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JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 

The 4th Circuit Court is the Jurisdiction for a District 31 candidate recount 

petition. This is in accordance with "SDCL 12-21-20; Notice to circuit judge ofrecount 

petition--Appointment and convening of recount board." The date the order appealed was 

signed and filed by the trial court was on August 5th , 2024. The date notice of entry of the 

order was served on each party was August_9th , 2024. The appeal to the order was filed 

on September 6th , 2024. 

STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

I. ls SDCL 12-21-10 an unconstitutional statute due to the fact there can be more than 
one legal reason to petition for a recount? 

Circuit Court Judge Connelly held in the negative. 

The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 

SDCL 12-17B-5 

SDCL 12-17B-5.1 

SDCL 12-21-10 

52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §IO I 02 

South Dakota Const. aii. VII ~ 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 



• 

South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 

U.S Const. art. VI, Cl. 2 

SOS Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 

II. Is SDCL 12-21-10 an unconstitutional statute due to the fact our elections are 

tabulated a lot differently than they were tabulated over four decades ago when the 2 

percent was added to this statute? 

Circuit Court Judge Connelly held in the negative. 

The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 

SDCL 12-17B-5 

SDCL 12-178-5.1 

SDCL 12-21-10 

52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §IO I 02 

South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 

South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 

U.S Const. art. VI, Cl. 2 

SOS Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
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III. Did the Appellant concede that the election results were legal or correct? 

Circuit Court Judge Connelly signed order that stated I did. 

The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 

SDCL 12-17B-5 

SDCL 12-17B-5.l 

SDCL 12-21-10 

52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 

South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 

South Dakota Const. art. VJ § 19 Bill of Rights 

U.S Const. art. VI, Cl. 2 

SOS Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 

IV. Is Appellant allowed a recount according to our constitution that specifies our 

elections should be fair and equal? 

Circuit Court Judge Connelly held in the negative. 

The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 

SDCL 12-17B-5 

SDCL 12-17B-5.1 
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SDCL 12-21-10 

52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS § 10102 

South Dakota Const. art. VII § l Elections and Right of Suffrage 

South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 

U.S Const. art. VI, Cl. 2 

SOS Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 

V. Is it reasonable and legal to petition a government office for a recount when it can be 

proven the Auditor conducted an illegal election by her own records and documentation of 

the illegal test deck that was given to her by ES&S the tabulator company? 

Circuit Court Judge Connelly held in the negative. 

The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 

SDCL 12-17B-5 

SDCL 12-17B-5.1 

SDCL 12-21-10 

52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS § 10102 

South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 

South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 

U. S Const. art. VI, Cl. 2 

4 



STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

The order I am appealing was submitted by Judge Jeffery Connelly within the 4th 

Circuit Court. The order was regarding a verified petition I had filed on June 11th, 2024 

for a recount of the primary District 31 South Dakota Senate that I was a candidate in. 

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 

I was a candidate for District 31 South Dakota Senate. The primary was held on 

June 4th
, 2024. I submitted a petition for a recount on June 11 th , 2024 to the Lawrence 

County Auditor Brenda McGruder. She did not want to except and file my verified petition 

due to SDCL 12-21-10. I felt this was wrong because the test deck was done illegally by 

the Auditor. The Auditor had the physical proof, the election statutes, and the 

administrative rules on how to conduct a legal testing but failed to. Test decks are used by 

all auditors in the state of South Dakota to test the computerized tabulators before certifying 

the tabulators. The computer tabulators are required to be certified before each election and 

to be found errorless according to SDCL 12-l 7B-5; Testing system before election-

Certification of errorless machine--Promulgation of rules--Public notice--Independent 

candidate and ballot committee contact information. 

Before certifying they are supposed to be found errorless according to this statute. This is 

the auditor's job and she should have known what a legal test deck was after being our 

Auditor for several years. Since all Recount Petitions are sent to the circuit court and 
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given a docket number by the clerk of courts in order for the circuit court to decide, I 

went directly to the clerk of courts and filed my verified petition on June, 11 th , 2024. 

Then Auditor McGruder was served the verified petition by the Sheriffs Department that 

she refused to file and forward to the clerk of court's office so the clerk of courts office 

could assign a docket number and forward to the circuit court judge as done in all verified 

petitions for a recount. The Auditor never admitted to her wrongdoing of illegally 

certifying the computerized tabulators and had no intentions of allowing me to petition 

for a justifiable grievance. 

ARGUMENT 

It is stated in a report titled "Table of Laws Held Unconstitutional in Whole or in Part by 

the Supreme Court", the US Federal Supreme Court has declared that 984 cases were 

considered unconstitutional laws across the United States from the year starting in 1803 

through the year of 2021. This can be found at the following link; 

https://constitution.congress.gov/resources/unconstitutional-laws/ 

I could use all these 984 cases for my case law support of my opinion but that is wasteful 

time for me and the court. My point is that it is not uncommon for state laws to be 

considered unconstitutional. I believe SDCL 12-21-10 is one of them. According to Legal 

Brief AI the term "obvious" in legal documents, "Refers to something that is clear and 

easy to understand. When something is described as obvious, it means that there is little 

to no confusion about it. For example, if a mistake is obvious, it is something that anyone 

looking at the situation can see without needing to dig deeper. This clarity is important in 

legal matters because it helps prevent misunderstandings and disputes. 
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If a term or condition in a contract is obvious, it means that all parties involved should 

easily grasp what it means without needing further explanation." This is the following 

link; https://www.legalbriefai.com/legal-terms/obvious 

I believe it is obvious that I should have been allowed a recount when the Auditor 

illegally certified the computer tabulators. I believe it is clear that the SD constitution 

should have precedence over state statute SDCL 12-21-10. Pursuant to "South Dakota 

Const. art. VII § 1 Right to vote. Elections shall be free and equal, and no power, civil or 

military, shall at any time interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage." 

This is repeated in our constitution in "South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights, 

Free and equal elections--Right of suffrage--Soldier voting. Elections shall be free and 

equal, and no power, civil or military, shall at any time interfere to prevent the free 

exercise of the right of suffrage. Soldiers in time of war may vote at their post of duty in 

or out of the state, under regulations to be prescribed by the Legislature." The Supremacy 

Clause allows the SD Constitution precedence. U.S Article VI, Clause 2: "This 

Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in Pursuance 

thereof; and all Treaties made, or which shall be made, under the Authority of the United 

States, shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in every State shall be 

bound thereby, any Thing in the Constitution or Laws of any State to the Contrary 

notwithstanding." 

A candidate is allowed to petition for a recount according to the recount chapter of 

SD codified laws. According to the U.S. Const. amend. I, it confirms I am allowed to 

petition grievances. SDCL 12-21-10 is unconstitutional, by only allowing one reason to 
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petition for a recount. I had multiple reasons of illegal conduct by the Election official to 

petition. My grievance was a factual real wrong done by the Election official called 

Auditor. To deprive me for a hand recount is completely illegal according to our Federal 

Civil Rights and our South Dakota Constitution. My petition stated all the multiple laws 

and administrative rules that the auditor broke when testing the computerized tabulator 

and I attached the illegal test deck that she used to illegally certify the computerized 

tabulators. My Verified Petition for a Recount also included the illegal test deck and a 

document that explains how to read the test deck. Judge Connelly never asked about why 

it was illegal nor mentioned he read it. I believe there should have been an automatic 

hand recount authorized and performed as soon as I showed the illegal test deck and state 

laws to the circuit court. Judge Connelly stated during the hearing that he did not feel 

obligated to follow the constitution but to follow the statute SDCL 12-21-10. I had 

witnesses watching the hearing. The transcript for some reason does not show this 

statement. I wrote it in my notes when he stated it. His actions and other statements in the 

transcript support what I heard him say. If a hand recount had been allowed right away 

this would have saved me from doing a contest. Since it was the Auditor's fault the 

computerized tabulators were certified illegally, it should have been the county's 

responsibility to automatically hand recount the primary election to correct their unlawful 

activity. It also would have saved me stress, money, and time by possibly not having to 

start a contest case that is supposed to be filed separately with a complaint to the Civil 

Court as stated in the contest law of SDCL 12-22-8; Summons and complaint to 

commence contest. 
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At the hearing on the Petition to Recount I argued throughout the entire recount 

hearing, that statute SDCL 12-21-10 was unconstitutional by only allowing only one 

reason for an recount. This statute was amended in 1982 after Thorness vs Daschel. This 

is over 41 years ago it was implemented. This is four decades before we used internet or 

had these computerized tabulators. My one expert, who tested tabulators for 20 years for 

the Election Assistance Commission of the United State stated to me that the election 

results can be completely flipped due to the illegal test deck results. We do not know 

what the actual percentage of difference was because the computer tabulator was certified 

illegally according to the test deck. I also submitted the illegal test deck with my original 

petition. I submitted a factual copy of the illegal test deck that Judge Connelly ignored. 

Not once did he ask me why it was an illegal test deck. He did not care. There is a reason 

my experts were paid by the United States government to test these computer tabulators. 

There is a reason to have tests done properly and legally for these computerized 

tabulators. The reason is to have legal elections. Judge Connelly made himself a 

computer tabulator expert without having the education or qualifications. The race was 

never lawfully proven that the margin was over two percent. The act of assuming and not 

proving means nothing. To lawfully prove what the election results were a hand recount 

should have been done and still should be done. 

The observance of the principle of universal suffrage means: a) every citizen, 

upon coming up to the age fixed by the Constitution, laws, has the right to elect and to be 

elected to the bodies of state power, to local self-governments, other bodies of people's 
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(national) representation, to elective posts on the conditions and in line. This is in 

accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 10102. The Interference with freedom of elections under the 

"color of law" is a violation. 

We are to have free and equal elections as our constitution states. There was 

nothing free and equal about the primary election. It is that simple and I don't need 984 

US Federal cases of case law to support this brief. This brief is a truthful opinion wrote 

by an over worked person who is frustrated at how my rights were stomped into the 

ground. I have spent well over $2,500 to do these cases. Hiring a lawyer would have 

made it more expensive. Expenses I never should have had in the first place. I am worn 

out, but I am still hanging in there because it is the right thing to do. I spent plenty of 

money and time running for office for the first time in my. life. My platform during my 

campaign was to get other non-lifetime politicians to run for office. The way I have been 

treated by not having a fair and equal election does not encourage others to run for office. 

Maybe that is what was intended by the circuit court by giving me such a hard time for a 

simple hand recount of only 4,000 ballots. This did not have to be this stressful to make 

sure our elected officials follow the laws regarding elections. This has an affect on us all. 

This will affect all our future generations if not fixed. I would not wish what has 

happened to me on anyone else. This has taken lots of time from my work and family. It 

has not been easy on my family or me to pursue what is right for future generations. 



Conclusion 

The relief sought was and still is a hand recount. Statement issues are now added in this 

brief in hopes that the Supreme Court will give clarification relief on constitutional 

Verified Petition Recount based off of justified grounds. This relief of answering these 

issues, would have saved and will save future stress, time, and money. I had expenditures 

and these are damages. Relief is sought for damages to my constitutional, statutory rights, 

and civil rights. The clarification on statement issues will prevent other problems and 

issues in the future in our state for every citizen and candidates. This is preventative 

relief. 
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Vote Flips & Programming Issues 
mit Pfiilabetpma Wm-

by Jonathan Lai 
Published Dec. 12, 2019, 5:54 p.m. ET 

When votes were tallied last month using new voting machines in 

Northampton County, it was quickly obvious that something had gone 

wrong. 

The numbers were so clearly inaccurate that a judge ordered the 

machines impounded. Scanners were brought in to help count ballots, 

and voters questioned the integrity of the machines and the security of 

the election. The fiasco heightened concerns about the 2020 presidential 

election in Pennsylvania as the state looks to implement new voting 

machines in all 67 counties before the April primary. 

It turns out the machines had been set up improperly, county officials 

and the voting machine vendor said Thursday. a week after they began an 

investigation. The machines weren't prepared to read the results of the 

specific ballot design used in Northampton County, and dozens of 

machines had touchscreens that weren't properly calibrated. 

tlttps://www.inquirer.com/politics[Qennsylvania/northampton
county-penns','_lliania:Yo_ting_cffim;tljnes-20191212.lltml 

Hamas war Memorial Day travel Train's Charlie Colin dies 

- BY MELISSA GOLDIN 
- Published 7:41 PM CDT, November 8, 2023 

Voters in Northampton County were asked to decide whether two sitting judges, Pennsylvania 

Superior Court Judges Jack Panella, a Democrat. and Victor Stabile. a Republican. should each be 

retained for additional 10-year terms by marking "yes" or "no" for each candidate. Panella and 

Stabile were not running against each other. just vying for another term. 

However, officials found that the "yes" or "no" votes for each judge f!Jl~ared to have been 

switched on a printed summary shown to voters before they cast their ballot, Charles Dertinger, 

the Northampton County director of administration, said at a press conference on Tuesday. For 

example. if a voter marked "yes" to retain Panella and "no" on Stabile, it was reflected on the 

summary as "no· on Panella and "yes· on Stabile. 

llttps: // SQO ews. com/ a rti cle/f act-ch ec k-pe n nsyl van i a-electio n-vote-fli p-545307 2481 02 

Watch the 
11/7/2023 

Press 
Conference 

https:Uwww.youtube.com/live 
/H4zAV9Rpbs0?t=364s 



Programming Issues 
A candidate in Georgia who 
appeared to get few Election Day 
votes was actually in first place. 
The discrepancy in a race for a county-level board of 
commissioners seat was blamed on a series of technical errors. 

ffi Share full art,cfe ~ i::J 

"I hope that this never happens to another candidate, in another 
race ever again;' Ms. Spears said. "It has been a nightmare." 

' ByNeilVi~ 

June 6, 2022 

A candidate for a county office near Atlanta was vaulted into first 

place after a series of technical errors made it appear that she had 

not mustered a single Election Day vote in a vast majority of 

precincts in last month's Democratic primary, election officials 

determined. 

The candidate, Michelle Long Spears, was shortchanged by 3,792 

votes in the District 2 primary for the Board of Commissioners in 

DeKalb County, Ga., that was held on May 24, according to newly

certified results released on Friday. 

In all but four of the district's nearly 40 precincts, no Election Day 

votes were recorded for Ms. Spears, who had received more than 

2,000 early votes. She said that she immediately alerted state and 

county election authorities. 

t,_11ps://www.nytimes.comf2022/0_6/06/us/Qolitics/michelle-long-spears
ge__Qrgia~'1tml 

No Votes Counted 
for a Candidate 
https:/ /www, you_tube._c_omiwatch? 
v=MECS OXfoH0 



Let's Review - Dodge County WI, 2024 

• Actual worksheets by the City Clerk 

• No Guidance by the US Election Assistance Commission (EAC) 

• No Guidance by the Board of Elections (WI) 

• No Guidance by vendor (ES&S) 

• No Guidance by the County Auditor 



WI - 2024 Logic & Accuracy Totals Sheet - Dems 

Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 
2) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



WI - 2024 Logic & Accuracy Totals Sheet - Reps 

Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 
2) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



WI - 2024 Logic & Accuracy Totals Sheet - 2 Races 

Here are items to review: 
5) Does each option have a unique 
number assigned from any other 
option on the ballot 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

ies present in the test 



Question - Over Vote & Under Vote 

• Over Vote - is when a voter votes for more options than is allowed for 
that race. Most races you can only select one option. Some races like 
SD Legislative House, Commissioners, City Council and School 
Boards, you can select two, three or more candidates in that race, an 
over vote occurs, when the voter exceeds the number of choices 
allowed. All of those votes for that race are discarded and not counted 
in the candidate buckets for final tabulation, the rest of the ballot is 
counted. 

• Under Vote - is when a voter decided to either vote for no options in a 
two option race. In multi-option races, if the voter decided to only vote 
for one option, event though they could vote for more, the vote for the 
one option is still counted, and is typically not flagged as an under vote 
in the reporting software. 



Test Decks - SD Current Laws 
The front line in catching programming issues and establishing confidence. 
12-17B-5. Testing system before election--Certification of errorless machine--Promulgation of rules--Public notice--Independent 
candidate and ballot committee contact information. 

Not more than ten days prior to an election, the person in charge of the election shall conduct a test of the automatic tabulating equipment to 
ascertain that the egmpment will correctly count the votes cast for all offices and on all measures. The test must be open to the pulJhc. The 
person in charge onhe election shall notify the county chair of each political party with a candidate on the ballot, any independent candidate or 
candidate witliout party affiliation on the oallot, and the ballot question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated 
constitutional amendment of the testing of the automatic tabulating equipment one week before the test is conducted. The person in charge of 
the election shall post notice of the time and place of the test in the same manner as a public meeting agenda, pursuant to § 1-25-1.1. 

If an errorless count by an automatic tabulating machine is achieved by the test, the person in char~ of the election shall certify the machine. 
The St~te Board of Elections s_hall promulgate rules, pursuant to chapter 1-26, prescribing the certification of properly functionmg automatic 
tabulatmg eqmpment under this section. 

If an error is detected, the cause of the error shall be determined and corrected. Once the error is corrected, the person in charge of the election 
shall conduct a new test of the automatic tabulating equipment. The person in charge of the election may not approve the automatic tabulating 
equipment until an errorless count is made. 

Any additional testing required to achieve an errorless count must be open to the public. The person in charge of the election shall post notice 
of tbe time and place of an additional test in the same manner as a public meeting agenda, pursuant to § 1-23-1. l. The person in charge of the 
election shall notify the county chair of each political party with a candidate on the ballot, any indepenaent candidate or candidate without 
party affiliation on the ballot, and the ballot question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated constitutional 
amendment of the testing of the automatic tabulating equipment twenty-four hours prior to the test. 

The secretary of state shall provide each councy auditor with the contact information for any independent candidate, candidate without party 
affiliation appearing on the ballot, and the ballot question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated constitutional 
amendment m the auditor's county. 

12-17B-12. Test of system repeated prior to counting ballots. 
The test required by§ 12-17B-5 shall be repeated immediately before the start of the official count of the ballots. 



SD SOS Administrative Rules 
The front line in catching programming issues and establishing confidence. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

5:02:09:01.02. Test of tabulating equipment. The person in charge of the election shall conduct tests of the automatic tabulating 
equipment as required in SDCL 12-17B-5 and 12-17B-12. The test must be conducted by processing a preaudited group of ballots in a test 
deck marked to record a predetermmed number of vahd votes for each candidate and eacli measure. A tally sheet must be created prior to the 
machine count to show fiow the sample of ballots is marked and what the machine vote totals must be to prove an errorless count. If more 
than one ballot is used in the election, a test deck must be made for each ballot that is unique in any way. For each office and ballot question, 
the test deck must include: 

( 1) One or more ballots with a vote for each candidate and each side of a ballot question; 

(2) One or more ballots with votes in excess of the number allowed by law for each office and question; and 

(3) One or more ballots with an undervote; 

( 4) One or more ballots completely blank to verify that the machine is correctly configured pursuant to SDCL 12-17B-13 .1; and 

(5) One or more ballots that do not have a ballot stamp. 

• At least twenty-five test ballots must be included in the total of all test decks. Individual test decks for individual ballots must be of 
sufficient size to prove the accuracy of the sxstem. If absentee ballots are to be received folded, at least ten percent of the test ballots in any 
individual test deck must be similarly foldeo. The person conducting the test of the tabulating equipment shall date and sign the printout, 
verifying that the results of the machine's Qrinted paper vote totals exactly match the tally sheet from which the sample of ballots was 
marked. Any test deck, tally sheet, and signeo printout must be secured and retained with the official ballots. 

• If more than one tabulating machine is to be used in the election, each machine must be fully tested on any ballot which each machine will 
be used to count in the election. 

• In addition to these tests, any test deck may be processed any time before or after completion of the official count. 



