek
assistance from election inspectors-or the city or township clerk. Election inspectors should
direct any inquiries regarding this-publication to their clerk.

Challengers and poll watchers requiring additional information should direct their inquiries to
their sponsoring organization and/or legal counsel.
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Introduction

Each election is an open and transparent process that may be observed by any interested
person. Election challengers may be appointed by political parties and qualified interest groups
to observe the election process. A person who wishes to observe but is not a qualified election
challenger is commonly called a poll watcher. There are a number of important distinctions
between challengers and poll watchers:

ELECTION CHALLENGERS AND POLL WATCHERS:
SUMMARY OF RIGHTS AND DUTIES

Challengers Poll Watchers

Must carry credentials issued by appointing authority. Yes No
Must be registered to vote in Michigan. Yes No
Has the right to challenge a person’s eligibility to Yes No
vote.
Has the right to challenge the actions of election Yes No
inspectors.
May stand or sit behind processing table. Yes No — must remain in public area.
Must wear a face covering over their nose and mouth Y

Yes Yes

at all times while inside.

Yes — but only as permitted by
Yes precinct chairperson and when
voting process will not be delayed.

Has the right to look at the Pollbook and other
election materials.

May touch or handle the Pollbook and other eiection

) No No
materials.

May use a video camera or recording.device, or the
camera or recording features of a sinart phone or No No
tablet in polling place or clerk’s office.

May otherwise use a smart phone, tablet, laptop, or

other electronic device in polling place or clerk’s Y?S — 'f. not Yes — if not disruptive.
) disruptive.

office.

May use a smart phone, tablet, laptop, camera or

other electronic device in absent voter counting No No

board.

May wear clothing, button, arm band, vest, etc. that

. o Lo No No

identifies organization he or she represents.

May place tables in the polls. No No

Has the right to approach and question voters. No No

Can offer assistance to voters. No No
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May remain in the polling place after the close of
polls until the election inspectors complete their Yes Yes
work.

May obtain the vote results generated in the precinct

after the polls close. Yes Yes

ELECTION CHALLENGERS

| Challenger Eligibility

All election challengers must be registered to vote in Michigan. Additionally, a challenger must
not serve as an election inspector in the election, and must not be a candidate for any elective
office in the election (except that during the August even-year election, a candidate for precinct
delegate may serve as a challenger in a precinct where he or she is not a candidate.)

Appointment of Challengers

Election challengers may be appointed by:

o A political party that is eligible to appear on the baliot in Michigan.

¢ An organized group of citizens interested in the passage or defeat of a ballot proposal
being voted on at the election.

e An organized group interested in preserving the purity of elections and guarding against
the abuse of the elective franchise.

¢ An incorporated organization.

Note that candidates, candidate committees, or any other types of organizations expressly
formed to support or oppose cancidates are not authorized to appoint challengers.

Political parties may appoint‘eiection challengers to serve at partisan and nonpartisan elections,
and the appointments may be made at any time through the date of the election. A political
party is not required to follow the application process described below in order to appoint
election challengers.

However, other sponsoring organizations must successfully complete the appointment
authorization application process to appoint challengers. An incorporated organization, a group
interested in the adoption or defeat of a proposal on the ballot, or a group interested in
preserving the purity of elections and in guarding against the abuse of the elective franchise
must file the following with the clerk of the county, city or township where the election will be
held, between the 20" and 30" day prior to Election Day:

o A written statement indicating the organization’s or group’s intention to appoint election
challengers and the reason why the right to make the appointments is claimed. The
statement must be signed under oath (notarized) by the chief presiding officer, secretary
or any other officer of the group or organization; and
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e A copy of the challenger identification card which will be carried by the group’s or
organization’s appointed challengers. The identification card must have entry spaces for
the challenger’'s name, the group’s or organization’s name, the precinct or precincts in
which the challenger is authorized to serve, and the signature of a recognized officer of
the group or organization.

The county, city or township clerk receiving a challenger appointment authorization application
must approve or deny the request and notify the group or organization of the decision within two
business days. If the application is approved, the clerk must notify all precincts in the
jurisdiction of the groups and organizations that have gained the right to appoint challengers at
the election before the opening of the polls.

The clerk may deny a challenger appointment authorization application if the group or
organization fails to demonstrate that it is qualified to appoint challengers, or the application is
not timely filed. If the application is denied, the group or organization may appeal the decision
to the Secretary of State within two business days after receipt of the denial. Upon the receipt
of an appeal, the Secretary of State must render a decision and notify the organization or group
of the decision within two business days. Notice of the decision-iz’also forwarded to the clerk
who issued the application denial.