SD - 2022 Minnehaha County L&A Test Reports 
ExpressVote Machines 

Detail Results 
Machine ID: 8 Machine I: 8513090103 

11/28/202210:09;47 
ftslBdot Dale lime: 
....... Dale Time: 

11/28/2022 10:08:50 
11/28/2022 10:09:29 

Contest 

OvetVotes 
Under Votes 

Total 

For Stace Repruentalfve. ozs 
(VoteFor2) 
DEM Dan Ahlffl 
OEM Oavfd Klis A Hundred 
REP Jon Hansen · · · 
RE?RandyGmss · __ .... ·-· __ 

OvetVotes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Proce,sed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

.... ~1 .6·.--x···•·.· ·-·· .... ·i"J!!l~_JO··>' ,,·· 

. -=:~ .. -3 . :'€~ 
1:@ 
3Z 

95 
95 
o@ 

Minnehaha County. SD 
Sta~ General 

1~022 Here are items to review: 

1) Does each option have a vote 
selected for them? 

2) Does each option have a unique 
number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 
5) Were blank sheets cast? 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



SD - 2022 Minnehaha County L&A Test Reports 
ExpressVote Machines 

Detail Results 
Machine ID: B Madme I: 8513090103 

ll/2812022 10:09:47 
.Flrse 8aMol Dale Time: 
~~ Dale Time: 

ll/2812022 10:08:50 
ll/2&'2022 10:09:29 

Contest 

OvefVotes 
UnderVoies 

Total 

For County Commissioner At Large 
(VoteFor3) 
DEM Nichole Cauwels 
OEM Tom Holmes. -. ··---~··"' __ _ 

R.EP Joe Kippley 
REP Jen Bleyenberg 
REP_9~~~~~~~~ "-~Vn 

Total Sheets Proceued: 
Total Ballots tast: 
Blank Shee!s Cast: 

VOie$ 

0 
u 
24 

9S 
95 
o@ 

Minnehaha County, SD 
Stare General 

l l,'Ol!g022 
Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 

2) Does each option have a unique 
number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 
5) Were blank sheets cast? 
6) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option on the ballot 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



SD - 2022 Minnehaha County L&A Test Reports 
ExpressVote Machines 

Detail Results 
Machine ID: B Machine#: 8513090103 

ll/2t!g02Z 09:47:13 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Balot Dare Time: 

For State Senator, 011 
(Vore For 1) 
DEM She,yf L Johnson 
R!:P Jim Stalzer 

For State Senator, D12 
(Vote For 1) 
DEM Jessica Meyers 
REP Arch Beal 

11/28/2022 09:15:47 
11/28/2022 09:46:28 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

~ 

~ 

Votes 

115 
115 
10 
10 

250 

115 us 
--fo 

10 
250 

2325 
2325 
93 

3 of9 

Minnehaha County, SD 
Stare General 

ll/0&'2022 

Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 
2) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 
5) Were blank sheets cast? 
6) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option on the ballot 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



2024 - Brookin!!s, SD on the right path 
In this Election, the Republicans have a separate ballots for their 
races. There are 5 ballot styles. (The 6th one is the Democrat Ballot) 

Here the Brookings County Auditor get high marks. 
1) There are unique numbers for each candidate within each race. 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 
2) Unique Number assigned for all options for entire ballot. 

It is known that there was an issue with the ExpressVote Ballots. 
1) The county did not test, due to programming issue, their plan is to 

manually convert those ballots to hand marked ballots for 
processing. 



2024 - Brookings, SD on the right path 
In this Election, the Republicans have a separate ballots for their 
races. There are 5 ballot styles. (The 6th one is the Democrat Ballot) 

Here the Brookings County Auditor get high marks. 
1) There are unique numbers for each candidate within each race. 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 
2) Unique Number assigned for all options for entire ballot. 

It is known that there was an issue with the ExpressVote Ballots. 
1) The county did not test, due to programming issue, their plan is to 

manually convert those ballots to hand marked ballots for 
processing. 



2024 - Brookings, SD on the right path 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary. 

Here the Brookings County Auditor get high marks. 
1) There are unique numbers for each candidate for President. 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is known that there was an issue with the ExpressVote Ballots 
1) The county did not test, due to programming issue, their plan is to 

manually convert those ballots to hand marked ballots for 
processing. 



~ 

Gregory County, SD 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary, both Parties have the Initiated Ballot Measure. 

Here the Gregory County Auditor correctly 
1) Used unique numbers for the Senate(R), President (D), IM races 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) The House(R) race failed to have unique numbers for each option. 
2) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is not noted if the Express Vote Systems were properly tested here. 

*A Hand Recount of the House race of this precinct is 
recommended due to improper test deck. 



.. .. 

Gregory County, SD 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary, both Parties have the Initiated Ballot Measure. 

Here the Gregory County Auditor correctly 
1) Used unique numbers for the Senate(R), President (D), and the 

Precinct Committee Race(R). 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) The House(R) and Initiated Ballot Measure races failed to have 

unique numbers for each option. 
2) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is not noted if the ExpressVote Systems were properly tested here. 

*A Hand Recount of the House and IM races of this precinct is 
recommended due to improper test deck. 



~ 

Gregory County, SD 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary, both Parties have the Initiated Ballot Measure. 

Here the Gregory County Auditor correctly 
1) Used unique numbers for the Senate(R), President (D), IM races 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) The House(R) race failed to have unique numbers for each option. 
2) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is not noted if the ExpressVote Systems were properly tested here. 

*A Hand Recount of the House Race of this precinct is 
recommended due to improper test deck. 



What next? 

• This is crucial evidence for voters and candidates. 

• If we find any issues: 
• Could require retesting 
• Could compel a hand count of the elections for those races where the test 

decks did not properly test the equipment 
• Could require a 100% Post Election Audit 
• Could require discovery of the cast vote records and ballot images 
• Could point to incompetence and termination of election officials 
• Could result in lawsuits 
• Could result in Civil Rights Investigations 

• Take good notes, consider writing an affidavit if you believe the issues 
you witness may impact the election. 



Questions to Ask & Building the Evidence 
1) Get the sample ballots from every precinct for each unique ballot design. 
2) Ask if they fold the absentee ballots when mailing them out? 
3) Ask if they tested the ExpressVote machines separately, ask for copies of reports? 
4) Ask how many ExpressVote ballots they used for each precinct. 
5) Evaluate if they tested enough ballots with folds, 10% is required (SD Rule - s:02:09:01.02) 

6) Ensure all tabulators are tested, get Test Deck Report(s) for each tabulator. 
7) Ask for the Cast Vote Records (Minnehaha, Lincoln, Pennington and Davison only)* 
8) Get the Ballot Images (Minnehaha, Lincoln, Pennington and Davison only)* 

If they can not provide this, they have not proven they know how to use the election 
equipment, nor have they proven the systems are secure and ready for the election. 

*NOTE: During Public Accuracy Tests, ask for Ballot Images and CVRs, since there is no identifying information of a voter 
issue here ... so privacy is not an issue at all. (Voters do not fill out ballots for the test decks) 



Questions for the Auditors 

• Do you have the EAC Certificate? 

• When was the last time you scanned the equipment for viruses? 

• When was the battery replaced? Is it older than 3 years? 

• When was the last time ES&S did maintenance? 

• Did you backup the tabulator before maintenance was done? 

• Do you have a logbook for the storage of tabulators, that notes 
who had access to the systems? 



2024 South Dakota Test 
Deck Project 

Validating the 2024 Primary Election in South Dakota 



Vote Flips & Programming Issues 
mit }mlabtlpliia ~rtr 

by Jonathan Lai 
Published Dec. 12, 2019, 5:54 p.m. ET 

When votes were tallied last month using new voting machines in 

Northampton County, it was quickly obvious that something had gone 

wrong. 

The numbers were so clearly inaccurate that a judge ordered the 

machines impounded. Scanners were brought in to help count ballots, 

and voters questioned the integrity of the machines and the security of 

the election. The fiasco heightened concerns about the 2020 presidential 

election in Pennsylvania as the state looks to implement new voting 

machines in all 67 counties before the April primary. 

It turns out the machines had been set up improperly. county officials 

and the voting machine vendor said Thursday. a week after they began an 

investigation. The machines weren't prepared to read the results of the 

specific ballot design used in Northampton County, and dozens of 

machines had touchscreens that weren't properly calibrated. 

bttp s:J Jwww. illilJJlrnLco m!politi cs/pe nnsyl vanial north am_pto n
CQU nty-penn s¥.l \l__an ia_-voti ng-m ac hin e.s, 20191212.htrnl 

Hamas war Memorial Day travel Train's Charlie Colin dies 

- BY MEUSSAGOI.OIN 
- Published 7:41 PM CDT, November 8, 2023 

Voters in Northampton County were asked to decide whether two sitting judges, Pennsylvania 

Superior Court Judges Jack Panella, a Democrat, and Victor Stabile, a Republican, should each be 

retained for additional 10-year terms by marking "yes" or "no" for each candidate. Panella and 

Stabile were not running against each other, just vying for another term. 

However, officials found that the "yes" or "no" votes for each judge i!IW~ared to have been 

switched on a printed summary shown to voters before they cast their ballot, Charles Dertinger. 

the Northampton County director of administration, said at a press conference on Tuesday. For 

example, if a voter marked "yes" to retain Panella and "no" on Stabile, it was reflected on the 
summary as "no" on Panella and "yes" on Stabile. 

https ://a p news. co ml a rticleJfa ct -c heck-J).e.ons.yll/a_ni_a-electi o n-vote-f Li P.c5.A5.3Ql2.4-8102 

Watch the 
11/7/2023 

Press 
Conference 

b.t1P~/www.yootube.comLfr,1_e. 
LH4zb_\/9RptIB_Q'Zt=364s 



Programming Issues 
A candidate in Georgia who 
appeared to get few Election Day 
votes was actually in first place. 
The discrepancy in a race for a county-level board of 
commissioners seat was blamed on a series of technical errors. 

m Sha,efullarticle ~ [:l 

"I hope that this never happens to another candidate, in another 

race ever again;' Ms. Spears said. "It has been a nightmare." 

' By Neil Vigdor 

June 6, 2022 

A candidate for a county office near Atlanta was vaulted into first 

place after a series of technical errors made it appear that she had 

not mustered a single Election Day vote in a vast majority of 

precincts in last month's Democratic primary, election officials 

determined. 

The candidate, Michelle Long Spears, was shortchanged by 3,792 

votes in the District 2 primary for the Board of Commissioners in 

DeKalb County, Ga., that was held on May 24, according to newly

certified results released on Friday. 

In all but four of the district's nearly 40 precincts, no Election Day 

votes were recorded for Ms. Spears, who had received more than 

2,000 early votes. She said that she immediately alerted state and 

county election authorities. 

b11Q__Wwww.nytirne_s,e__Qm/2022/_Q_61ill3_LusJpolitics/miche_lle-'"longcs,pe_ars
georgia.htrnl 

No Votes Counted 
for a Candidate 
https://www.youtube.com/watch? 
'L=MECS..QXfoHO 



Let's Review - Dodge County WI, 2024 

• Actual worksheets by the City Clerk 

• No Guidance by the US Election Assistance Commission (EAC) 

• No Guidance by the Board of Elections (WI) 

• No Guidance by vendor (ES&S) 

• No Guidance by the County Auditor 



WI - 2024 Logic & Accuracy Totals Sheet - Dems 

Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 
2) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



WI - 2024 Logic & Accuracy Totals Sheet - Reps 

Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 
2) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



WI - 2024 Logic & Accuracy Totals Sheet - 2 Races 

Here are items to review: 
5) Does each option have a unique 
number assigned from any other 
option on the ballot 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

ies present in the test 



• 

Question - Over Vote & Under Vote 

• Over Vote - is when a voter votes for more options than is allowed for 
that race. Most races you can only select one option. Some races like 
SD Legislative House, Commissioners, City Council and School 
Boards, you can select two, three or more candidates in that race, an 
over vote occurs, when the voter exceeds the number of choices 
allowed. All of those votes for that race are discarded and not counted 
in the candidate buckets for final tabulation, the rest of the ballot is 
counted. 

• Under Vote - is when a voter decided to either vote for no options in a 
two option race. In multi-option races, if the voter decided to only vote 
for one option, event though they could vote for more, the vote for the 
one option is still counted, and is typically not flagged as an under vote 
in the reporting software. 



Test Decks - SD Current Laws 
The front line in catching programming issues and establishing confidence. 
12-178-5. Testing system before election--Certification of errorless machine--Promulgation of rules--Public notice--Independent 
candidate and ballot committee contact information. 

Not more than ten days prior to an election, the person in charge of the election shall conduct a test of the automatic tabulating equipment to 
ascertain that the egmpment will correctly count the votes cast for all offices and on all measures. The test must be open to the pulJhc. The 
person in charge orthe election shall notify the county chair of each political party with a candidate on the ballot, any independent candidate or 
candidate witliout party affiliation on the oallot, and the ballot question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated 
constitutional amendment of the testing of the automatic tabulating equipment one week before the test is conducted. The person in charge of 
the election shall post notice of the time and place of the test in the same manner as a public meeting agenda, pursuant to § 1-25-1. l. 

If an errorless count by an automatic tabulating machine is achieved by the test, the person in char~ of the election shall certify the machine. 
The State Board of Elections shall promulgate rules, pursuant to chapter 1-26, prescribing the certification of properly functiomng automatic 
tabulating equipment under this section. 

If an error is detected, the cause of the error shall be determined and corrected. Once the error is corrected, the person in charge of the election 
shall conduct a new test of the automatic tabulating equipment. The person in charge of the election may not approve the automatic tabulating 
equipment until an errorless count is made. 

Any additional testing required to achieve an errorless count must be open to the public. The person in charge of the election shall post notice 
of the time and place of an additional test in the same manner as a public meeting agenda, pursuant to § 1-2"5- l. l. The person in charge of the 
election shall notify the county chair of each political party with a candidate on the ballot, any indepenaent candidate or candidate without 
party affiliation on the ballot, and the ballot question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated constitutional 
amendment of the testing of the automatic tabulating equipment twenty-four hours prior to the test. 

The secretary of state shall provide each county auditor with the contact information for any independent candidate, candidate without party 
affiliation appearing on the ballot, and the ballot question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated constitutional 
amendment m the auditor's county. 

12-17B-12. Test of system repeated prior to counting ballots. 
The test required by§ 12-17B-5 shall be repeated immediately before the start of the official count of the ballots. 



• 

SD SOS Administrative Rules 
The front line in catching programming issues and establishing confidence. 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

5:02:09:01.02. Test of tabulating equipment. The person in charge of the election shall conduct tests of the automatic tabulating 
equipment as required in SDCL 12-17B-5 and 12-17B-l 2. The test must be conducted by processing a preaudited group of ballots in a test 
deck: marked to record a predetermmed number of vahd votes for each candidate and each measure. A tally sheet must be created prior to the 
machine count to show now the sample of ballots is marked and what the machine vote totals must be to prove an errorless count. If more 
than one ballot is used in the election, a test deck must be made for each ballot that is unique in any way. For each office and ballot question, 
the test deck must include: 

( l) One or more ballots with a vote for each candidate and each side of a ballot question; 

(2) One or more ballots with votes in excess of the number allowed by law for each office and question; and 

(3) One or more ballots with an undervote; 

(4) One or more ballots completely blank to verify that the machine is correctly configured pursuant to SDCL 12-17B-13.l; and 

(5) One or more ballots that do not have a ballot stamp. 

• At least twenty-five test ballots must be included in the total of all test decks. Individual test decks for individual ballots must be of 
sufficient size to prove the accuracy of the system. If absentee ballots are to be received folded, at least ten percent of the test ballots in any 
individual test deck must be similarly foldea. The person conducting the test of the tabulating equipment shall date and sign the printout, 
verifying that the results of the machine's {?rinted paper vote totals exactly match the tally sheet from which the sample of ballots was 
marked. Any test deck, tally sheet, and signea printout must be secured and retained with the official ballots. 

• If more than one tabulating machine is to be used in the election, each machine must be fully tested on any ballot which each machine will 
be used to count in the election. 

• In addition to these tests, any test deck may be processed any time before or after completion of the official count. 



SD - 2022 Minnehaha County L&A Test Reports 
ExpressVote Machines 

Detail Results 
Madrine 10: B Machine I: 8513090103 

ll/2812022 10:09:47 
first Bab Date Time: 
UStBd(.lt~Tlme: 

11/28/2022 10:08:50 
11/28/2022 10:09:29 

Conlesl 

OvtrVotes 
UnderVotes 

Total 

For State Representallve, 025 
(Vote Fot2) 
DEM Dan Ahlers 
DEM David Klis A Hundred 
REP'ion Hansen - --- -
REP R~Jiross ___ _ _ ____ -~-

Ovtr Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots cast: 
Blank Sheets cast. 

. -

Votes 

0 
u 
24 

16 ~---
------~- - 0 

~-· . ; ~, 

--- ::::.:~- i,k·/ 

1:@ 
32 

95 
9S 
o@ 

Minnehaha County, SD 
State General 

1yosa_o22 Here are items to review: 

1) Does each option have a vote 
selected for them? 

2) Does each option have a unique 
number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 
5) Were blank sheets cast? 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



SD - 2022 Minnehaha County L&A Test Reports 
ExpressVote Machines 

Detail Results 
Madllne 10: B Machine I: 8513090103 

ll/2812022 10:09:47 
First Ballot Dale Tirne: 
last 8alot Dale Tirne: 

11/28/2022 10:08:50 
11/28/2022 10:09:29 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under VOie$ 

Total 

For County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 3) 
OEM Nichole Cauwels 
DEM Tom Holmes - -
REP Joe ~ipp~y _____________ __.......;,:-,.;;;.., 
REP Jen Bleyenber9 ________ ___,....,._ 

REP Geraid Betfnga~.--...... 
OVt!t' 

Total Sheets Processed: 
T oral Ballots Cast 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

95 
9S 
o@ 

Minnehaha County, SD 
State General 

lllOl!a.022 
Here are items to review: 

1) Does each option have a vote 
selected for them? 

2) Does each option have a unique 
number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 
5) Were blank sheets cast? 
6) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option on the ballot 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



SD - 2022 Minnehaha County L&A Test Reports 
ExpressVote Machines 

Detail Results 
Machine ID: B Machine I: 8513090103 

11/2M_022 09:47:13 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Tlme: 

For Sure Sen.ator, 011 
(Vote For l) 
OEM Sheryl L Johnson 
RE',P Jim Stalzer 

For sute Sen.ator, 012 
(Vote For l) 
OEM Jessica Meyers 
REP Arch Beal 

11/28/2022 09:15:47 
11/28/2022 09:46:28 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Toul 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Tot.al 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

g 

131 

Votes 

115 
115 
10 
10 

250 

115 
ifs 
10 
10 

250 

2325 
2325 
93 

3 of 9 

Minnehaha County, SD 
State General 

llf()lll2022 

Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 
2) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 
5) Were blank sheets cast? 
6) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option on the ballot 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 



2024 - Brookin~s, SD on the right path 
In this Election, the Republicans have a separate ballots for their 
races. There are 5 ballot styles. (The 6th one is the Democrat Ballot) 

Here the Brookings County Auditor get high marks. 
1) There are unique numbers for each candidate within each race. 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 
2) Unique Number assigned for all options for entire ballot. 

It is known that there was an issue with the ExpressVote Ballots. 
1) The county did not test, due to programming issue, their plan is to 

manually convert those ballots to hand marked ballots for 
processing. 



2024 - Brookings, SD on the right path 
In this Election, the Republicans have a separate ballots for their 
races. There are 5 ballot styles. (The 6th one is the Democrat Ballot) 

Here the Brookings County Auditor get high marks. 
1) There are unique numbers for each candidate within each race. 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 
2) Unique Number assigned for all options for entire ballot. 

It is known that there was an issue with the ExpressVote Ballots. 
1) The county did not test, due to programming issue, their plan is to 

manually convert those ballots to hand marked ballots for 
processing. 



2024- Brookings, SD on the right path 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary. 

Here the Brookings County Auditor get high marks. 
1) There are unique numbers for each candidate for President. 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is known that there was an issue with the ExpressVote Ballots 
1) The county did not test, due to programming issue, their plan is to 

manually convert those ballots to hand marked ballots for 
processing. 



Gregory County, SD 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary, both Parties have the Initiated Ballot Measure. 

Here the Gregory County Auditor correctly 
1) Used unique numbers for the Senate(R), President (D), IM races 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) The House(R) race failed to have unique numbers for each option. 
2) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is not noted if the ExpressVote Systems were properly tested here. 

*A Hand Recount of the House race of this precinct is 
recommended due to improper test deck. 



Gregory County, SD 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary, both Parties have the Initiated Ballot Measure. 

Here the Gregory County Auditor correctly 
1) Used unique numbers for the Senate(R), President (D), and the 

Precinct Committee Race(R). 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) The House(R) and Initiated Ballot Measure races failed to have 

unique numbers for each option. 
2) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is not noted if the ExpressVote Systems were properly tested here. 

*A Hand Recount of the House and IM races of this precinct is 
recommended due to improper test deck. 



Gregory County, SD 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary, both Parties have the Initiated Ballot Measure. 

Here the Gregory County Auditor correctly 
1) Used unique numbers for the Senate(R), President (D), IM races 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) The House(R) race failed to have unique numbers for each option. 
2) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is not noted if the ExpressVote Systems were properly tested here. 

*A Hand Recount of the House Race of this precinct is 
recommended due to improper test deck. 



What next? 

• This is crucial evidence for voters and candidates. 

• If we find any issues: 
• Could require retesting 
• Could compel a hand count of the elections for those races where the test 

decks did not properly test the equipment 
• Could require a 100% Post Election Audit 
• Could require discovery of the cast vote records and ballot images 
• Could point to incompetence and termination of election officials 
• Could result in lawsuits 
• Could result in Civil Rights Investigations 

• Take good notes, consider writing an affidavit if you believe the issues 
you witness may impact the election. 



Questions to Ask & Building the Evidence 
1) Get the sample ballots from every precinct for each unique ballot design. 
2) Ask if they fold the absentee ballots when mailing them out? 
3) Ask if they tested the ExpressVote machines separately, ask for copies of reports? 
4) Ask how many ExpressVote ballots they used for each precinct. 
5) Evaluate if they tested enough ballots with folds, 10% is required (SD Rule - s:02:09:01.02) 

6) Ensure all tabulators are tested, get Test Deck Report(s) for each tabulator. 
7) Ask for the Cast Vote Records (Minnehaha, Lincoln, Pennington and Davison only)* 
8) Get the Ballot Images (Minnehaha, Lincoln, Pennington and Davison only)* 

If they can not provide this, they have not proven they know how to use the election 
equipment, nor have they proven the systems are secure and ready for the election. 

*NOTE: During Public Accuracy Tests, ask for Ballot Images and CVRs, since there is no identifying information of a voter 
issue here ... so privacy is not an issue at all. (Voters do not fill out ballots for the test decks) 



Questions for the Auditors 

• Do you have the EAC Certificate? 

• When was the last time you scanned the equipment for viruses? 

• When was the battery replaced? Is it older than 3 years? 

• When was the last time ES&S did maintenance? 

• Did you backup the tabulator before maintenance was done? 

• Do you have a logbook for the storage of tabulators, that notes 
who had access to the systems? 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-01 Sequence#: 01-0001-01 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote BL OV F F NS F ov EV 
Vote For Office Candidate T192 T193 T194 T195 T196 T197 T198 T199 T200 T201 T202 T203 T204 T205 T206 T207 T208 T481 

1 REPSlllle-D31 Randy Deiberl .1 
' 

1 1 1 1 1 
Kate Crowley-Johnson 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
'0-voteo 
Under votes 1 1 1 

2 REP Stale Rep,wwwltllll,a D31 MildlMowly 1 •1 1 '1 1 1 .. 
Mary J. Flizgerald 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 JS 

'.S<oit Ocienbacii :1 ,, 1 1 1 1 j 1 1 '1 :1 f 11 :1 :14 
Over votes 2 2 ta 

'Undiir~ :2 1 1 ·2 1 1 ·t 1 I 1 1 1:l 

2 REP CounlyCCM At. large BobEwtng 1 ·1 1 1 1 1 6 
Rick Tysdal 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 

.ertca Douglas 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 ,1 1 1 1 1 1 1 14 
Over votes 2 2 4 

Undervotes 2 .1 1 2 1 ·1 1 1 1 1 1 13 

3 REPDalag-.lDSmMConv Naomi Merchant 1 

DavldLGn,os 1 1 I 1 1 1 I 
Ellen L. Gross 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

MelaHal>Mon 1 1 1 1 1 1 ·1 1 .1 1 1 1 1 1 :1 1 :1 
0vel'votes 3 3 

Under- 3 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 

REP ~n P 01 Donald Lutz 1 1 1 1 1 ~~:::l,l:11:t 
JlmmyJ.- 1 1 1 1 1 .1 1 ·1 1 1 10 
Over votes 1 1 r:0'"'"' -- 1 1 1 1 1 .1 1 

IIL-REP ecrr,..-.,.n P 01 Cindy K. Roberts 1 1 1 1 1 .t; .. • 
'Dawn M. Luiz 

,, 
1 1 1 :1 1 1 1 1 1 :,o=; ... 

Over votes 1 1 fjij~;,l',l'. -- 1 1 1 1 .1 1 1 ;1 

jNo Ballot Stame (NS) I I I I I I I I I I I I I 11 I I I I I I I I I I I I 11 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote 
Vote For Office 

1 REP 031 

REPSteteRepi-11a1 .. 031 

REPCounlyCCM N.I.Mve 

3 . REP DelegatM ID Stele Conv 

REP Commlbman P 02 

Candidate 
'RandyDelbert 
Kate Crowley-Johnson 

°""'-~under Votes 

!MettMOM)I 
Mary :i. Fitzgerald 
Scoll-
Overvotes ;---.Rick Tysdal 

l!!lcal)ouglu 
~~erwf8S ~ ·--
Naomi Merchant 

DavlcfLo
EHei, L. Gross 
Mela...,_, 
Over votes 

;UndllrVOleo 

Ayden a. Wrisley ·-~ lllOfflN·R,IN!oon 
Over votes ·--
!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV 
I 

2· 

;f: 

2 
2 

.. 3 

,a 

.1 

I, 
i 

)1 

i1 

;1 

1 

T 

'1 

;1 f ;2 2 

~ 
,1 

1 2 2 

1 
1 1 ,1 

.1 ·2 2 3 

f ·,, 

Precinct-02 Sequence#: 01-0002-01 

F F NS F EV 
"T209 T210 T211 T212 T213 T214 T215 T216 T217 T218 T219 T220 T221 T222 T223 T224 T482 
.1 . ----~ l 

.1 

;1 
1 T 

;1 

·, 
1 

,1 

'1 

i1 

1 

·1 

,1 

'1 

:1 

I, 

:2 

·2 ·3 

···, •,· 1 

.,. 
'1 

1 

j1 

1 

11 

1 

;1 ;j 

,,. ·-·1· 
]1 

:1 
'1 

;1 
'i 

1 
1 

• ·, 
1 

,2 :3 

11 

:, 
:1 

I 
., 
,1 

!1 ·, 

,2 

' 
2 

,, 
j 

,1 

·, 
H 
.. ,. 1 

1 .,. 
i .,,. 

1 

J1 

·1 

:2 

;·1 

·1 

'.3 

1 

.,2 

2 

'1 

jt, 
1 

'''.1 

2 
18 

---i~:',, 
,12 

.B!!t 
;28• • 

1] 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SO 
1 =Valid Marie 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote 
Vote For Office 

1 DEM -1 Candldale 
Candidale 
Marianne Williamson 

'.Joiepl, liiiiden Jr 
. Dean Phillps 

iAnllandaPalu-serrato 
OVervotes 

,Under .. 

lNo Ballot Stamp (NS) 

PRECINCT NAME 

BL OV 
ffl!!l'Bi:Jfi'. 

·t 1 

1 1 1 

·1 

;1 

Precinct-02 

1 1 1 ·1 

F NS F 

Sequence#: 02-0002-01 

F EV 
I T373 T374 T375 T376 T3TT T378 T379 T380 T381 T382 T383 T384 T492 

'1 ·1 

h' •1 

;1 

1j 1) 



JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0002 

TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-02 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
-=o~E::M-:-::P--res-.-,ld--en-:ti:-a:-1 c=a-n--d~ld:-a--te-------,,M.,,a""'ri;-a-nn-e""'w=m:-ia_m_s-on-------r-,-. 

REP State Senator 031 

REP State Representative D31 

REP CCM At Large 

REP Delegates to State Conv 

REP Committeeman P 02 

Joseph R Biden Jr 

Dean Phillips 

Armando Perez-Serrato 

Over votes 

Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 

Randy Deibert 

Kate, Crowley-Johnson 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Mark Mowry 

Mary J. Fitzgerald 

'Scott Odenbach 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Bob Ewing 

Rick Tysiia1 

Erica Douglas 

"0vervotes 

Under votes 

Naomi Merchant 

David L. Gross 

' Ellen L. Gross 

Meta Halverson 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Ayden a. Wrisley 

Nathan Hoogshagen 

Thomas R. Nelson 

Over votes 

Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME 

1 = Valid Mark 
BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote 

--~031 
2 •REP CaunlyCCM At IMve 

REPllelega.lOStateConv 

REP Commlllaman P 03 

REPComm- P 03 

Candidate 
,R: 
Kate.Crowiey:.Johnson 

°'""-under ~votes 

-MOWIY 
Mary J. Fnzgerald 

,S-Odenbach 
Over votes 

under.-. 

-Ewing· 
Rick Tysdal 

'.Enoa t;>augtao 
Over votes ·-·-
Naomi Merd\ant 

. David L Gnm 
e1i..;LGross 
Me!affaMlnlon 
Over votes --
Richard Prezkuta 

PanyWuMl!fMNver 
Over votes 

,Underwlls 

Paulette Washenberger 

Dell&Pl9Zkula 
0

0verVOtes --
JNo Ballot Stamp (NS) 

·1 
·1 

'2 

2 

'1 

·1 

"1 -'1 
i ·1 

'1 

·, 

, t 1 '1 

1 

1 

'.1 ·1 ;2 

;1 ,1 

'1 

i 
1 ·1 

·,2 

• 1 2 ;2 

.1 1 

1 '1 

.1 

·1 11 • 

Precinct-03 

NS F F 

Sequence#: 01-0003-01 

F EV 
·•·•T225 T226 T227 T228 T229 T230 T231 T232 T233 T234 T235 T236 T237 T238 T239 T240 T241 T483 TOTALS 

.1 1 .. 1 ~- .1 1 

·1 

'1 

:1 

,1 

2 

,1 

i 

2 

2 '3 

·, 

i 

1 

,1 

i 

1 i1 

.1 

1j 

·1 

:1 

:1 

'.'f 

.2 

'2 

·, 
:1 

:1 

ft 

·1 

·•1 
'{ 

·1 

1 

1 

.,. 1 

1 

,1 

'2 3 

j1 

(1 

;1 

'1 

11 

11 

., 

.2 

2 

•1 

.,. 

't 

', 
1 

:1 

:, 

2 3 

•1 (1 

1 

12~ 

·1 

'.1 

·1 

:2 .1 

ii 

.1 .. ,. 
1 

1 

·1 ; 
·, 
'1 

·10 

1 
·1 

11° 

·., 

1] 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County. SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-03 Sequence #: 02-0003-01 
1 =Valid Mark 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote BL OV F F NS F EV 
Vote For Office Candidate T96 T97 T98 T99 T100 T101 T102 T103 T104 T105 T106 T107 T385 T386 T387 T388 T389 T390 T391 T392 T393 T394 T395 T396 T493 

1 'OEM Presidential candidate Marianne Williamson 
.. :JoMpll R llklen Jr 

,, 
1 De'~n Phf1if P5 
1"""'"1do Perez.senato 
Over votes 

U!ldervotes 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

·1· 
'1· 

··1 

=1 

it 11 11 
1· ·, 1 ,1 i1 

1 

1J 1] 



Office 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0003 

TEST 

DEM Presidential Candidate 

REP State Senator D31 

REP State Representative D31 

'REP CCM Al Large 

REP Delegates to State Conv 

REP Committeeman P 03 

REP Committeewoman P 03 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-03 

Candidate 
Marianne Williamson 

Joseph R Biden Jr 

Dean Phillips 

Armando Perez-Serrato 

Over votes 

Under votes 

jNo Ballot Stamp 

Randy Deibert 

Kate Crowley-Johnson 

'over votes 

Under votes 

Mark Mowry 

Mary J. Fitzgerald 

ScottOdenl:>ach 

over votes 

Under votes 

Bob Ewing 

Rick Tysdal 

Erica Douglas 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Naomi Merchant 

David L. Gross 

Ellen L. Gross 

Meta Halverson 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Richard Prezkuta 

Perry Washe11berger 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Paulette Washenberger 

Delia Prezkuta 

Over votes 

Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Preclnct-04 Sequence#: 01--0004--01 X = Crossover OR Overvote, 1 = Valid Mark 
1 =Valid Mark 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote BL OV F F NS F EV 
Vote For Office Candidate ···-4!:ffll T242 T243 T244 T245 T246 T247 T248 T249 T250 T251 T252 T253 T254 T255 T256 T257 T258 

1 REP-S--031 Randy Delbarl l 1 l 1 1 1 1 ;j 1 ' ' 

Kate' Crowley~ohnson 1 1 1 

o...r- :1 
under votes 1 1 1 1 1 i "f 

2 'REP-~031 Mallc.M-v :1 1 1 1 1 :1 
Ma,y J. Fitzgerald 1 1 1 f 1 1 'f 1 ·, 1 1 

" 

S-Odonbach ,1 ,1 1 1 ,1 1 l1 1 ,1 1 1 
Over votes 'i' -- \2 ,1 ,1 2 ,1 !2 f 2 [1 :2 ,1 2 

2 REP County CCM N. large ,_E!wfnf '1 1 ,1 ·1 ,s 
Rickfysdai "i' 1 1 1 i 1 

_,,, 

1 1 1 'n' 
'Erica Dauglas l . l1 11 '1 

,, 1 'I 1 •1 ,1 '1 
OvitrW>les 2 -- 2 1 1 2 :1 2 1 :2 1 2 1 '2 18 

3 REPl>elega.lOSlateConY Naomi Merchant 1 1 1 1 1 1 ,, :ri:::r: 
,David L Gn>ss 1 1 1 1 '1 1 1 :1 :1 1 1 11 
E11en L Gross ·, 1 1 1 1 1 'i 1 1 

' 

1 1 1 1 1 f&Jl,·· 
Mela'~ '1 1 1 1 ·, 1 1 ·1 1 '1 1 1 1 1 1 15 
Over votes 3 -- 3 ,1 2 2 1 2 3l 2 1 :2 3 

REP ~ P 04 Lloyd A. Rich 1 1 

GaryCoe ·1 :1 1 '1 '1 1 
Over votes 1 

Under- ·1 a ,1 ,1 :1 1 1 

I No Ballot Stame (NS) I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 11 I I I I I I I I 11 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-04 Sequence#: 02-0004-01 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote BL OV F F NS F 
Vote F« Office Candidate T108 T109 T110 T111 T112 T113 T114 T115 T116 T117 T118 T119 T397 T398 T399 T400 T401 T402 T403 T404 T405 T406 T407 T408 

,-- - DEM Prooidontlal Candldnl Marianne Williamson 

Joiei,bR-.Jr 
Dean Phillips 

'MMndoPllnlt-S..
Overvotes 

Under-

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

,, ,, ,, ,, 
,1 ,, ,1 ,, 

,1-

1[ 

EV 

1] 



JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence#: 0004 

TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-04 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
"'"o"=E""M.,.P'"res_ld_e_ntl...,...al_Ca_n_d..,ld,...at_e _____ M_a""'ri-an_n_e_W_i __ lli_a_m_so_n ______ .,,,. 

REP State Senator 031 

REP State Representative 031 

REP CCM At Large 

REP Delegates ID State Conv 

REP Committeeman P 04 

Joseph R Biden Jr 

Dean Phillips 

Armando Perez-Serrato 

Over votes 

Under votes 

iNo Ballot Stamp 

Randy Deibert 

Kate Crowley-Johnson 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Mark Mowry 

Mary J. Fitzgerald 

Scott Odenbach 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Bob Ewing 

Ric1<tyscia1 

Erica Douglas 

Over votes 

'Under votes 

Naomi Merchant 

David L. Gross 

Ellen L. Gross 

Meta Halverson 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Lloyd A. Rich 

Gary Coe 

Over votes 

Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-OS Sequence#: 01-000!Hl1 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL= Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV= ExpressVote BL OV F F F NS EV 
Candidate ~===~=~~~=~~=~ T2n T273 T274 T275 T485 TOTALS 

REP.-Rep.www .... 031 

REPCounlyCCM Al Lage 

.REPDelegamlOS-cam, 

Ranilyo.liioit 
Kate Crowley-Johnson 
,o..,_ 
unc1ervotes 

· 1Mailllllow,y 
'"M&r;tJ. Fitzgerald 
iseottOdollbod, 
Over votes 

;-YGlell 

·BallEwlng 
Rick Tysdal 

. Biciltolllllas 
over votes' ---
Naomi Merchant 

DavldLGn>u 
Ellen L.·Gross _....._ 
Over votes u--
I No BaTlotslanip (NS) 

:t 

·, 

·2 

ii 

2 

·3 

3 

·, 
1 

1 

1 1 

•1 \2 

I 

·1 

1 

,-·· 
1 

1 

1 ;!' ?'1 •f 

·, .2 :1 

,1 ·1 1 
1
1 1 1 -, 

1 i1 1 1 1 

,2 2 ·1 

11 

it ·, 

2 

1 

1 

1 

!1 

1 

.j 

'1 

1 

·1 

1 

·1 

;1 

1 

1 

··, ;·, 

1 

1 

··, 

1 ·1 

1 f 

2 

1 

1 
1 

·1 
i 

1 
;1 

1 

·;, 

.1 

:1 

·;, 

.1 

1 
{ 

·, 

•,1 '1 

·1 
··, 

·, ·; 
·; 

;f 

.1 

·2 I 

t 
·1 

,1 

·1 

2 

11 

;. 
7 
1·3~ 

!M 
2~~ 
12· . 

~ .. ~:,:-
11 

1] 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote 
Vote For Office 

,--~DEM Pnloldentlal Candldato 
Candidate 
Marianne Williamson 

;Joooph ii 81doiiJr 
. Dean PhllUps 
, ........... ~ 
Over votes 
'llnder-

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

PRECINCT NAME Precinct-05 Sequence #: 02-0005-01 X = Crossover OR Overvote, 1 = Valid Mark 

BL ov F NS F F EV 
T120 T121 T122 T123 T124 T125 T126 T127 T128 T129 T130 T131 T409 T410 T411 T412 T413 T414 T415 T416 T417 T418 T419 T420 T495 

1 
:1 

1 1 1 

:l 1 ,1 .f. 

11 1] 



JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0005 

TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-OS 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
-;:O::;:E::-M:-P::::res=l-:-de--n:::tla::-1:-:C:=-a--nd=ld--ate::-------:-M:-a--ria--n--n-e-:-W:--:i:lli::-am=so_n ______ ,:-

REP State Senator D31 

REP State Representative D31 

REP CCM At Large 

· REP Delegates to State Conv 

Joseph R Biden Jr 

Dean Phillips 

Armando Perez-Serrato 

Over votes 

Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 

Randy Deibert 

Kate Crowley-Johnson 

Over votes 

• Under votes 

Mark Mowry 

Mary J. Fitzgerald 

Scott Oc:lenbach 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Bob Ewing 

Rick Tysdal 

Erica Douglas 

Over votes 

Under votes 

Naomi Merchant 

David L. Gross 
Ellen L. Gross 

Meta Halverson 

Over votes 

Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 



63% 

KATE CROWLEY-JOHNSON 
Republican 

36% 

63% 

KATE CROWLEY-JOHNSON 
Republican 

36% 

63% 

KATE CROWLEY-JOHNSON 
Republican 

36% 

452 

265 

182 

103 

178 

104 



r 

KATE CROWLEY-JOHNSON 
Republican 

34% 

65% 

KATE CROWLEY-JOHNSON 
Republican 

KATE CROWLEY-JOHNSON 
Republican 

55% 

57 

58 

31 

19 

24 



STATE OP SOUIH DAKOTA ) 
) ss. 