Challenger Identification Cards

A challenger must have in his or her possession & challenger identification card issued by the
political party, organization or group he or she represents.

When entering the precinct, the challenger must show the card to the chairperson of the
precinct board.

It is recommended that a challenger also wear a badge with the words “ELECTION
CHALLENGER,” but the badge cannot refer to the challenger’s political party or organization.

Challenger Conduct Standards

Challengers must conduct themselves in an orderly manner at all times. A challenger can be
expelled from the precinct for unnecessarily obstructing or delaying the work of the election
inspectors; touching ballots, election materials or voting equipment; campaigning; or acting in a
disorderly manner.

NOTE: If a challenger violates these standards of conduct, an election inspector will ask them to
leave. If they refuse to leave, an election inspector will call law enforcement.

e A challenger is prohibited from threatening or intimidating voters entering the polling
place, applying to vote, entering a voting station, voting, or leaving the polling place.

¢ A challenger must have challenger credentials and have in his or her possession a
challenger identification card issued by the political party, organization, or group that he
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or she represents. If someone shows up without challenger credentials, then they are a
poll watcher. See “POLLWATCHERS” section below. If they do not comply with the
requirements of a poll watcher, they will be asked to leave. If they do not, law
enforcement will be called.

¢ Challenges must not be made indiscriminately or without good cause.

o Challengers cannot campaign, distribute literature wear campaign apparel or display any
campaign material in the polls or within 100 feet of any doorway used by voters to enter
the building where the polling place is located.

e A challenger is prohibited from wearing a button, armband, vest, shirt, hat or similar item
which identifies the organization he or she represents.

¢ Challengers are not authorized to approach voters or talk directly to voters for any
reason.

¢ Challengers are prohibited from wearing, displaying, or szying anything that suggests or
implies they are available to assist voters in any way oi‘answer questions that voters
may have.

e Challengers are not authorized to place tables’in the polls.

e Challengers may stand behind the processing table, but must give precinct workers
ample space to perform their duties 2nd must not hinder or impede voters.

e Challengers are prohibited from using video cameras or recording devices in the polling
place, including the camera or.recording features of a smart phone or tablet.

o Challengers are prohibited from using phones, laptops, tablets or other electronic
devices in an absent voter counting board.

In the polling place. Note that a challenger may be appointed to serve in more than one
precinct. Up to two challengers appointed by the same political party or sponsoring organization
may simultaneously serve in the same precinct. If two challengers are representing a political
party or an organization in the precinct, only one of the challengers is authorized to challenge at
any given time. The challengers may alternate who possesses the authority to challenge, but
must advise the precinct board each time the authority is transferred.

In the absent voter counting board. Only one challenger per political party or sponsoring
organization may serve in an absent voter counting board. Note that all electronic devices,
including phones, laptops, tablets, cannot be used in an absent voter counting board.
Additionally, any challenger who serves in an absent voter counting board is required to remain
in the room where the absent voter counting board is working until polls close at 8:00 p.m., and
must take and sign the following oath:

“l (name) do solemnly swear (or affirm) that | shall not communicate in any way information
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relative to the processing or tallying of voters that may come to me while in this counting place
until after the polls are closed.”

Rights of Challengers

Election challengers have the right to:

e Observe the election process in voting precincts and absent voter counting boards at a
reasonable distance, allowing precinct workers sufficient room to perform their duties.

e Challenge a person’s right to vote if the challenger has good reason to believe that the
person is not eligible to vote in the precinct.

¢ Challenge the actions of the election inspectors if the challenger believes that election laws
are not being followed.

e Examine the voting equipment before the polls open and after the polls close.
e Observe the processing of voters, but in a manner that dees not hinder or impede voters.

o Observe each person offering to vote. (Challengers‘rnust respect the voter’s right to a
secret ballot and cannot monitor voters marking their ballots.)

e Inspect the Applications to Vote, Pollbook, registration list and any other materials used to
process voters at the polling place. (When'exercising this right, challengers cannot touch
any of these materials.)

o Take notes on the persons offering to vote, the election procedures being carried out, and
the actions of the precinct boaid. (Notes may be kept or recorded on a smart phone or
tablet, but challengers are prohibited from using the camera or recording features of any
electronic device in the poiling place.)

o Notify the precinct board of any improper handling of a ballot by a voter or an election
inspector; that the 100-foot campaign restriction is being violated; or that any other election
law or procedure is being violated.

e Remain in the precinct until precinct inspectors complete their work.
The precinct board must provide space for challengers to enable them to observe all election
procedures. Challengers may position themselves behind the election inspectors’ table but

must give election inspectors sufficient space to work.

Those present in the polls (including election inspectors and voters) are prohibited from
threatening or intimidating any challengers present in the polling place.
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Types of Challenges

Against a practice or procedure. In addition, challengers may challenge the actions of
election inspectors if the challenger believes that election laws are not being followed.

Against a voter. A challenger cannot challenge a voter’s right to vote unless the challenger
has good reason to believe that the voter is not eligible to vote in the precinct. Challenges must
not be based on an “impression” that the voter may be ineligible due to his or her manner of
dress; inability to read or write English; the voter’s perceived race, ethnic background, physical
or mental disability, or support for or opposition to a candidate or political party; or the voter’'s
need for assistance with the voting process.

A voter cannot be challenged simply because he or she does not have or is not in possession of
acceptable picture ID, as long as the voter signs the Affidavit of Voter Not in Possession of
Picture ID. However, a voter who is unable to show picture identification can be challenged if a
challenger has good reason to believe that the person is not qualified to vote in the precinct,
independent of the voter’s inability to provide acceptable picture 1D:

Every effort must be made to ensure that challenge procedures are properly carried out. Abuse
of the challenge process can have serious consequences including the disenfranchisement of
qualified voters, criminal violations, and legal challenges over the election results. The precinct
chairperson has the authority to expel challengers whe abuse the challenge process.

There are six types of challenges that may be made on Election Day: unqualified voter,
absentee voter in the polls, precinct board’s faiiure to issue a challenged ballot when required,
challenge against an absent voter ballot, precinct board’s failure to comply with election laws, or
precinct board’s administration of the vater identification requirement.

Unqualified Voter/Voter Lacks Qualifications to Vote. A challenger has the right to
challenge a voter if the challenger has good reason to believe that a person who offers to vote:
1) is not a resident of the city or township, 2) is under 18 years of age, 3) is not a United States
citizen, or 4) is not registered to vote in the precinct. Generally, these challenges are based on
research conducted before Election Day by the challenger or organization he or she represents.
In other cases, the voter may make a statement regarding his or her age, residency, registration
or citizenship status when offering to vote that gives the challenger good reason to believe that
the voter is not qualified to vote in the precinct.

Challenges must be directed to the precinct chairperson before the voter is issued a ballot.
After the challenge is made, the chairperson (or an election inspector designated by the
chairperson as responsible for supervising the challenge) must ensure it is conducted promptly
and courteously. If there are other voters waiting in line, the challenged voter can be taken
aside for questioning to avoid processing delays. The challenge proceeds as follows:

1. After the challenge is made, the precinct chairperson or designated election inspector
administers the following oath to the voter:

“I swear (or affirm) that | will truthfully answer all questions put to me concerning
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my qualifications as a voter.”

2. After the voter takes the oath, the precinct chairperson or designated election inspector
questions the voter, confining the inquiry to the person’s qualifications to vote (age,
residency, citizenship or registration status).

3. If the answers given under oath prove that the challenged voter is qualified to vote in the
precinct, he or she is allowed to vote a specially prepared challenged ballot. After voting,
the voter deposits the ballot in the tabulator under the regular procedure. Challenged
ballots are not placed in provisional ballot envelopes unless the voter is required to
vote a provisional envelope ballot for some other reason. However, a challenged voter
cannot vote if he or she refuses to take the oath, refuses to answer appropriate questions
under oath, or is found to be not qualified to vote through the answers given under oath.

4. A complete record of the challenge must be entered on the Challenged Voters page in the
Pollbook. The record must include the name, address and telephone number of the person
making the challenge; the reason for the challenge; the time of the challenge; the name,
address and telephone number of the person challenged; and any other pertinent
information.

Absentee Voter at Polls. A challenger has the right to.challenge any voter issued an absentee
ballot who appears at the polls to vote on Election Day claiming that he or she never received
the absent voter ballot, or that the absent voter baliot was lost or destroyed.

If this type of challenge is made, instruct the vcier to either: 1) Surrender the absent voter
ballot, or 2) Complete the Affidavit of Lost ar Destroyed Absent Voter Ballot; an election
inspector must contact the clerk to verify-ihat the absent voter ballot was not returned. Allow the
voter to vote a specially prepared challenged ballot and enter a complete record of the
challenge on the Challenged Voters page in the Pollbook. It is not necessary to question the
voter under oath.