COUNIY OF LAWRENCE ) 

KATE LEIGH CllOWLBY
JOHNSON 

Plaintiff, 

BRENDA J. Mc:GIUJDEll, 
LAWlE.NCE COUNTY 
AUDrro~ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

IN ClllCUIT COUllT 

fOUllnIJUDICIAL ClllCUIT 

40Crv24-4J00173 

oana GUNnHG McGttmBR's 
MOTION TO DISMIII 

Ctowley-}obnsoa w.. an umucc:esalul wididete in the June 2024 R.ep1lblican 

Party pamaty for Scaue District 31. She filed a V cdfied Pflitioa. on Juae 11. 20241 

seeking "a 100% ba:a.d tcCOUD.t post-elec;:tion a~ and/ot. a "1:e-do"" elcctioo. 

Defesidant filed a motion to dismiss. Plamtiff'1 ,ubQiisaion. w1a to state a dsitn upoo 

which relief cm be pa•d. Dcfendaar's motion is GM:N'l'ED. 

Ctowley-Johmon c:oncedd ha petition ii a teCOUllt tequest puauant to 

Chapter: 12-21. She coocodcs that tccouna pw:auant to Cbapttr 12-21 aie only 

t.vail:able whee dKu is a "clOH: decuoo:• in which the bing candidate i, demted by 

a .uwgin of 2 peteent ot Jess. S• s.D.C.L § 12-21-10. And she caacedes that bet 18 

pe:n::ent loss was not a "cloee elecuon." Crowley-Johnsoo. aigu.cs that the Coutt 1houid 

unpmuaaive- She ii 110t entitled to• reCO\Jllt under South Dakota law. 

0.RI>D 

Comidering the fo1goiog and good cause appcarmg. it is bud,y 

Filed on:08105/2024 Lawrence County, South Dakota 40CIV24-000173 



OllDBUD that the Mocion to Diamiu ii GIAN'l13D. Tbe mUter is DlsloltmD u set 

fotth oo tbs n:cotd oo August 21 2024. 

~ August 5, 2024. 

~URT, 

mHoo1L\-~--------
CIKC1.llTCOurr jUDGE ------

Ptge. 2 of2 

Filed on:08/05/2024 Lawrence County, South Dakota 40CIV24-000173 



1 STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA IN CIRCUIT COURT 

FOURTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
ss 

2 COUNTY OF LAWRENCE 

3 

4 KATE LEIGH CROWLEY-JOHNSON,) 
) 

5 Plaintiff, ) STATUS HEARING 
40CIV24-000173 ) 

6 V. ) 
) 

7 BRENDA J. McGRUDER, ) 
LAWRENCE COUNTY AUDITOR, ) 

8 ) 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Defendant. ) 

BEFORE: THE HONORABLE JEFFREY CONNOLLY 
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 

APPEARANCES: 

LAWRENCE COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
DEADWOOD, SOUTH DAKOTA 
AUGUST 2, 2024 

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: PRO SE LITIGANT 

FOR THE DEFENDANT: MR. RICHARD M. WILLIAMS 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 8045 
Rapid City, South Dakota 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

~ 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(The following proceedings were held regarding 

Civil File 24-173.) 

THE COURT: Okay. Now, we have 173. Now, I let her 

go first on 158 because she was the movant. 

In this case, you've moved for a dismissal, 

Mr. Williams. Do you -- I can -- I'm flexible on that. 

I mean, she kind of had some explanation she wanted to 

-- I don't care, if you want to go first, it's your 

turn. If you want to hear out some of those 

explanations she was going to make before I ushered her 

to the other case, it's up to you. 

MR. WILLIAMS: Your Honor, if I can just open 

briefly. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

MR. WILLIAMS: You know, we made a motion to dismiss 

based on 12(b) (1), subject matter jurisdiction; 

12(b) (5), failure to state a claim; and the -- 12-22-33 

simply because we were sort of having a hard time 

understanding how this cause of action was in front of 

the Court. 

What I'm hearing today from the plaintiff -- and I 

maybe wrongly thought this might be an election contest 

based on some of the pleadings. What I'm hearing today 

is this is not an election contest. What this is is a 

recount proceeding under 12-21. 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

THE COURT: Yep. 

MR. WILLIAMS: And so my argument on that is very 

brief, Your Honor --

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. WILLIAMS: and it might eliminate any other 

arguments that I might have unless it's changed, is 

that the plaintiff was not within the two percent or 

less of votes, it's discrepancies between candidates, 

to be allowed a recount. And it doesn't really matter 

whether you say I filed the right thing with the 

auditor, which we disagree with, or it got filed in 

front of this Court, the fact of the matter is that she 

wasn't within the two percent required by statute by 

the recount in any means. 

So, therefore, Your Honor, we'd ask for this Court to 

grant a motion to dismiss. She simply didn't qualify 

for a recount. 

THE COURT: That's 12-21-10 you're entitled to a 

recount in a close election. 

MR. WILLIAMS: That's correct, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And there is more to it. There is a 

paragraph. Okay. 

And it's that 

state a claim? 

what is that, is that failure to 

MR. WILLIAMS: That's --



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

. 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

THE COURT: I have subject matter jurisdiction over 

recounts. 

MR. WILLIAMS: That's correct. I would 

suppose, you may as well -- I mean, I can 

right. I 

I can say 

it's a failure to state a claim. It doesn't -- the 

Court has jurisdiction to hear the subject matter, but 

this was just a failure to meet the prerequisite in 

order for this Court to actually hear that cause of 

action. So I -- I think -- plus just that 12(b) (5), 

failure to state a claim. 

THE COURT: Okay. Well, yeah, let's -- and if it 

looks like it's heading in another direction, I'll give 

you another opportunity to argue, but I'm going to hear 

her out. 

So, Ms. Crowley, I think I followed what you were 

saying earlier, is that you are not claiming -- in this 

action, 24-173, you were not raising an election 

contest under Chapter 12-22, and I had some confusion 

about that, too. And often times I get to this point I 

have to ask exactly -- I need some clarification. 

But just to be clear for the record, the reason that 

I thought that this might be a contest is because 

12-22-1 defines a contest as a legal proceeding other 

than a recount instituted to challenge the 

determination of any election. And I thought that you 
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might be asking for a recount, because even when I laid 

out my summary, one of the things you asked for was a 

recount, but if it's not a recount and it's challenging 

the election, it has to be a contest, and that's why I 

thought it might be a contest. 

But you're telling me that under 24-173, you're only 

seeking relief under the recount statute which is 

Chapter 12-21; is that right? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: For this particular case ending 

in --

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: 

THE COURT: And can I 

173, that is correct. 

I just want to make -- a 

recent -- I thought you might be potentially asking for 

two things; a 100 percent hand count post election 

audit, and then, secondly, a redo election. 

And that's a little nebulous to me, but 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: It says and/or. 

THE COURT: Yeah. So but you're telling me, both 

of those things, whatever you're asking for 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Yeah. 

THE COURT: -- is a recount and it is not a contest? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: That is correct. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: But I'm still asking for a 
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recount based on the fact that these machines should 

not have been certified. That means I do not concur 

because it was not proven that it was legally counted 

in the first place. 

THE COURT: So what statute allows you to have a -

allows -- I understand that under the statute I cited 

-- or I referenced, I think Mr. Williams is raising, 

12-21-10, I understand that a candidate is entitled or 

may ask for a recount if they are defeated by a margin 

not exceeding two percent. 

And to be clear, I -- I understand the official 

canvas reflects it was more than two percent, perhaps 

19 percent, I think. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: That statute, I feel, is 

unconstitutional, just to have one reason to petition 

the government on a recount when the actual --

THE COURT: What statute -- if you prevailed here, 

what statute am I ordering the recount under? A 

theoretical different statute that isn't in effect? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: 12-21-10 is in effect, but I 

feel like this is unconstitutional and -- because the 

respondents used the Thorsness versus Daschle as an 

authority. That case was in 1979. That was 45 years 

ago. A lot has changed in 45 years. 

THE COURT: Authority for what? The authority that 
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he's -- and I'm not trying -- I'm just trying -- this 

is confusing to me a little bit. 

My understanding of the authority Mr. Williams is 

relying on is the statute. It's not a case. He's 

relying on 12-21 --

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: In his brief he's doing both. 

But I'm saying that this statute it's unconstitutional. 

One such change is usage of computer tabulators since 

45 years ago, and a huge advancement of the internet. 

THE COURT: But wait a minute. Wait a minute. 

It is the law, right? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: It's unconstitutional law. 

There should be more than one reason to be able to ask 

for a recount, especially when it was established over 

45 years ago. 

THE COURT: What was established over 45 years ago? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: The statute 12-21-10. 

THE COURT: Yeah. Yeah. Frankly -- maybe not in 

that form, yeah. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: So a lot has occurred since 

then that would add to factors of why you would ask for 

a recount. 

THE COURT: So wait a minute. I'm really struggling 

to follow you here. So the statute -- the election law 

in South Dakota says so let me get this narrowed 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

down. You're conceding that the only -- the only 

avenue for a recount under current South Dakota law is 

the two percent -- being within the 2 percent, but 

you're saying that that's unconstitutional, so you 

should be entitled to recounts in different scenarios, 

that's what you're saying, right? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Okay. Okay. So isn't that infantly 

regressive? What's the what is the limit of the 

things that you can ask for? Couldn't somebody lose a 

thousand votes to zero and just say, I think there is 

another re -- it's uncon -- if it's unconstitutional 

because it's too narrow, where is the end of what -

can't you just say, I think everybody should get a 

recount? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Your Honor, this is brought 

forth in a verified petition and I did a verified 

petition with various reasons of why I should have a 

recount. 

THE COURT: That's not the question I'm asking you. 

I'm asking you, if I accept that proposition, don't I 

also have -- I mean, where is the limit to that? If I 

can just say, the law says this, but I'm going to 

ignore the law, which 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: It makes --

0 
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THE COURT: -- it's incredible judicial activism -

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I can explain where the limit 

is. 

THE COURT: Yeah, where's the limit? No, that's a 

question. That's fair. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: They had the duty to certify 

these machines legally to count. You have to hold the 

auditor's office to them laws, and nobody right now is 

holding them to those laws. You are the only authority 

that can do that. 

THE COURT: I'm not following you. Are you -- now, 

you -- you reference --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: They broke several laws -

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: in the testing of the 

machines that tabulate the equipment. 

THE COURT: Okay. Hold on. Hold on. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: They should -- they should not 

have been certified. 

THE COURT: Hold on. So now you're in 12-17{b) and 

you are talking about 12-17{b) (5) that's the basis -

you have some in Mr. -- well, assuming -- I don't even 

know if I need to get into this, because what you're 

asking me to do is to ignore the laws of South Dakota 

which has some -- and if I'm the only one that can do 
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that, I appreciate that, but you are asking me to 

ignore my constitutional duties and my oath of office 

is -- I'm not sure why I go any farther than that. 

I don't 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Wouldn't you -- wouldn't you 

hold that to the same standard of the testing of the 

machines that do the count? 

THE COURT: There is a law that says -- there is a 

law that say you only get a recount if you're within 

two percent. You've acknowledged that that's the only 

avenue under South Dakota law to get a recount, and you 

acknowledged that you were -- we are not within the two 

percent. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Okay. 

THE COURT: What am I supposed to -- I don't know 

what I'm --

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: We have a constitution here 

that says we are allowed fair and free elections. I 

can find the constitutional article if you like. 

THE COURT: I understand, but you want me to --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: That takes precedent over that 

statute. So it would not be a constitutional --

THE COURT: Let me -- okay. 

read through Chapter 12-17(b). 

Out of wild curiosity, I 

Well, read through I 

read through most of Title 12, but I read through 
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12-17(b). Specifically, you have some issues with the 

testing, and I think that's in five. 

Where is the mechanism -- on this record, I 

understand that these things were tested, and you just 

don't believe the testing or you think that there was 

still errors despite the testing; is that fair? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I know for a fact there were 

errors, and I have it --

THE COURT: No, that's a pretty strong statement. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Well --

THE COURT: How do you know? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Well okay. 

THE COURT: Did you hire a 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: There were witnesses and laws 

and I can state the statutes that she broke and I have 

-- I have a national expert that actually tested these 

machines for over 20 years from the --

THE COURT: No. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: -- AOC. 

THE COURT: No. No. That -- that -- that appears to 

me to be arguments of why something wasn't done. It 

may even potentially be convincing arguments that 

something might not have been done, but that's not 

that doesn't -- I mean, that's not enough for me to 

ignore a clear South Dakota statute on recounts. 
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My question is -- this is the question -- I don't 

think I got it out -- or I just didn't ask. If you 

if 17 -- 12-17(b) -- well, first, here's my first 

question, you are talking about automated tabulating 

equipment, right? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Right. 

THE COURT: Not -- not electronic tab -

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: They --

THE COURT: No. Not electronic balloting systems, 

right? You're talking about automated tab -

tabulating machines, right? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: The computerized tabulating 

machines, correct. 

THE COURT: Correct. And they need to be tested 

under 12-17(b)? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: That's correct, and they have 

to be certified properly. 

THE COURT: Well, they have to be -- well, this says 

they shall be certified. I take it that you don't 

believe that they were certified properly? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I do not. 

THE COURT: But you do not dispute they were 

certified, you just don't think they properly 

certified? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: No, and I have witnesses. 

1 ') 
-...... 
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THE COURT: No, no. And I'm not getting into it, 

because here's the next question, where in this chapter 

says that you -- because there is only -- I don't see 

anything in 12-17(b) (5) that would allow you to 

complain about that, for lack of a better term. There 

is no remedy for even a candidate to -- to do what 

you're trying to do, with one possible exception, and 

that would be an election contest which you told me 

that this is not. 

So where -- if it's not an election contest, where in 

12-17 (b) (5) does it entitle you to challenge your 

belief that the certification which you're admitting 

happened was not proper? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I still believe that our 

constitutional right has authority over this -- you 

know, I believe it's an unconstitutional statute. 

THE COURT: So then indulge me in this, what would be 

the limit to that? Wouldn't -- if -- if anybody 

believes that the certification was improper, rightly 

or wrongly, they could call for a recount of any 

election? Is that -- that is -- is that what you're 

telling me or is it --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: If they broke laws to certify 

that machine, yes, sir -- yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: But nobody has found that they -- they 
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have broken a law because nobody has raised -- if there 

is a mechanism to enforce those requirements, nobody 

has utilized them, and if the u -- if the made -- if 

the way to contest it is an election contest, nobody 

has done that either, right, because you're --

you're --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: The election contest requires 

me to make my opponent in the senate race, the 

defendant -- where my problem is mainly with how the 

auditor conducted the testing. 

THE COURT: Yeah, but this isn't an election -- this 

is not an election contest. You told me at the onset 

of this this is a recount, not an election contest. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Your Honor, the election 

contest, I have to do the defendant as the opposing 

candidate. 

THE COURT: I'm not sure that that's a response. I 

get that that would be a reason to deny the election 

contest, but I --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: So that's why I brought it up 

in the recount, is what I'm saying. 

THE COURT: But the recount only allows for the 

recount if you are within two percent 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Right. 

THE COURT: -- and you just want me to -- I 
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understand your argument why want me to -- you feel 

strongly somebody has broken the constitutional laws, 

but you want me to ignore the statute that says you can 

only get a recount within two percent? That's what we 

have? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: That statute is completely 

unconstitutional, especially 45 years later, and I 

still feel that way, and I -- I 

THE COURT: So you 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: -- I don't think my -- when we 

are talking about the auditor performing an illegal 

election, I don't -- I don't think that -- and when I 

have proof, I have evidence and witnesses. I don't 

feel like me asking for a recount is unreasonable. 

THE COURT: Well, you had -- this is the first -- I 

mean, I didn't understand that you were raising the 

unconstitutionality of the statute until today, because 

I mean, for the record, I don't think you responded 

you didn't -- I'm not saying you had to. You did 

not respond to Mr. -- Mr. Williams --

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I didn't much time to respond 

to this particular one, but I did respond in writing. 

THE COURT: But you didn't. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I -- I 

THE COURT: I tried to establish 
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MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I actually filed it yesterday. 

Sorry. 

THE COURT: I didn't see anything that was filed 

yesterday. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Yeah, it was. Sorry. 

THE COURT: Okay. The fact of the matter is, all I'm 

trying to establish is that the first I'm hearing about 

you challenging the constitutionality of the statute is 

today or presumably if you filed something yesterday? 

Yesterday, right? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I don't believe that was the 

first time. I'd have to look back through the records. 

THE COURT: I can't imagine when it could have been, 

because -- unless you said it in your complaint that it 

was --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Well, my verified petition in 

this matter was pretty lengthy and it did go into 

constitutional issues. 

THE COURT: Well, Mr. Williams, you might know the 

answer to this question, if somebody challenges the 

constitutionality of the statute they have to give 

notice to the Attorney General, don't they? 

MR. WILLIAMS: Yes, Your Honor, notice to the 

Attorney General is required to allow them to intervene 

and defend pursuant to statute. 

1C 
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THE COURT: What statute? Do you know where that is? 

MR. WILLIAMS: Your Honor, I do not know off the top 

of my head but I will do a little research here. 

THE COURT: And I'm not sure if that's necessary to 

resolve it, but I do think that's an issue that -

there is a statute that says in order to raise the 

constitutionality of a statute, you have to give notice 

to the Attorney General according to statute. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I would appreciate that statute 

sometime. 

THE COURT: I imagine there is going to be a raise 

between the associate attorneys and the law clerk in 

this courtroom to see who finds it first, if not -

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I only ask for it because I 

tried really hard to find out before all of this and I 

couldn't find it. 

THE COURT: Well, I think we are on tangent. 

Now I'm overcome by curiosity. 

THE LAW CLERK: 15-6-24(c). 

THE COURT: 15-6-24(c), it's in the rules of civil 

procedure. 

THE LAW CLERK: Procedure 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Can you say that again, please. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

THE LAW CLERK: SDCL 15-6-24(c). 

1, 
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MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Can you read it out loud, 

please. 

THE COURT: I'll -- I'll -

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Okay. 

THE COURT: It's 15-6, which is civil procedure, 

15-6-24(c). It is the intervention statute. When the 

constitutionality of an act of the legislature 

affecting the public interest is drawn in question in 

any action, the party asserting unconstitutionality 

shall act -- shall notify the Attorney General, 

thereof, within such time as to afford him the 

opportunity to intervene. 

You mentioned, Ms. Crowley, that you had filed 

something yesterday. I did not know that you filed 

something yesterday. I'm not sure if such filing would 

be --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: It's okay. 

THE COURT: -- timely. 

Well, no, I'm getting to the part where I'm going to 

offer you to potentially make a record that says -- I'm 

not sure it would be timely under 15-6-6(d), which 

requires a motion practice to file a responsive brief, 

I think, five days before. But I think it's fair as a 

prose litigant to give you access to the record on the 

issue or maybe to confirm by looking at the court file 

1C 
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here if something has been filed. 

So you did say that you attempted to file or did file 

something yesterday? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I -- I filed a response. I'm 

not really required to file a response, but I -- I did 

a response to the respondent's motion to dismiss the 

plaintiff's verified petition. I filed it yesterday. 

THE COURT: Okay. Well, I think that it's -- I think 

that it's potentially untimely because of the statute 

subject. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Okay. 

THE COURT: But here's the deal, have you received 

this, Mr. Williams? Did you receive something from her 

yesterday? 

MR. WILLIAMS: Your Honor, I -

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I can give it to him now. I 

haven't had a chance to give it to him. Sorry. 

THE COURT: So that doesn't -- you haven't? 

MR. WILLIAMS: I saw it come in about 3:15 yesterday 

afternoon and I reviewed it last night. 

THE COURT: Okay. Well, it -- it -- it must have 

been after I looked the last time I was printing out 

Chapter 21. 

I do see it here. It is in the file. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Your Honor, can I ask a 

1n 
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question. When you do a response to a motion, are you 

required to file within a different -- a specific 

time --

THE COURT: Yes. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: -- or can you actually do the 

response the day of the hearing? 

THE COURT: I think the statute -- I will test my 

memory of the statutes. I think I just said it's 

15-6-6(d), time for motion, affidavits and briefs. 

When a motion -- okay. When a motion is supported by 

an affidavit or brief -- which Mr. Williams's motion 

was supported by at least a briefing -- opposing 

affidavits or briefs may be served -- so you are right, 

you don't have to, but they may be served not later 

than five days before the hearing unless the Court 

permits them to be served at some other time. 

So, there you go. You are supposed to do it five 

days before unless I say you can do it at a different 

time. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: My response is pretty brief. 

It's only three or four pages. 

THE COURT: Does it raise the constitutionality 

issue? It appears to be 27 pages; that some of this 

might be tangential. 

Well, let me -- let me ask you -- because I'm looking 
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at it right now -- is there anything in this response 

that you haven't had an opportunity to tell me today in 

the courtroom? I think that -- to the extent that I 

would allow you to do a late submission that would 

solve the problem. 

Ms. Crowley, if I just gave you access to the 

record --

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Well, the main reason for it is 

-- is Codified Law 15-6-12(b) (1) and (5). 

One is the lack -- lack of jurisdiction of the 

subject matter. Five is the failure to state a claim 

upon the relief that can be granted, and I don't 

completely concur with that. The 4th Circuit does not 

lack the jurisdiction over the subject matter. The 4th 

Circuit Court took action on doing a recount on Erica 

-- Erica Douglas's verified petition for a recount, 

and --

THE COURT: Yeah, I think it was --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: -- and it was docketed. 

THE COURT: I think Mr. Williams has conceded 

potentially 12(b) (1). I had a whole bunch of questions 

about whether or not it was a factual or a facial 

attack on 12(b) (1) which we have now eliminated. 

For what it is worth, I think he's withdrawn that 

argument. And, for what it is worth, I'm not sure it's 

01 
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a winning argument anyway. I think I do have subject 

matter jurisdiction. I'm not necessarily finding that 

because I don't need to because he's withdrawing the 

request. 

I think his position I think the positions -- you 

know, I've spent a lot of time giving both sides a lot 

of access to the record here, but I think it's 

distilled down to this, Mr. Williams believes you 

failed to state a relief -- state a claim upon which 

relief can be granted because you asked for a recount 

in a case where you -- in an election where you lost by 

18 percent, and the statute only allows recounts when 

you lose by less than two percent, and your response to 

that is, you -- you -- you -- well, you have stated a 

cause of action upon which relief can be granted 

because you believe that that statute is 

unconstitutional and I should apply some other standard 

which, I take it, is not necessarily -- there is 

multiple different ways I can interpret it. I suppose 

somebody can say it's unconstitutional and will only 

say two percent. I lost by three; that's close enough. 

Or -- that's not what you are saying -- you're not 

saying it should be expanded to people that loose by 18 

percent. You're saying you should -- and I think 

I'm not trying to mischaracterize your argument. You 
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think that there was constitutional issues in the way 

that the auditor's obligations under Chapter 12-17(b) 

were laid out which allow you to get a recount despite 

the limitations of the recount statutes. I think 

that's where we are at, right? 

And to the extent that anything -- I guess, the 

question I ask you is if there is anything in this 

brief that I didn't look at because I didn't see it 

coming yesterday, is there anything in there that helps 

that argument because that's your argument, right? The 

two percent recount statute is unconstitutional? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: That's correct . 

THE COURT: And you -- and anything you wanted to 

tell me in this brief that I didn't get a chance to 

read you've told me here in court, right, or you told 

me in other pleadings about your concerns with the test 

stack and the -- the testing controls under the 

automated ballot tabulating testing, you've already 

told me that in another form? I don't need to take a 

break to go read this brief? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Well, Your Honor, I can 

understand if it was really at two percent, but when it 

was 18 percent, do we really know it was at 18 percent? 

Those tabulators were not counting correctly. If -- it 

should not have been certified when they were -- there 
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were certain steps that the auditors took to 

certificate that machine. She broke the law. 

I feel like I have not failed to state a claim upon 

which the relief can be granted. I'm asking for a 

basically hand count audit. 

THE COURT: Well, a hand count audit is required by 

statute, but -- well, actually, the hand count audit is 

required at 5 percent of the precincts but it's not 

required when there is a recount. 

Is that the correct statute? Is that --

Mr. Williams, it looks like you want to comment on 

that maybe. 

MR. WILLIAMS: Your Honor, I think what we are 

talking about is the post election audit --

THE COURT: Yeah. 

MR. WILLIAMS: and that wasn't required in this 

case --

THE COURT: Because there wasn't --

MR. WILLIAMS: -- there was no recount. 

THE COURT: Of another case? 

MR. WILLIAMS: That's Correct, Your Honor. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: They are very similar so a 

recount would have been reasonable for me to ask. 

THE COURT: Did the recount in this case reveal 

problems with the 
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MR. WILLIAMS: Your Honor, if I may approach, I 

happen to have the results. 

THE COURT: You already attached -- did you attach 

them to the --

MR. WILLIAMS: I just received these this morning 

THE COURT: Well -- well --

MR. WILLIAMS: -- from the auditor. 

THE COURT: has she seen the results? 

MR. WILLIAMS: I can --

THE COURT: I mean, I take it -- if -- my question 

isn't necessarily what the results were. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Your Honor, I've seen the 

results of the other election -- or the other 

candidate. 

THE COURT: I don't want to talk over -- if I'm going 

too fast for the law clerk, it's my fault. 

Does the results -- does the results of the recount 

allege or show that one of these other races was off by 

18 percent? 

MR. WILLIAMS: No, Your Honor, they were right on. 

THE COURT: They were right on. Okay. 

What do you mean by right on, exactly? 

MR. WILLIAMS: Exactly. 

THE COURT: Okay. Well, that seems -- I don't know 

if that's necessarily an issue before me. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

• 23 

24 

25 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Well, how can it be right on 

when it was ran right back through the same machine 

that should not have been certified in the first place? 

They were done -- the certifications were completely 

illegal. I can show you a -- test results myself on 

the machine. 

THE COURT: But -- but -- but -- but you seem to be 

making an election that that doesn't seem to be a 

recount. You seem to be shoe horning this into a 

recount because you, for whatever reason, don't want it 

to be an election contest probably because the 

proponent is not part of this action, but that doesn't 

-- that's what you're trying -- you're trying to raise 

the election contest but without -- without -- at the 

same time denying that you're raising an election 

contest. 

Where are we at? This is your motion, right? You 

get to go last. 

MR. WILLIAMS: Your Honor, I have nothing else to 

add. 

THE COURT: Okay. Out of an abundance of caution, 

even though we are done here, I want to make sure 

because I've interjected a bunch, I think it's good to 

go around one more time. 

Is there anything else you want to tell me about that 
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I missed, Ms. Crowley-Johnson? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: What is not considered 

unconstitutional when these computerized tabulators 

that were certified illegally -- and I have the test 

done -- and the one machine was not tested within 

public open forum. You're supposed -- they're supposed 

to be noticed and you're supposed to test it in front 

of people and that did not occur. That one machine 

didn't even get tested in front of people. 

Where all -- where -- what is the point of all these 

election laws that she's supposed to follow if she 

breaks them and uses a machine that should not have 

been certified. I'm going to tell you that Ms. Douglas 

that asked for the recount where it was done, she asked 

for a hand recount because she did not trust those 

machines and because she was made aware that the test 

deck was improper. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: That it was illegal. 

THE COURT: Okay. Did she raise an election con 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Yes, Ms. Douglas did. She ran 

for commissioner. 

THE COURT: Well, that's not my case. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Right. 

THE COURT: Okay. 
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MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: But I think he was kind of 

bringing that up for the -- he said the recount that 

was ran through was completely accurate. Well, that's 

not necessarily the case. 

THE COURT: You dispute that for the same reason you 

dispute the 18 percent loss, I get that. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Yeah. 

THE COURT: That's not the question before me. The 

question before me is whether or not under the recount 

statutes that you've confirmed that this is what you're 

proceeding under, solely Chapter 12-21. 

I think -- well, you have -- I'm finding that you 

failed to state a claim upon which relief can be 

granted, because under the recount statutes, you can 

only seek a recount and that's what you are telling me 

despite the things in the wording of the petition or 

the verified complaint, whatever it is called, the 

initiating document, you're -- you're telling me you 

want a recount, and yet you are saying that's correct, 

and the statute you are relying on only allows 

recounts. You conceded this when you were within two 

percent. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I'm relying on the Constitution 

of South Dakota. 

THE COURT: There is nothing in the South Dakota 
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Constitution that says candidates are required 

they're entitled to a recount every election. You're 

relying on -- better way to say it, you are relying 

on the constitutionality what you believe or 

perceive to be the lack of constitutionality of the 

statute that --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Right. And I --

THE COURT: And I don't know when that statute -

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: -- I believe it's -- Your 

Honor, it's within your power. 

THE COURT: You can't talk over me. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Sorry. 

THE COURT: You're relying -

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Can you speak up a little 

louder. I can't hear very well. That might be why I'm 

speaking over you. Sorry. 

THE COURT: That's a fair request. That's a fair 

request. I will. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I'm sorry, I have bad hearing. 

THE COURT: Well, no, now that I speak into the 

microphone, I hear that it is a little better. I'm new 

to this courtroom, so I apologize. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: That's okay. 

THE COURT: Well, I never sat up here before. I've 

sat down there before. 
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In any event, I imagine that all sorts of people have 

all sorts of issues with the constitutionality of our 

laws. I -- when you say it's in my power, I'm not 

I'm not so sure I agree with you. I am here to -- you 

have initiated an action seeking a recount under 12-21. 

I understand that I am bound by the laws of South 

Dakota, specifically, in Chapter 12-21, and you have 

asked for a recount, and Chapter 12-21 only allows 

that, and you concede this, when the election's less 

than two percent margin. 

What you're asking me to do is, what I suppose some 

people quite negatively refer to is judicial activism 

which is to just ignore the statute and decide in a 

courtroom in Lawrence County that something is 

unconstitutional. I don't think that that's in my 

authority. I think that you're required as a litigant 

to state a claim upon which it can be granted, and I 

don't think it can be premised on the concept that you 

believe a statute that has not been deemed 

unconstitutional is unconstitutional. I don't know, 

maybe it is unconstitutional for some reason that's 

unclear to me, but it's not my position to get into 

that. You have failed to state a claim. 

And here's the side note, I think that you also have 

a problem with the intervention statute. If you are 
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asking me -- if you are challenging me -- as part of 

your defense, you're challenging the constitutionality 

of the statute, then you have an obligation to notify 

the Attorney General so we can get the State here to 

defend its statute because that makes -- that statute 

has always made sense to me, that if someone is going 

to say the statute is unconstitutional, you just need 

to ignore it, Judge, which is what you're doing, you 

need to give the Attorney General a chance to come and 

defend the statute. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: So you never do rule -- rulings 

on the Constitution? It would only be an Attorney 

General that would do a ruling on a constitutional 

question on a statute? You never do rulings on those? 

THE COURT: I follow the laws that the legislature 

passes and the Governor signs that are the laws of the 

State of South Dakota. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Okay. 

THE COURT: Until somebody tells I suppose -- I 

don't know what you're really asking. I suppose there 

-- there is a mechanism and the intervention concedes 

that, that, sure, a Circuit Court judge could determine 

that a statute is unconstitutional, but you're really 

not directly challenging the constitutional nature of 

that statute. You're challenging the results of the 
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election. You're challenging the validity of the 

election and your belief that it was unfair and you 

want me to grant a recount. 

Your claim that a statute is unconstitutional is the 

heart of this case. It's a tangential counterargument 

to Mr. Williams's quite correct observation that you 

failed to state a claim upon which relief can be 

granted. You basically said you're also conceding 

that you haven't stated a claim upon which relief can 

be granted. You're just saying you are not bound to 

because the statute that establishes that you believe 

is unconstitutional for a variety of reasons. 

I -- I --

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Let's do this, I had to do a 

verified petition, and 

THE COURT: I'm not giving you legal advice if you 

are asking me to give you legal advice. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: When we do a verified petition, 

you should not be limited on the grounds of why you're 

doing that petition. 

THE COURT: I don't know what that -- I don't know, 

are you asking me a question? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: No. I'm stating that that -- I 

still feel like it's unconstitutional. I should have 

been able to --



• 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

THE COURT: Well --

MS.CROWLEY-JOHNSON: When you're limiting what I can 

petition for -- that statute is limiting what I can 

petition for. 

THE COURT: The recount statute? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Right. 

THE COURT: Yeah. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: It's limiting. And, you know, 

we have a federal constitution that says I can petition 

for whatever grievance that is 

THE COURT: But here's the --

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: -- to the government that I 

want to. 

THE COURT: You can appeal this, but what I'm doing 

is, is I'm denying -- sorry, I am granting, 

Mr. Williams's motion to dismiss. Not under the 12, 

whatever, 21 statute, because she concedes this is not 

an election contest; not under the 12(b) (1) because 

you've -- you've withdrawn that, and plus I don't agree 

with it; but I am granting it under 12(b) (5). I don't 

believe that a granting of a motion to dismiss requires 

me to enter findings of facts and conclusions law, I 

don't think so, because it's got to be 12 -- sorry, 

Rule 52A requires me to enter findings of facts and 

conclusions of law if it's a trial court; this wasn't a 
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trial court. 

I suspect, Mr. Williams, as the prevailing party, you 

can prepare an order granting the motion to dismiss for 

failure to state a claim upon which relief can be 

granted and then do a notice of entry of that order and 

then she can appeal that and she can make these 

arguments to the appellate court. If there is a court 

that's -- they're likely in a better position to say 

something is constitutional than I am. 

But for a variety of reasons, I -- I am not -- I 

guess, I'm not getting into the constitutionality or 

the lack of constitutionality of that statute. I'm 

granting the motion to dismiss for failure to state a 

claim upon which it can be granted. I think that 

resolves the cases that I have today. 

I apologize for not speaking into the microphone 

earlier. It seems like it's much clearer now that I've 

I feel like I'm Bob Barker talking right into the 

microphone. 

But thank you both for your zealous advocacy for 

yourself and your client. This has been very helpful 

and it's been very interesting. So thank you for your 

attention to the case and so forth, but that's the 

ruling of the Court. And I will I'm not sure, the 

orders that you're presenting me are simply -- they're 
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not -- they're -- I mean, they're very basic orders. 

Do you have some way of letting her look at them to 

the form of them? I mean, I'm not sure they're 

necessary because the 

MR. WILLIAMS: Your Honor, I -- I -- we have a 

mailing address for her. I mean, we can send them out 

by -- by email. 

THE COURT: Here's the reality, if you want to appeal 

this, I'd rather get it moving more -- normally, I 

would -- if I ordered him to draft something, 

Ms. Crowley -- Crowley-Johnson, I would have him to 

allow you to review it for the form of it, but the 

things that he is drafting, as the prevailing party, 

don't really get into much detail. They're just -

they're denying -- they're granting a motion in this 

case, simply dismissing the middle case without 

prejudice, and then dismissing the other --- denying 

the motion for a default judgement and dismissing the 

other case without prejudice. To me, there is not much 

wiggle room for him to get that wrong. If he says 

something else -- if he says with prejudice instead of 

without prejudice, I'll just call him on it. I'll 

cross it out and I'll put without prejudice. 

So to that extent -- to the extent that you do want 

to appeal this, I'm more inclined to get it entered and 
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-- and filed sooner rather than later. So knowing that 

I'm going to hold him to what I have ordered those 

orders to look like, do you have any objection to me 

just signing them when I get them as long as they're in 

the form I just laid out and get them filed so whatever 

appeal time can start moving? 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: I would okay with that. I 

would like to get some kind of notification right away 

so I can look at the exact order that you signed -

after you sign it. You can sign it. 

THE COURT: My understanding is the clerk likely 

mails them immediately 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Okay. 

THE COURT: -- in my experience with working with the 

clerk here, that's usually what happens. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Okay. Or I'll just call up to 

the -- how long do you think it will take you to do 

order on that, approximately a week or --

THE COURT: Oh, no, I wouldn't --

MR. WILLIAMS: Beginning of next week. 

THE COURT: Well, it's Friday, right? 

MR. WILLIAMS: Today is. It would be next week. 

So Monday or Tuesday of next week. 

THE COURT: How about this 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Okay. 
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you from raising this in another context. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Okay. 

THE COURT: Or from raising it in this issue, if you 

prevail on appeal. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: Okay. 

MR. WILLIAMS: Your Honor, to be fair to the Court, I 

-- with the continuation of lawsuits raising the same 

subject matter, I may raise a res judicata issue with 

regard to issuing claim preclusion or matters brought 

or matters that could have been brought in that 

original lawsuit. So I don't want to mislead the Court 

by my silence 

THE COURT: Fair enough. 

MR. WILLIAMS: -- by not suggesting I might raise 

that. 

THE COURT: And I didn't -- yeah, I -- I hope I 

didn't -- I didn't mean to comment on other pending 

litigation. I'm just -- my comment was whatever her 

concerns are, valid or not, I don't think that me just 

saying that she can't raise another recount by 

dismissing this action, 173, without -- with prejudice, 

I don't think it necessarily precludes what she wants 

to do. You might think it precludes her from doing it 

for another reason which would be res judicata, or 

maybe she has some sort of issue preclusion which I'm 
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not getting. Basically, the argument being you can't 

relitigate things a second time in a different form. 

Sometimes you can you can make some of the 

underlying arguments again, sure, but I don't mean to 

hamstring you if another court is looking at this. My 

comments are why I'm dismissing this with prejudice. 

Why I don't think it's a big deal, for lack of a better 

term, should not be viewed as some kind of comment on 

her ability or lack of ability to proceed with other 

cases she's got pending in front of other courts; 

potentially in front of this Court. I don't know if 

I'll be assigned to future cases. 

So anything else for the record on any of these three 

cases? 

MR. WILLIAMS: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Ms. Crowley-Johnson. 

MS. CROWLEY-JOHNSON: 

side.) 

(Shakes head from side to 

THE COURT: Okay. I will do my best to draft and 

file some kind of order, best case scenario, later 

today, but I would imagine, relatively early on Monday. 

And I will direct the clerk to tell you what those 

results are. 

Okay. Thank you. 

(No further proceedings.) 
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

Unless specifically denoted otherwise, the Appellees will be referred to as 

"Lawrence County" or the "County." Appellant Kate Crowley-Johnson will be referred to 

as "Crowley-Johnson." Citations to the South Dakota Supreme Court's record will appear 

as "(CR. _ )". Crowley-Johnson's brief will be referred to as "Brief of Crowley

Johnson" with appropriate citations thereafter. Citations to the County's appendix will be 

referred to as "." followed by the corresponding page number. 

JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 

Crowley-Johnson appeals from the Circuit Court's Order Granting McGruder's 

Motion to Dismiss dated August 5, 2024. (CR. 539-42). The Order dismissed Crowley

Johnson's Verified Petition for a recount in its entirety. Id. The County filed a Notice of 

Entry of Order August 9, 2024. (CR. 543-47). Crowley-Johnson timely filed a Notice of 

Review and Docketing Statement on September 4, 2024. (CR. 548-52). This Court has 

appellate jurisdiction pursuant to SDCL 15-26A-3. 