Precinct Board’s Failure to Issue a Challenged Ballot When Required: Under the
circumstances described below, precinct inspectors must automatically issue a challenged
ballot:

1. A voter who refuses to enter the day and month of birth or enters an incorrect birthdate on
the Application to Vote form is required to vote a challenged ballot.

2. All provisional ballots must be prepared as challenged ballots.
3. If absent voter ballots are processed in the precinct, an absent voter ballot must be prepared
as a challenged ballot if the ballot stub is missing or the ballot number does not match the

number recorded.

4. A person who registers to vote in the 14 days immediately preceding Election Day without
providing a driver’s license or state-issued personal identification card is required to vote a
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challenged ballot. (The precinct list or voter registration receipt will indicate whether a
challenged ballot is required.)

If a challenger has reason to believe that the precinct board is not issuing a challenged ballot
when required, he or she must direct the challenge to the precinct chairperson. If the
chairperson rejects the challenge, the challenger may contact the clerk to resolve the matter.
The election inspectors must enter a complete record of the challenge on the Challenged Voters
page in the Pollbook.

Challenge Against an Absent Voter Ballot. If an absent voter ballot is challenged, prepare
the ballot as a challenged ballot and make a notation on the Challenged Voters page in the
Pollbook. Proceed with routine processing and tabulation of the ballot.

Precinct Board’s Failure to Comply with Election Laws. If a challenger has reason to
believe that the precinct board is not following applicable election laws, the actions of the
precinct board may be challenged by consulting with the precinct chairperson. If the
chairperson rejects the challenge, the challenger may contact the clerk to resolve the matter.
The election inspectors must enter a complete record of the challenge in the Pollbook.

Precinct Board’s Administration of the Voter Identification Requirement. Every voter who
attends the polls must show acceptable picture ID or sigin-an Affidavit of Voter Not in
Possession of Picture ID. A challenge may be made if;an election inspector attempts to issue a
ballot to a voter who has not shown acceptable picitiie ID nor signed an Affidavit of Voter Not in
Possession of Picture ID. A challenge may alsc'be made if the challenger has good reason to
believe that a person is not qualified to vote inthe precinct (i.e., if a voter provides acceptable
picture ID with an address that is different.than the address in the Pollbook).

A voter cannot be challenged simply because he or she does not have or is not in possession of
acceptable picture ID, as long as the voter signs the Affidavit of Voter Not in Possession of
Picture ID. However, a voter who is unable to show picture identification can be challenged if a
challenger has good reason“o believe that the person is not qualified to vote in the precinct,
independent of the voter’s inability to provide acceptable picture ID.

Penalties

Michigan election law provides penalties in the event of the following:

o A person submits a challenger appointment authorization application on behalf of a
group or organization that is not authorized to appoint challengers.

e A clerk knowingly fails to perform the duties related to the challenger appointment
process.

e A person challenges a qualified elector for the purpose of annoying or delaying the voter.

¢ A challenged elector gives false information regarding his or her qualifications to vote.
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An election official or precinct board prevents a challenger from being present in the
polls or refuses to provide a challenger with any conveniences needed for the
performance of his or her duties.
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POLL WATCHERS

A person who wishes to observe the election process but who is not a qualified election
challenger is commonly called a poll watcher. Poll watchers must conduct themselves in an
orderly manner at all times. A poll watcher can be expelled from the precinct for acting
in a disorderly manner, including by campaigning; threatening or intimidating voters or
election inspectors; touching any election equipment; or disrupting the administration of
the election.

NOTE: If a poll watcher violates these standards of conduct, an election inspector will ask them
to leave. If they refuse to leave, an election inspector will call law enforcement.

Poll watchers:
o Are not required to be registered to vote in Michigan.
o Are subject to the same conduct standards as challengers.
e Cannot be candidates for an elective office to be veted on at the election.

¢ Are not authorized to challenge a person’s right to vote or the actions of the precinct
board.

¢ Are not permitted to position themselves or sit behind the election inspectors’ processing
table.

e Must sit or stand in the “public-area” of the polling place where they will not interfere with
the voting process.

o Are not authorized toapproach or talk to voters for any reason.

e Are allowed to view the Pollbook at the discretion of the precinct board chairperson.
Poll watchers who wish to be present in an absent voter counting board must remain in the
room in which the absent voter counting board is working until close of the polls at 8:00 p.m.,
and are required to take and sign the following oath:

“I (name) do solemnly swear (or affirm) that | shall not communicate in any way information

relative to the processing or tallying of voters that may come to me while in this counting place
until after the polls are closed.”
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