STATEMENT OF LEGAL ISSUES AND AUTHORITIES 

I. Whether the matter has become moot because the General Election 
has been held and the South Dakota Legislature has been seated? 

The Circuit Court did not address whether Crowley-Johnson's election 
recount petition was moot. After the filing of Crowley-Johnson's appeal, 
and before the filing of this brief, the South Dakota's 100th Legislature 
was seated. The holding of the General Election and the seating of the 
Legislature renders this appeal moot. 

• Larson v. Krebs, 2017 S.D. 39, 898 N. W.2d 10. 
• SD Citizens for Liberty, Inc. v. Rapid City Area School District 51-4, 2023 S.D. 

57, 997 N.W.2d 635. 
• McIntyre v. Wick, 1996 S.D. 147, 558 N.W.2d 347. 
• S.D. Const. art. III, § 9. 
• SDCL chapter 12-21 et. seq. 
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II. Whether the Circuit Court properly dismissed Crowley-Johnson's 
Velified Petition. 

The Circuit Court did not err in dismissing Crowley-Johnson's Verified 
Petition for recount. The Circuit Court determined that Crowley-Johnson 
did not state a claim upon which relief could be granted because the 
election results indicated that Crowley-Johnson was defeated by more than 
a two percent (2%) margin of difference in the June 2024 primary 
election. 

• McIntyre v. Wick, 1996 S.D. 147, 558 N.W.2d 347. 
• Kern v. City of Sioux Falls, 1997 S.D. 19, 560 N.W.2d 236. 
• Roudebush v. Hartke, 405 U.S. 15 (1972). 
• Stein v. Cortes, 223 F.Supp.3d 423 (E.D. Penn. 2016). 
• U.S. Const. art. I, § 4. 
• S.D. Const. art. VII, § 1. 
• S.D. Const. art. VI, § 19. 
• SDCL 12-21-10. 
• SDCL 15-6-24(c). 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Crowley-Johnson filed a Summons and Verified Petition against the County, in 

Lawrence County, Fourth Judicial Circuit, on June 11, 2024. (CR. 1-12; 448-49). The 

County filed Defendant's Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff's Verified Petition on June 25, 

2024. (CR. 471-505). The Circuit Court then scheduled a hearing to resolve three pending 

lawsuits filed by Crowley-Johnson against the County. (CR. 506-09). A hearing was held 

on August 2, 2024, before the Honorable Judge Jeffrey R. Connolly to address, inter alia, 

the County 's Motion to Dismiss Crowley-Johnson's Verified Petition for Recount. (CR. 

506-11). At the hearing, Judge Connolly granted the County's motion to dismiss holding 

that Crowley-Johnson's margin of loss did not fall within statutory percentage entitling 

her to a recount. (CR. 599-603; CR. 606-10). 
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. Crowley-Johnson's Filing Activity During 2024 

Crowley-Johnson was a candidate for South Dakota's Senate District 31 seat. 

(CR. 2). Crowley-Johnson initiated five separate cases in the calendar year 2024 

regarding the June 4 primary election. Two of these cases sought a temporary restraining 

order, prior to the June 4 primary election, against Lawrence County's Auditor, Brenda 

McGruder. (CR. 606) (referencing the dismissal of Crowley-Johnson v. McGruder, 

40CIV24-158 and Crowley-Johnson v. McGruder, 40CIV24-164). The Circuit Court 

dismissed both cases. (CR. 606). 

After the election, Crowley-Johnson initiated three more lawsuits, all of which 

sought various relief from the County. First, she sought an election recount in Crowley

Johnson v. McGruder, Lawrence County Auditor and Lawrence County Board of 

Canvassing, 40CIV24-173-the case at the center of this appeal. (CR. 1-12). After 

commencing Case No. 173, but before it was decided, Crowley-Johnson sued for an 

election contest against Randy Deibert in Crowley-Johnson v. Deibert, 40CIV24-182, 

which was before this Court in Appeal No. 30877. While both these cases were pending, 

Crowley-Johnson again filed suit against Lawrence County, Crowley-Johnson v. 

McGruder, et al., 40CIV24-225, which is currently before the Circuit Court. 

Both Case No. 173 (this matter) and Case No. 182 (Appeal No. 30877 (Diebert)) 

were dismissed at the Circuit Court level. (CR. 539-40) (order dismissing Crowley

Johnson v. McGruder, Lawrence County Auditor and Lawrence County Board of 

Canvassing, 40CIV24-173). Crowley-Johnson appealed both decisions. 
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B. Facts Relating to Crowley-Johnson's Petition for an Election Recount 

The District 31 Senate seat was up for election in 2024. (CR. 476). For this seat, 

Crowley-Johnson challenged incumbent Randy Deibert by means of primary election. 

Both sought nomination to appear as the Republican candidate for Senate District 31 at 

the General Election. 1 (CR. 496; 501) (showing the Secretary of State 's certification of 

the election results). On June 4, 2024, South Dakota held its statewide primary election. 

(CR. 476; 496). Lawrence County canvassed the primary election results on June 6, 2024. 

(CR. 476). The results showed that Crowley-Johnson was defeated by an eighteen percent 

(18%) margin and therefore lost the nomination for the District 31 Senate seat as the 

Republican candidate. (CR. 476, 501). The State official canvass was completed on June 

11, 2024. (CR. 496). Crowley-Johnson filed her Verified Petition for an election recount 

on June 11, 2024. (CR. 1-12; 476). 

On June 25, 2024, Lawrence County moved to dismiss under SDCL 15-6-

12(b)(5) and filed a brief in support. (CR. 493). A hearing on the County 's motion was 

set for August 2, 2024. (CR. 508). On August 1, 2024, the day before the scheduled 

hearing, Crowley-Johnson submitted her response to the County's motion to dismiss. 

(CR. 512-38). Therein, Crowley-Johnson argued, for the first time, that SDCL 12-21-10 

was unconstitutional. (CR. 515-19; 530-33). 

1 No other candidate, Democrat or Independent, ran for the District 31 Senate seat. 
Accordingly, Deibert was granted a certificate of election without having to appear on the 
general election ballot. SDCL § 12-16-1.1. The County requests this Court take judicial 
notice of the election certifications filed in this mater pursuant to SDCL 19-19-201(b)(l). 
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On August 2, 2024, a hearing was held before the Honorable Circuit Court Judge 

Jeffrey Connolly. (CR. 570). Although Crowley-Johnson's briefing did not clearly 

articulate the relief sought, during the hearing, Crowley-Johnson informed the Circuit 

Court that her verified petition sought only a recount, and not an election contest. (CR. 

574). She also acknowledged that SDCL 12-21-10 was the only route for her to pursue an 

election recount in South Dakota. (CR. 577). She argued, however, that SDCL 12-21-10 

was unconstitutional. (CR. 575-77). Judge Connolly informed Crowley-Johnson that she 

was required to notify the South Dakota Attorney General's Office of such a challenge, 

pursuant to SDCL 15-6-24(c). (CR. 585-87). Due to the lack of that notification, Judge 

Connolly informed Crowley-Johnson that he was not ruling on the constitutionality of 

SDCL 12-21-10. (CR. 599-600; 603). 

Ultimately, during the August 2nd hearing, Judge Connolly dismissed Crowley

Johnson's petition for recount because she did not meet the statutory prerequisite of being 

within two percent (2%) of the prevailing candidate entitling her to a recount.2 (CR. 597). 

Three days later, the Court filed its order granting the County's motion to dismiss. (CR. 

539-40). Crowley-Johnson appealed. (CR. 548). 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

"[W]hether [ a] complaint failed to state a claim upon which relief could be 

granted . .. is a question of law [this Court] review[s] de novo." Paul v. Bathurst, 2023 

S.D. 56, iJ 10, 997 N.W.2d 644, 650 (citing Nooney v. StubHub, Inc. , 2015 S.D. 102, iJ 9, 

2 Prior to the August 2nd hearing, Erica Douglas, a candidate for a Lawrence County 
Commissioner seat, petitioned and obtained an election recount. The results of that 
recount indicated that there was no deviation between Lawrence County's official 
canvass and the recount results. (CR. 593-94). 
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873 N.W.2d 497,499 (citing Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. v. Fonder, 2015 S.D. 66, ,r 6, 868 

N.W.2d 409, 412)); see also Thom v. Barnett, 2021 S.D. 65, ,r 13, 967 N.W.2d 261, 267. 

"In de novo review, no deference is given to the Circuit Court's decision. " Thom, 2021 

S.D. 65, ,r 13, 967 N.W.2d at 267 (citing Johnson v. United Parcel Serv., 2020 S.D. 39, ,r 

26, 946 N.W.2d 1, 8 (quoting Zochert v. Protective Life Ins. Co., 2018 S.D. 84, ,r 18, 921 

N.W.2d 479, 486)). 

"A motion to dismiss under SDCL 15-6-12(b) tests the legal sufficiency of the 

pleading, not the facts which support it. For purposes of the pleading, the court treat as 

true all facts properly pled in the complaint and resolve all doubts in favor of the 

pleader." N. American Truck & Trailer, Inc. v. M.C.I. Communication Services, Inc. , 

2008 S.D. 45, ,r 6, 751 N.W.2d 710, 712 (citingNygaardv. Sioux Valley Hosp. & Health 

Sys., 2007 S.D. 34, ,r 9, 731 N.W.2d 184, 190) (citing Guthmiller v. Deloitte & Touche, 

LLP, 2005 S.D. 77, ,r 4, 699 N.W.2d 493, 496)). "A 12(b)(5) motion ' does not admit 

conclusions of the pleader either of fact or law."' Nygaard, 2007 S.D. 34, ,r 9, 731 

N.W.2d at 190 (quoting Akron Savings Bank v. Charlson, 83 S.D. 251, 253, 158 N.W.2d 

523, 524 (1968)). Thus, it is generally accepted that "[w]hile the court must accept 

allegations of fact as true when considering a motion to dismiss, the court is free to 

ignore legal conclusions, unsupported conclusions, unwarranted inferences and sweeping 

legal conclusions cast in the form of factual allegations." Id. ( quoting Wiles v. Capitol 

Indemnity Corp., 280 F.3d 868, 870 (8th Cir. 2002)). When reviewing a decision that 

granted a motion to dismiss, this Court reviews ' 'the Circuit Court's ruling de novo, with 

no deference to its determination." Id. ( citing Elkjer v. City of Rapid City, 2005 S.D. 45, ,r 

6,695 N.W.2d 235,238). 
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ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES 

I. CROWLEY-JOHNSON'S APPEAL IS MOOT 

Crowley-Johnson's sole request for relief is a hand recount of the June 4, 2024 

primary election. Brief of Crowley-Johnson at 11. The holding of the General Election, 

and the seating of the Legislature, however, has rendered Crowley-Johnson's appeal 

moot because no effectual relief can be granted by this Court. 

A. Mootness generally 

Crowley-Johnson's request for a recount is moot and should be dismissed on 

appeal. This Court has stated: 

[T]his Court renders opinions pertaining to actual controversies affecting 
people's rights. [ A ]n appeal will be dismissed as moot where, before the 
appellate decision, there has been a change of circumstances or the 
occurrence of an event by which the actual controversy ceases and it 
becomes impossible for the appellate court to grant effectual relief. 

Larson v. Krebs, 2017 S.D. 39, ,r 13, 898 N.W.2d 10, 15-16. (cleaned up). A prerequisite 

to having a justiciable case is to have a live controversy to which courts can provide a 

solution. See SD Citizens for Liberty, Inc. v. Rapid City Area School District 51-4, 2023 

S.D. 57, ,r 33, 997 N.W.2d 635,642 (citingMetro. Life Ins. Co. v. Kinsman, 2008 S.D. 

24, ,r 10, 747 N.W.2d 653, 658). When there is no redressability, there is no standing. 

"An appeal submitted for decision but not yet decided becomes moot when 'there 

has been a change of circumstances or the occurrence of an event by which the actual 

controversy ceases and it becomes impossible for the appellate court to grant effectual 

relief."' Id. (quoting State v. Hampal, 2017 S.D. 82, ,r 9, 905 N.W.2d 117, 120 (quoting 

Rapid City J. v. Seventh Jud. Cir. Ct., 283 N. W.2d 563, 565 (S.D. 1979))). 
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Here, this Court can provide no effective relief and the request is moot because 1) 

the general election has occurred, and 2) the Legislature was seated on January 14, 2025.3 

B. The holding of the General Election and seating of the Legislature 
precludes Crowley-Johnson's relief. 

Pursuant to S.D. Const. art. III, § 7: "The Legislature shall meet at the seat of 

government on the second Tuesday of January at 12 o'clock m. and at no other time 

except as provided by this Constitution." At which time, its members are sworn in by 

taking the oath of office. S.D. Const. art. III, § 8. The seating of the 100th South Dakota 

Legislature occurred on January 14, 2025. The South Dakota Constitution is clear, 

"[ e ]ach house shall be the judge of the election returns and qualifications of its own 

members." S.D. Const. art. III, § 9. Because the Legislature is the sole judge of its 

members, a recount after the seating of the Legislature can provide no effective relief. 

Accordingly, this Court lacks the ability to provide any relief entitling Crowley-Johnson 

to a recount for a legislative seat. 

Putative candidates may avail themselves of certain rights provided by the 

Legislature to determine the legitimacy of election results through court action. State ex 

rel. Ingles v. Cir. Ct. ofSpink Cnty., 63 S.D. 313,258 N.W. 278, 282 (1934). Such 

provisions include the ability of this Court to review ''the proceedings of the recount 

board." SDCL 12-21-47; see also SDCL 12-21-48(1) (granting original jurisdiction to 

this Court on the certiorari proceeding); McIntyre v. Wick, 1996 S.D. 147, ,r 19, 558 

N.W.2d 347, 356. But, as to legislative candidates, " ... once the general election has been 

3 The County respectfully requests this Court take judicial notice of the fact that the 
November General Election has occurred, and that the Legislature was seated on January 
14, 2025. SDCL 19-19-20l(b)(2). 
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held, the power to pass upon the qualifications of a candidate ... " resides exclusively with 

the Legislature. State ex rel. Walter v. Gutzler, 249 N.W.2d 271,273 (S.D. 1977). A 

recount proceeding conducted after the Legislature has seated its members, therefore, has 

no effect. 

As further described in McIntyre v. Wick, while the Court has authority to oversee 

recount procedures, the results of those procedures may only act to provide evidence for 

the Legislature to review prior to selecting its members. As summarized in McIntyre: 

Recounts and review of recounts, however, do not prevent each house 
from independently evaluating the election any more than the initial count 
does. Each house is free to accept or reject the apparent winner in either 
count, and, if it chooses, to conduct its own recount. In Thorsness I, we 
made clear this Court's lack of any jurisdiction to dictate the final 
determination of a legislative election. Our review of a recount and 
judgment in such a proceeding merely constitutes evidence. It remains 
with each house to perform its constitutional duty of determining who 
shall sit and this court can express no opinion on the outcome of that 
deliberation. 

McIntyre, 1996 S.D. 147, ,r 22, 558 N.W.2d at 357 (emphasis added). Certainly, recount 

statutes allow candidates, who meet the statutory criteria, to seek a recount. As the circuit 

court determined, however, Crowley-Johnson was not entitled to a recount by statute. 

Nor did she seek any relief afforded by this Court pursuant to SDCL 12-21-47 and SDCL 

12-21-48 in this appeal. 4 See SDCL 12-21-47 and 12-21-48 (allowing legislative 

candidates aggrieved by a final decision on a recount to seek a writ of certiorari from the 

Supreme Court). As noted above in McIntyre, any recount afforded only provides 

evidence to the Legislature to decide whether to seat that candidate. Once the selection 

4 In a wholly separate appeal against Senator Randy Deibert, Crowley-Johnson submitted 
a Petition for Writ of Certiorari identified as Appeal No. 30921. This Court, however, 
swiftly denied the Petition for Writ on January 14, 2025. (County App. 001). 
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has been made by the Legislature, and its members seated, Court intervention is too late 

and would only operate to ''frustrate[] the [Legislature's] ability to make an independent 

final judgment." McIntyre, 1996 S.D. 147, ,i 22, 558 N.W.2d at 357. Crowley-Johnson's 

request for a recount is now moot. 

The exception to the mootness doctrine known as "capable of repetition, yet 

evading review" does not apply. This exception only applies when: "( 1) the challenged 

action is in its duration too short to be fully litigated prior to cessation or expiration, and 

(2) there is a reasonable expectation that the same complaining party will be subject to 

the same action again." Larson, 2017 S.D. 39, ,i 14, 898 N.W.2d 10, 16 (citing Rapid City 

Journal v. Delaney, 2011 S.D. 55, ,i 8, 804 N.W.2d 388, 391). Here, neither element is 

met. First, had Crowley-Johnson utilized the correct mechanisms for bringing her claims, 

sufficient time existed for those matters to be heard. The second element also fails 

because Crowley-Johnson was never entitled to a recount based upon her margin of 

defeat by Senator Deibert. 

Another exception to the mootness doctrine is "questions of public importance." 

This Court possesses the "discretion to 'dete1mine a moot question of public importance 

if [we] feel[] that the value of its determination as a precedent is sufficient to overcome 

the rule against considering moot questions." Larson, 2017 S.D. 39, ,i 16, 898 N.W.2d 10, 

16-17 (quoting Cummings v. Mickelson, 495 N.W.2d 493,496 (S.D. 1993)). This 

exception's elements are: "general public importance, probable future recurrence, and 

probable future mootness." Id. at ,i 16, 898 N. W.2d at 17 (quoting Sedlacek v. S.D. Teener 

Baseball Program, 437 N. W.2d 866, 868 (S.D. 1989)). Questions affecting ' 'the legal 

rights or liabilities of the public at large" may qualify for this exception. Id. (quoting 



Boesch v. City of Brookings, 534 N.W.2d 848, 850 (S.D. 1995)). For many of the same 

reasons that Crowley-Johnson does not meet the "capable of repetition" exception, she 

also does not meet this exception. To start, Crowley-Johnson simply did not qualify for 

an election recount to begin with; thus, the issue is not of public importance. She also did 

not actively pursue her claim. If she had actively pursued her claim and set a hearing after 

filing her Verified Petition, this case could have been resolved swiftly as intended by 

statutes. Therefore, it is unlikely that there is probable future reoccurrence. 

Finally, this case solely affects Crowley-Johnson's primary election results and 

her right to hold office. This case, however, does not affect the public at large because a 

recount does not address voting irregularities suppressing the vote of the voters. That 

question is addressed in election contests. Thom v. Barnett, 2021 S.D. 65, ,r 14, 967 

N.W.2d 261, 267 (citing In re Election Contest as to Watertown Special Referendum 

(Watertown Special Referendum II), 2001 S.D. 62, ,r 7,628 N.W.2d 336, 338) (stating 

election contests require the petitioner to show "voting irregularities and, further, that the 

irregularities were 'so egregious that the will of the voters was suppressed."'). Therefore, 

Crowley-Johnson's claims are moot and should be dismissed accordingly. 

II. THE CIRCUIT COURT DID NOT ERR IN DISMISSING THE 
COMPLAINT. 

The Circuit Court correctly dismissed Crowley-Johnson' s petition because (1) her 

eighteen percent (18%) margin ofloss did not entitle her to a recount under SDCL 12-21-

10; (2) Crowley-Johnson did not provide notice to the Attorney General of her 

constitutional challenge to SDCL 12-21-10 that was raised as required by SDCL 15-6-

24( c ); (3) if considered, this Court should uphold the constitutionality of SDCL 12-21-10; 
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and ( 4) the recount procedure in SDCL chapter 12-21 does not provide the relief 

requested. 

A. Crowley-Johnson did not qualify for a recount. 

Crowley-Johnson does not meet the requirements for an election recount under 

SDCL 12-21-10. She did not qualify for recount because she lost the primary election by 

more than a two percent (2%) margin of difference. (CR. 579). The applicable statute 

states, in relevant part: 

A candidate for any office, position, or nomination which is voted upon only 
by the voters of one county or part thereof may ask for a recount of the 
official returns if such candidate is defeated, according to the official 
returns, by a margin not exceeding two percent of the total vote cast for all 
candidates for such office, position, or nomination. 

SDCL 12-21-10 (emphasis added). Accordingly, a candidate, who seeks a nomination for 

a legislative seat in a primary election, only has the right to request a recount if that 

candidate was defeated by no more than a two percent (2%) margin during the primary 

election. Id. Crowley-Johnson, however, was defeated by eighteen percent (18%); thus, 

she does not meet the statutory prerequisite for a court to grant her request for an election 

recount. (CR. 575; 579). The Circuit Court properly dismissed Crowley-Johnson's 

petition for failing to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

B. Crowley-Johnson's constitutional challenge to SDCL 12-21-10 cannot be 
considered on appeal 

A constitutional challenge to SDCL 12-21-10 cannot be made in this instance 

because Crowley-Johnson failed to provide notice of that challenge to the Attorney 

General's Office at the Circuit Court level or on appeal. South Dakota statutes require a 

person challenging the constitutionality of a statute to provide notice to the South Dakota 
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Attorney General's office so that it may intervene and defend the statute. SDCL 15-6-

24( c) provides, in pertinent part: 

When the constitutionality of an act of the Legislature affecting the public 
interest is drawn in question in any action to which the state or an officer, 
agency, or employee of the state is not a party, the party asserting the 
unconstitutionality of the act shall notify the attorney general thereof within 
such time as to afford him the opportunity to intervene. 

Id. (emphasis added). When a statute uses the term "shall", "the term ... manifests a 

mandatory directive and does not confer any discretion in carrying out the action so 

directed." SDCL 2-14-2.1. 

Crowley Johnson's failure to notify the Attorney General, either in the lower 

court or on appeal, precludes review of the issue here. In Kern v. City of Sioux Falls, 

1997 S.D. 19, 560 N.W.2d 236, the Plaintiffs, Paul Kem and Mary Lou Schramm, argued 

"that the Recreational Use Statutes violated the 'open courts' provision of the state 

constitution." Id. at ,i 12, 560 N.W.2d at 239 (citing S.D. Const. art. VI,§ 20). The 

Plaintiffs, however, failed to provide notice to the Attorney General's office of their 

constitutional challenge. Id. at ,i,i 12-13. This Court stated: 

It is well established that the constitutionality of a statute cannot be raised 
for the first time on appeal. This is a rule of procedure, not jurisdiction, and 
this court may consider a matter for the first time on appeal if faced with a 
'compelling case.' However, the attorney general must be allowed to 
participate. The person challenging the constitutionality of a statute must 
give notice to the attorney general of the pendency of the action. SDCL 15-
6-24(c). 

Id. at ,i 12 ( cleaned up)( emphasis added). The Court in Kern found that the Plaintiffs 

waived their constitutionality arguments because they failed to provide notice to the 

Attorney General's office and they did not raise the issue properly below. Id. at 13. 
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Crowley-Johnson's situation is similar. She did not raise the issue in her initial 

pleading. (CR. 1-12). Nor did she did timely respond to the County's motion to dismiss 

with this argument. (CR. 512-38; 585-89); SDCL 15-6-6(d) (requiring a response brief to 

be served not later than five days before the hearing). Judge Connolly also specifically 

informed Crowley-Johnson that he was not addressing her constitutionality argument. 

(CR. 599). 

Additionally, it was pointed out that she failed to provide notice to the Attorney 

General's office. (CR. 585-89). At the hearing, the Circuit Court informed Crowley

Johnson that her response was untimely and further advised her that she had an obligation 

to provide notice to the Attorney General's office if she was challenging the 

constitutionality of the statute. (CR. 586-87). In fact, during the hearing, Judge Connolly 

provided Crowley-Johnson with the statute that required her to provide notice. (CR. 586-

87). Crowley-Johnson, however, still has not sent notice to the Attorney General's office 

regarding her constitutional challenge of SDCL 12-21-10. Crowley-Johnson's failure to 

provide notice waives her constitutional challenge of SDCL 12-21-10 on appeal. 

C. SDCL 12-21-10 is not unconstitutional. 

Even if Crowley-Johnson had provided the requisite notice to the Attorney 

General's Office, her constitutional challenge must fail. Crowley-Johnson provides no 

citations to support her argument that SDCL 12-21-10, or similar recount statute, is 

unconstitutional. Thus, Crowley-Johnson has waived this issue. SDCL 15-26A-60(6); see 

also State v. Patterson, 2017 S.D. 64, i! 31, 904 N.W.2d 43, 52 (quoting First Nat'lBank 

in Sioux Falls v. Drier, 1998 S.D. 1, ,r 20, 574 N.W.2d 597, 601) (" [F]ailure to cite 

authority in an appellate brief violates SDCL 15-26A-60(6) and waives the issue before 
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this Court."). On appeal, she generally cites S.D. Const. art. VII, §1 and S.D. Const. art. 

VI, § 19. Each respective provision states the following: 

S.D. Const. art. VII, § 1. Right to vote. 
Elections shall be free and equal, and no power, civil or military, shall at 
any time interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage. 

S.D. Const. art. VI,§ 19. Free and equal elections-Right to suffrage
Soldier voting. 
Elections shall be free and equal, and no power, civil or military, shall at 
any time interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage. 
Soldiers in time of war may vote at their post of duty in or out of the state, 
under regulations to be prescribed by the Legislature. 

Neither provision, however, addresses a candidate's right to run for office nor an 

individual's right to request a recount of an election. Crowley-Johnson also alleges she 

has a right to petition for a recount under ''the recount chapter of SD codified laws" and 

according to the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Crowley-Johnson's Brief at 7. 

But the only right to a recount under statute is SDCL 12-21-10, which she acknowledged 

during the August 2nd hearing. (CR. 576-577). Crowley-Johnson was defeated by 

eighteen percent (18 %) which is well outside of the two-percent margin set by SDCL 12-

21-10. 

Crowley-Johnson also cannot identify a United States constitutional provision that 

allows a recount in this case. There is no federally recognized right to petition for an 

election recount under the First Amendment. Rather, determining whether a party has a 

right to an election recount was delegated to the States by Article I, § 4 of the United 

States Constitution, commonly known as the Elections Clause. U.S. Const. art. I, § 4 

("The Times, Places and Manner of holding Elections for Senators and Representatives, 

shall be prescribed in each State by the Legislature thereof; but the Congress may at any 
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time by Law make or alter such Regulations, except as to the Places of chusing 

Senators."). 

In Roudebush v. Hartke5
, 405 U.S. 15 (1972), the United States Supreme Court 

stated that absent congressional action, States are empowered to regulate elections 

pursuant to Article I, sec. 4 of the United States Constitution. Id. at 24. The breadth of 

those powers include the: 

authority to provide a complete code for congressional elections, not only 
as to time and places, but in relation to notices, registration, supervision of 
voting, protection of voters, prevention of fraud and corrupt practices, 
counting of votes, duties of inspectors and canvassers, and making and 
publication of election returns; in short, to enact the numerous requirements 
as to procedure and safeguards which experience shows are necessary in 
order to enforce the fundamental right involved. 

Indiana has found, along with many other States, that one procedure 
necessary to guard against irregularity and error in the tabulation of votes is 
the availability of a recount. . . . A recount is an integral part of Indiana 
electoral process and is within the ambit of the broad powers delegated to 
the States by Art. I, s 4. 

Id. at 24-25. (internal citation omitted). The U.S. Supreme Court held that the right to 

petition for a recount derives from state law, not the federal constitution. Id.; see also 

Curtis v. Oliver, No. CIV 20-0748 JB\JHR, 479 F.Supp.3d 1039, 1128 (D.N.M. 2020) 

(holding, inter alia, that there was no federal constitutional right to petition for a recount 

under the First Amendment); Stein v. Cortes, Civ. No. 16-6287, 223 F.Supp.3d 423, 438 

(E.D.Penn. 2016) (stating that there is no federal right to an election recount). Crowley

Johnson's conclusory statement that SDCL 12-21-10 infringes upon her First 

Amendment right to petition for a recount is unsupported. 

5 Roudebush involved a congressional senate seat, not a state legislative seat. Thus, 
Crowley-Johnson's position is further eroded because her case is a matter wholly 
affecting a statewide election. 
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D. The relief sought by Crowley-Johnson cannot be afforded under the recount 
statutes. 

In the event this Court would entertain Crowley-Johnson's request for a recount, 

the relief she seeks is outside of the recount procedures. Despite Crowley-Johnson's 

affirmations that her filing is a petition for a recount, (CR. 574), her claim can only be 

considered as an election contest. Cases have been quite clear, election recounts and 

election contests are not interchangeable vehicles for relief. Both have their own 

independent purpose and each provides relief for when the other is inapplicable. As this 

Court has stated: "a recount differs from a contest in that a recount, clearly and 

unmistakably, if requested and made, is a part of the election process, while a contest is a 

challenge of the election process itself." In re Petition for Writ of Certiorari as to 

Determination of Election on Brookings School District's Decision to raise Additional 

General Fund, 2002 S.D. 85, ,r 13, 649 N.W.2d 581, 585-86 (citing State ex rel. Olson v. 

Thompson, 248 N.W.2d 347, 356 (N.D. 1976)). 

Crowley-Johnson's basis for an election recount rests solely upon her challenges 

of the election process itself. She alleges, inter alia, that automatic tabulating machines 

were improperly certified and that there is an inherent risk of vote switching whenever 

automatic tabulating machines are used. (CR. 2-12). Plainly, her claims are challenging 

the election process itself and, therefore, she was required to follow the procedures of 

SDCL chapter 12-22-which included bringing an original action before this Court 

pursuant to SDCL 12-22-7 and 12-22-35.6 She was also required to show the existence of 

"voting irregularities and, further, that the irregularities were 'so egregious that the will 

6 Whether Crowley-Johnson could state a valid election contest claim upon these facts is 
not the issue on this appeal and therefore is not addressed. 
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ofthe voters was suppressed."' Thom v. Barnett, 2021 S.D. 65, ,r 14, 967 N.W.2d 261, 

267 ( citing In re Election Contest as to Watertown Special Referendum (Watertown 

Special Referendum II), 2001 S.D. 62, ,r 7, 628 N.W.2d 336, 338). 

Crowley-Johnson initiated this case as an election recount and affirmed that 

construction with the Circuit Court. She filed a separate case alleging an election contest 

that was before this Court in Appeal No. 30877. Her election contest lawsuit, however, 

was dismissed on February 28, 2025 for mootness. County App. 003. There is no relief 

this Court can provide pursuant to this appeal. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, the County respectfully requests the Court affirm the 

decision of the Circuit Court. 

REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 

Oral argument is not requested. 

Dated: March 7, 2025. 

GUNDERSON,PALMER,NELSON 
& ASHMORE, LLP 

By: Isl RichardM. Williams 
Richard M. Williams 
Attorneys for Brenda M cGruder 
506 Sixth Street 
P.O. Box 8045 
Rapid City, SD 57709 
Telephone: (605) 342-1078 
Telefax: (605) 342-9503 
E-mail: rwilliams@gpna.com 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT 

OF THE 

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

* * * * 

SUPR.E\fE COt'RT 
STATE OF SOUTH D:\KOT.-\ 

FILED 

KATE CROWLEY JOHNSON, 
Petitioner, 

ORDER DENYING PETITION 
FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

vs. 

RANDY DEIBERT, 
Respondent. 

#30921 

Petitioner filed a Petition for a writ of Certiorari in 

the above-entitled matter. The Court considered the petition and 

eing fully advised in the premises, it is now 

ORDERED that said petition is hereby denied. 

DATED at Pierre, South Dakota, this 14th day of January, 

2025. 

Clerk of the Supreme Court 
(SEAL) 

BY THE COURT: 

PARTICIPATING: Chief Justice Steven R. Jensen and Justices Janine M. Kern, 
Mark E. Salter, Patricia J, Devaney and Scott P. Myren. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF COURT ORDER 

CASE:30921 

ORIGINAL FILED: January 14, 2025 

Title of Case: Title of Order: 

KATE CROWLEY JOHNSON, 
Petitioner, ORDER DENYING PETITION FOR 

WRIT OF CERTIORARI 
vs. 

RANDY DEIBERT, 
Respondent. 

MAILING DATE: January 14, 2025 

COPIES MAILED TO: 

FOR PETITIONER: Kate Crowley Johnson.!. 

FOR RESPONDENT: Talbot J. Wieczorek. 

JUDGE : Jeffrey R. Connolly~ 

FOR OTHERS: .!. 

CLERK: Lawrence County (Certified 2/4/25) ~ 

Dated: Tuesday, January 14, 2025 

Deputy Clerk of the Supreme Court 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT 

OF THE 

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

* * * * 

) 

SUPREME COURT 
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

FILED. 

FEB 28 2025 

~,{JJl,whuot,/ 
Cletfc 

KATE CROWLEY JOHNSON, 
Plaintiff and Appeliant, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

ORDER DISMISSING APPEAL 

#30877 
vs. 

RANDY PEIBERT, 
Defendant and Appellee. 

. ) 
} 

Appellee served and filed a motion to dismiss the appeal 

taken in the above-enti_tled _matter together with brief in support of 

the motion to dismiss. The Court considered the motion, and it is 

ORDERED that the appeal is dismissed aa moot. 

DATED at Pierre, South ·Dakota, this 28th day of February, 

2025. 

BY THE COURT: 

ATTEST: 

_Clerk 

PARTIC1PATING1 Chief Justice Steven R. Jensen and Justices Janine M. Kern, 
Ma~k E. Salter, Patricia J. Devaney and Scott P, Myren. 
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Saint Onge SD, 57779 
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Attorney Richard M. Williams 
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JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 

The Fourth Circuit Court is the Jurisdiction for a District 31 candidate recount 

petition. This is in accordance with "SDCL 12-21-20; Notice to circuit judge of recount 

petition--Appointment and convening ofrecount board." The order being appealed was 

signed and filed by the trial court on August 5th, 2024. The date notice of entry of the 

order by Judge Connelly was served on each party was August_9th
, 2024. The appeal to 

the order was filed on September 6th, 2024. 

STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

I. Were the citizens of the state and my SD Constitutional Right to a free and equal 
election in our county violated when the Auditor used an illegal test deck? 

SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5.l 
SDCL 12-21-10 
S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, CL 2 
U.S. Const. amend. I 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 

II. Is SDCL 12-21-10 an unconstitutional statute due to the fact that there can be more 
than one legal reason to petition for a recount? 
Circuit Court Judge Connelly held in the negative. 
The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 
SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5.l 
SDCL 12-21-10 
S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, CL 2 
U.S. Const. amend. I 
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U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 

III. Did Auditor break 52 USC 20701? 
The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 

IV. Is Appellant allowed a recount according to our constitution, which specifies our 
elections should be fair and equal? 
The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 
SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5.1 
SDCL 12-21-10 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, Cl. 2 
Commonwealth of Independent States, 2002, art. 2(a) 
S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10101 

V. Is it reasonable and legal to petition the government auditor's office for a recount when 
it can be proven that the Auditor conducted an illegal election by her own records and 
documentation of the illegal test deck that was given to her by ES&S the tabulator 
company? 
Circuit Court Judge Connelly held in the negative. 
The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 
SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5.1 
SDCL 12-21-10 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10101 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, Cl. 2 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 
S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 

VI. Did the Auditor violate SDCL 12-26-23.1 when she did not save the ballot images on 
the ES&S Computer Tabulator? 
The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 

vii 
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52 USC 20701 
52 USC 20702 
52 USC 20703 

VII. Should Judge Connelly have dismissed based on procedural SDCL15-6-24(c), when 
Judge Connelly completely ignored Procedural Federal Rule 5.1 (d) titled "No 
Forfeiture" and Procedural Federal Rule 5.1 (2b)? 
The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 
SDCLl 5-6-24( c) 
Rule 5.1 (bl) 
Rule 5.1 (2d) 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 

VIII. Did Judge Connelly violate the U.S. Const. amend. V and U.S. Const. amend. XIV. 
of due process when Judge Connelly's dismissal was based on the excuse of SDCL15-6-
24(c)? 
The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 
SDCLl 5-6-24( c) 
Rule 5.1 (lb) 
Rule 5.1 (2d) 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 

IX. Did the Auditor violate the US Civil Rights, TITLE 52-VOTING AND 
ELECTIONS 10101 under the "Color of Law"? 
SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5.1 
SDCL 12-21-10 
S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, CL 2 
U.S. Const. amend. I 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 
52 USC 20701 
52 USC 20702 
52 USC 20703 
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X. Was the U.S. Const. amend. XIV and U.S. Const. amend. violated by the Auditor? 
(The Bush v. Gore, 531 U.S. 98 (2000) (election recounts) is distinctly referenced when 
describing "equal protection" to the laws.) 
The Most Relevant Constitutional and Statutory Provisions: 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5.l 
SDCL 12-21-10 
S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, CL 2 
U.S. Const. amend. I 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 
52 USC 20701 
52 USC 20702 
52 USC 20703 

XI. Was the U.S. Const. amend. XIV and U.S. Const. amend. V violated by Judge 
Connelly in his decision? (The Bush v. Gore, 531 U.S. 98 (2000) (election recounts) is 
distinctly referenced when describing "equal protection" to the laws.) 
SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5 .1 
SDCL 12-21-10 
S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, CL 2 
U.S. Const. amend. I 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 
52 USC 20701 
52 USC 20702 
52 USC 20703 

XII. Did Judge Connelly violate the US Civil Rights, TITLE 52-VOTING AND 
ELECTIONS 10101 under the "Color of Law"? 
SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5.1 
SDCL 12-21-10 
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S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, CL 2 
U.S. Const. amend. I 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 
52 USC 20701 
52 USC 20702 
52 USC 20703 

XIII. Did Judge Connelly violate U.S. Const. amend. XV? 
SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5.1 
SDCL 12-21-10 
S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, CL 2 
U.S. Const. amend. I 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 
52 USC 20701 
52 USC 20702 
52 USC 20703 

XIV. Did the Auditor violate U.S. Const. amend. XV? 
SDCL 12-17B-5 
SDCL 12-17B-5 .1 
SDCL 12-21-10 
S.O.S Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02 
52 U.S.C. VOTING AND ELECTIONS §10102 
South Dakota Const. art. VII § 1 Elections and Right of Suffrage 
South Dakota Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights 
U.S Const. art. VI, CL 2 
U.S. Const. amend. I 
U.S. Const. amend. V 
U.S. Const. amend. XIV 
U.S. Const. amend. XV 
52 USC 20701 
52 USC 20702 
52 USC 20703 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

The order I am appealing was submitted by Judge Jeffery Connelly within the Fourth 

Circuit Court. The order was regarding a Verified Petition for a recount I had filed on 

June 11 th
, 2024 for the primary District 31 South Dakota Senate race in which I was a 

candidate on June 4th
, 2024. 

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 

I was a candidate for District 31 S.D. Senate. The primary was held on June 4th, 2024. 

The Auditor has taken a written oath to the S.D. and the U.S. Constitution. She was 

required to conduct a legal election. I submitted a petition for a recount on June 11 th, 

2024, to the Lawrence County Auditor Brenda McGruder. I had a legal constitutional 

right to petition my grievances about the Auditor breaking the testing laws that are used 

to certify the computerized tabulators pursuant to U.S. Const. amend. I The Auditor 

didn't want to accept and file my Verified Petition due to SDCL 12-21-10. I have an 

email confirmation of her denial based on SDCL 12-21-10. Her refusal of my Verified 

Petition was wrong because the Auditor used an illegal test deck. The Auditor had the 

physical proof, the election statutes, and the administrative rules on how to conduct a 

legal test, but failed to. Test decks are used by all auditors in S.D. to test the computerized 

tabulators before certifying the tabulators before each election. The Company of ES&S 

provided the illegal test deck that violated their own computerized tabulator manual titled 

EVS 6042 CA Election Management and in Chapter 5, it is clear what the guidance is 

from ES&S, in their recommendation and guidance to use a sequential number of votes 

for each office, which complements SDCL 12-17b-5.1 requiring, "a different number of 
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valid votes must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each 

measure." This is a fact that can easily be proven because these test decks are physical 

proof. Judge Connelly never asked me or called for any witnesses to testify about why it 

was illegal during the Recount Hearing. I submitted the illegal test deck and manual on 

how to read it with my Verified Recount Petition. In the Recount Hearing Judge Connelly 

stated he did not necessarily want to submit evidence to the hearing. He ignored all 

evidence of an illegal test deck and other illegal activity that the Auditor had achieved. 

The computer tabulators are required to be certified before each election and to be found 

errorless according to SDCL 12-17B-5; This is the auditor's job, and she should have 

known what a legal test deck was after being our Auditor for several years. The Auditor 

also failed to test one of the computer tabulators on the public testing day, that is pursuant 

to S.D., SOS Administrative Rules 5:02:09:01.02. This rule is used for the front line in 

catching programming issues and establishing confidence. If more than one tabulating 

machine is to be used in the election, each machine must be fully tested on any ballot that 

each machine will be used to count in the election. Since all Recount Petitions are sent to 

the Fourth Circuit Court and given a docket number by the clerk of courts in order for the 

Circuit Court to decide, I went directly to the clerk of courts and filed my verified 

petition on June 11 th , 2024. Then Auditor McGruder was served the verified petition by 

the Sheriff's Department that she refused to file and forward to the clerk of court's office, 

so the clerk of court's office could assign a docket number and forward it to the Circuit 

Court judge as done in all verified petitions for a recount. The Auditor never admitted to 

her wrongdoing of illegally certifying the two computerized tabulators and had no 

intention of allowing me to petition for a justifiable grievance. I submitted to the Circuit 
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Court the "Declaration of Rick Weible" which was written about the illegal test deck and 

his bio information as an election expert who is a certified network engineer with 28 

years of experience as a cybersecurity consultant with an impressive background. In this 

declaration, Rick Weible declares that after reviewing half of the test deck, the Auditor 

performed 45 violations. When Rick Weible is done reviewing it can easily be predicted 

that it will be over 100 violations. Rick Weible's declaration explains why it should be 

hand-recounted and that the votes could have been completely flipped. I had other experts 

ready to testify. Judge Connelly ignored this and the S.D. Constitution but instead 

focused on SDCL 12-21-10, which requires the candidates to be within two percent to 

recount an election even though the votes could have been flipped. In the hearing, Judge 

Connelly repeated the result was an eighteen percent difference based on the illegal 

activity of certifying the computer tabulators that was against statutes and the DS 450 

tabulator manual titled EVS 6042 CA Election Management. I also submitted the illegal 

test deck and a manual that explains what a legal proper test deck is and what it is not. 

Judge Connelly never inquired or asked questions on the evidence I submitted with my 

Petition to Recount. I stated at the hearing that the Auditor violated laws in the testing. I 

told Judge Connelly that we do not know what the legal results are because the computer 

tabulators were illegally certified. When I attended the Recount hearing, I did not 

concede to the election results that were the result of illegal testing and certification, even 

though Judge Connelly tried to get me to concede to the results. I stated, "I did not agree 

with him." I made sure to ask witnesses to come to the hearing to verify what I said. The 

Fourth Circuit Court was the jurisdiction for a "Recount Petition" and not the S.D. 

Legislature. 

3 



ARGUMENT 

"All laws which are repugnant to the Constitution are null and void" Marbury vs 

Madison, 5 U.S. (2Cranch) 137,174,176, (1803). U.S Const. art. VI, CL 2 supports the 

supremacy of the S.D. and U.S. Constitution. It was obvious from the start that I knew 

SDCL 12-21-10 was unconstitutional. It was also apparent from my actions that I 

believed I had the legal right to petition for my well-founded grievances according to 

U.S. Const. amend. I. My grievances were about factual illicit activity done by the 

election official. I even expressed to the auditor that SDCL 12-21-10 shouldn't be the 

only reason allowed for a recount. S .D. Const. art. VII § 1 and S .D. art. VI § 19 say we are 

to have fair and equal elections that are not to be interfered with by anyone. This would 

include auditors, commissioners, lawyers, and judges. Not even a judge has the right to 

aid and abet the interference of that constitutional right. ES&S EVS 6042 CA Election 

Management Manual is publicly available in the state of California, and in Chapter 5, it is 

clear what the guidance is from ES&S, in their recommendation and guidance to use a 

sequential number of votes for each office, which complements SDCL 12-17b-5 .1 

requiring, "a different number of valid votes must be assigned to each candidate for an 

office and for and against each measure." Each option does not have a unique number 

assigned from any other option in the senate race, house representative race, 

commissioner race, president and delegate. With unique numbers we can determine if 

votes are flipped. In The Declaration by expert Rick Weible, he explains all of this and he 

explains after examining only half the test deck that the Auditor performed illegally. That 

means it was never proven not to have errors because of illegal testing. The two DS 450 

computer tabulators were illegally certified. The person in charge of the election may not 
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approve the automatic tabulating equipment until an errorless count is made in 

accordance with SDCL 12-17B-5. 

The Auditor did not test the second computer tabulator labeled "A" on public 

testing day as required. The only one tested on public testing day was the computer 

tabulator labeled "E". The actual test deck date and time support the fact that the second 

computer tabulator was not tested on public testing day. If more than one tabulating 

machine is to be used in the election, each machine must be fully tested on any ballot that 

each machine will be used to count in the election. The email from the Auditor to me 

states, "I have attached the reports from 5-29-2024 Tab Test. The precinct-by

precinct reports for Machine A were not run on 5-29-2024 but I included the tests 

that were run on each machine on election day prior to running any election day ballots 

pursuant to 12-17B- l 2." The Certificates on these tabulators are dated May 29th , 2025. 

The auditor stamps and signs certifications on each of the two tabulators yet she had not 

even tested tabulator "A" with the illegal test deck until election day of June 4th , 2024. 

Additionally, the Auditor broke line number (5) which is included in SD SOS 

Rule 5:02:09:01.02. The Auditor did not test all the ballot types nor did the Auditor test 

10% of the folded ballots when testing the tabulating equipment. The auditor is also 

required to test different ballot types. The Auditor did not. S.D. Administrative 

Rule:5:02:09:01.02. "If more than one ballot is used in the election, a test deck must be 
made for each ballot that is unique in any way." 

I believe it is clear that the S.D. constitution should have precedence over state 

statute SDCL 12-21-10. Pursuant to: 

S.D. Const. art. VII §1 Right to vote. Elections shall be free and equal, and no power, 
civil or military, shall at any time interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of 
suffrage. 
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This is repeated in our constitution in S.D. Const. art. VI § 19 Bill of Rights. 

The Federal Supremacy Clause allows the S.D. Constitution precedence over statute: 

U.S. Art. VI, Cl. 2: "This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be 
made in Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties made, or which shall be made, under the 
Authority of the United States, shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in 
every State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the Constitution or Laws of any State to 
the Contrary notwithstanding." 

The U.S. Const. amend. I, confirms I am allowed to petition for grievances. SDCL 12-21-

10 is unconstitutional, as it only allows one reason to legally petition for a recount. I had 

multiple reasons of illegal conduct by the Election official to petition. My grievance was 

a factual real wrong done by the Election official called the Auditor. To deprive me of a 

hand recount is completely illegal according to our Federal Civil Rights and other 

constitutional issues. My petition stated all the multiple laws and administrative rules that 

the auditor broke when testing the computerized tabulator and I attached the illegal test 

deck. It also included a document that explains how to read the test deck. Judge Connelly 

never asked about why exactly it was considered an illegal test deck nor did he mention 

he read it. I believe there should have been an automatic hand recount authorized and 

performed as soon as I showed the illegal test deck and state laws to the circuit court. 

"SDCL 12-26-29, the prevention of unlawful elections is not prohibited: ''Nothing in 
this chapter shall be construed to authorize the punishment of any person who, by 
authority of law, may interfere to prevent or regulate an election which has been 
unlawfully noticed or convened, or is being, or is about to be, unlawfully conducted." 

The County Auditor and Commissioners refused to tum on the ballot image function 

before the primary 2024 election after they were notified by me and others that this 

violated federal law of "All records" preserved for 22 months. I attempted two temporary 

restraining order affidavits on the computerized tabulator one with a civil complaint 
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pleading. Judge Connelly said I did the first one wrong by not having an existing case so 

I did another with a civil complaint pleading so I would have an existing case. Judge 

Connelly denied the T.R.O.s. I did nothing illegal yet the judge allowed the Auditor to 

break federal laws on record keeping by not preserving the electronic ballot images. The 

Auditor's argument is that I am a harasser because I filed multiple suits when she was 

acting as a serial lawbreaker. I broke absolutely no laws. The Auditor would have us all 

believe she is the victim in this. The actual victims are the citizens of this state and this 

county. The Auditor would have you believe I am a harasser as she attempts to place 

sanctions on me. She believes she is above the law and has the right to conduct illegal 

elections. Keep in mind I had nothing to do with the Auditor until I realized we had 

serious issues with our elections. These cases were my statutory and constitutional rights 

as a candidate. The auditor and commissioners are attempting to put sanctions on me 

because I used my candidate's statutory and constitutional rights. These serial 

lawbreakers want to punish me for exposing their illegal activities. S.D. election officials 

claim we vote on paper ballots but they never reconcile them with the digital image 

count. Because South Dakota conducts electronic elections, deleting ballot images is 

deleting the records that the election was certified to. It is not certified to the actual 

physical ballot. Deleting federal election material is a federal crime. Before the primary 

election on June 4th , 2025 the Secretary of State Monea Johnson advised all auditors to 

delete the ballot images by turning off the ballot image capture option. It was very easy 

for her to advise for this illegal action because she can't be held responsible because it is 

the auditors' responsibility; therefore, the auditors are liable. Myself and others warned 

the auditors. Our Auditor chose not to listen to the letter written by expert Rick Weible on 
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May 17, 2024 that was sent to all auditors and the S.O.S. Johnson. This letter went into 

great detail of why it is unlawful not to tum on the ballot image function. Please see the 

attached letter in the appendix of this brief of Rick Weible explaining the federal laws of 

all election records being kept. Rick Weible also references case law that supports the 

federal law. This letter from expert Rick Weible and my TROs included the following 

federal laws and state law. 

(a) 52 USC 20701: 
(b) 52 USC 20702: 
(c) 52 USC 20706: 
( d) SDCL 12-26-23.1. 

Pursuant to Roudebush v. Hartke, 405 U.S. 15, 92 S.Ct. 804, 31 L.Ed.2d. 1 
(1972): 

"There are two fundamental principles that must be understood in order that there 
might be a proper analysis of this case. First, there is the question concerning "who" won 
the election, which necessarily carries with it an inquiry into how the winner was 
selected. The following questions are mutually exclusive: The questions "of who won" 
and the propriety of the election procedure are purely matters of state law." 

According to Thorsness v. Daschle, 279 N>W.2d 166 (1979): 

"If a defeated candidate has a question regarding the correctness of the ballot-counting 
procedure. The final step for a candidate is an application for a writ of certiorari to this 
court. To deprive him of this is to deprive him of his statutory right and his standing to 
question the accuracy of the voting process." 

Additionally, the SD Supreme Court's opinion stated the following, "the grievances 

brought to this court by Thorsness are substantial." If the Thorsness case was considered 

substantial then mine definitely should be and should not be dismissed because I have the 

confidence, that I can prove the Auditor achieved approximately 100 violations of several 

laws. I can prove this with witnesses, documents, experts, and video. The standard of 

reasonable grounds is greater than reasonable suspicion. Therefore, my grounds are 

reasonable. I was deprived of a writ of certiorari. Lastly, the commissioners are 
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canvassing their own races. The commissioners lack ethics and should not have 

canvassed their own election of the primary on June 4th, 2025; SDCL 6-1-17. Official 

prohibited from discussing or voting on the issue if a conflict of interest exists--

According to the Carter Center Organization: 

"The observance of the principle of universal suffrage means: a) every citizen, upon 
coming up to the age fixed by the U.S. Constitution, and laws, has the right to elect and to 
be elected to the bodies of state power, to local self-governments, other bodies of 
people's (national) representation, to elective posts on the conditions and in line with 
procedures stipulated by the Constitution and laws." 
https://eos.cartercenter.org/summaries/321 

Universal full suffrage includes both the right to vote, also called active suffrage, and the 

right to be elected, also called passive suffrage. I believe passive suffrage, Color of Law, 

and the Equal Protection Clause were violated and caused damages. This illegal primary 

election would qualify under the U.S. Civil Rights: TITLE 52-VOTING AND 

ELECTIONS 10101. Interference with freedom of elections under the color of law is a 

violation. The Auditor interfered with the freedom of elections under the color of law, 

and I would add that she was aided and abetted by the commissioners serving on the 

canvassing board. 

According to Wikipedia at https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Universal_suffrage, "In the 

United States, after the principle of "One person, one vote" was established in the early 

1960s by the U.S. Supreme Court under Earl Warren, the U.S. Congress, together with 

the Warren Court, continued to protect and expand the voting rights of all Americans, 

especially African Americans, through the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Voting Rights Act 

of 1965 and several Supreme Court rulings. Under the Oxford Constitutional Law Max 

Planck Encyclopedia of Comparative Constitutional Law, the definition of passive 

suffrage is as follows: 



"The term 'suffrage', in its basic form, refers to the right to vote, normally in elections. 
However, a wider definition also includes the right to vote in referendums and to 
participate in citizens' initiatives ( direct democracy). Full suffrage refers to the right to 
vote (active suffrage) and the right to run for election (passive suffrage). Universal 
suffrage refers to the right to vote without any restrictions based on factors such as 
gender, ethnicity, and social status." https://oxcon.ouplaw.com/display/10.1093/law
mpeccol/law-mpeccol-e685?prd=MPECCOL 

"Passive Suffrage" would fall under the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Voting Rights Act of 

1965, and several Supreme Court rulings. gender, ethnicity, and social status have the right 

to run for office and to be elected. This suffrage can be applied to a candidate who was not 

allowed a fair and equal election because the Auditor and the commissioners who violated 

the color of law and the equal protection of law. 

The Justia Law website states; "Voting is critical to a healthy democracy. Drafted in the 
aftermath of the Civil War, the Fifteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution provides 
that the right to vote shall not be denied or abridged ... on account of race, color, or 
previous condition of servitude. Congress sought to enforce the Fifteenth Amendment 
guarantee through the Voting Rights Act. This was cited from 
https://supreme.justia.com/ cases-by-topic/voting-elections/ 

U.S. Const. Amend. XV: The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be 
denied or abridged by the United States or by any State on account of race, color, or 
previous condition of servitude-

The U.S. Const. Amend. XV, Civil Rights Act of 1964, Voting Rights Act protected the 

act of voting but it also allowed various ethnicities and females to be guaranteed the right 

and act to be fairly elected for office called "Passive Suffrage' This was to give equal 

protection. This would mean the "Passive Suffrage of candidates is to have a fair and 

equal election and would be protected by the Civil Rights Act and the Voting Rights Act 

Here is a list of some of the compatible Supreme Court Cases regarding candidates' Civil 

rights on "Passive Suffrage" and the "Equal Protection clause" of the U.S. Const. amend. 

XIV. and the U.S. Const. amend V. 
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1. Bush v. Gore, 531 U.S. 98 (2000), "The use of standardless manual recounts after 
a presidential election violated the Equal Protection Clause." 

2. Chiafalo v. Washington, 591 U.S. (2020 
3. McCutcheon v. FEC, 572 U.S. 185 (2014) 
4. Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976) 

"The Equal Protection Clause is part of the 14th Amendment to the United States 
Constitution, which was ratified in 1868. It states that no state shall deny to any person 
within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. This clause serves as a 
fundamental principle in U.S. law, ensuring that individuals are treated equally and fairly, 
and it acts as a shield against discrimination. Originally intended to protect the rights of 
newly freed slaves, its broad wording has allowed it to be applied in various contexts, 
addressing issues of race, gender, and other forms of discrimination." This was cited from 
https:// en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Equal Protection Clause. 

A candidate should be treated with equal protection of the law. I was not treated equally 

and fairly by Judge Connelly or by the Auditor as a candidate and a citizen. Instead, my 

statutory, constitutional, and civil rights were violated by not being allowed to have a 

legal election. The Bush v. Gore, 531 U.S. 98 (2000), The use of standardless manual 

recounts after a presidential election is a distinct referenced case law when describing 

"equal protection" under the law. 

The following is cited from Justia Law at https://supreme.justia.com/cases-by
topic/voting-elections/: "The Fourteenth Amendment addresses many aspects of 
citizenship and the rights of citizens. The most commonly used -- and frequently litigated 
-- phrase in the amendment is "equal protection of the laws", which figures prominently 
in a wide variety oflandmark cases, including Brown v. Board of Education (racial 
discrimination), Bush v. Gore (election recounts), Reed v. Reed (gender discrimination), 
and University of California v. Bakke (racial quotas in education)". 

In conclusion, on the Civil Rights "Passive Suffrage," a candidate should not be 

suppressed by illicit activities by an auditor. The Bush v. Gore, 531 U.S. 98 (2000) 

(election recounts) is distinctly referenced when describing "equal protection" to the 

laws. Please note that Bush v Gore was expedited when my S.D. Fourth Circuit Court 

case was unreasonably extended. The Fourth Circuit Court did not expedite my Recount 

Petition nor the Contested Verified Complaint according to the statute SDCL 12-22-18. 
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The Black's Law Dictionary 12th edition interpretation of the "Color of Law" is 
the following: "Implies a misuse of power made possible because the wrongdoer is 
clothed with the authority of the state." 

The Auditor directly misused her power as the wrongdoer who is clothed with the 

authority of an election official. 

The following are definitions in the Black's Law Dictionary, 12th edition: 

"Certifiable, adj. ( 1846) 1. Good enough to be approved according to established 
standards<certifiable as sterling silver.> 2. Undeniable of a particular kind or status." 

"Certificate, n. ( 15c) 1. A document certifying the bearer's status or authorization 
to act in a specific way." 

"Certificate of authority 2. A document issued by a state agency.- Also termed (in 
some states) certificate of qualifications." 

Certifying the tabulators should be taken seriously. The S.D. Legislature does not 

enforce the laws, and Judge Connelly in the Fourth Circuit Court was supposed to, but 

instead found every excuse not to. The testing rules and laws the auditors are supposed to 

use are in place to prove that the tabulators are certifiable. The tabulators were never 

proven to be certifiable using an illegal test deck. Due to this, the primary election was 

not qualified to be legally certified by the Auditor with her signature and her official 

stamp. One example of a previous South Dakota Supreme Court case that dealt with the 

seriousness of the action of certification is Jarman vs the State of South Dakota 860 

N.W.2d 1 (S.D. 2015). Certification to this state of S.D. is important. The following 

statute on how to authenticate evidence is comparable to the testing statutes that should 

have been followed: 

SDCL 19-19-901. Authenticating or identifying evidence: 
"(a) In general. To satisfy the requirement of authenticating or identifying an item of 

evidence, the proponent must produce evidence sufficient to support a finding that 
the item is what the proponent claims it is. (9) Evidence about a process or system. 
Evidence describing a process or system and showing that it produces an accurate 
result. 
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( 10) Methods provided by a statute or rule. Any method of authentication or 
identification allowed by a state statute or a rule prescribed by the Supreme 
Court." 

The Fourth Circuit Court ignored my evidence of the illegal test deck and illegal 

certification." 

According to S.D. Const. art. IX § 1, Lawrence County registered as a corporation 

only exists because the state allows it to exist. An auditor would be considered very 

compatible with a state officer as is a county commissioner. The auditor who is elected 

and receives state benefits of health and retirement would qualify as similar to a state 

officer. An auditor is required to conduct a state and federal election by state and federal 

laws. The Auditor has taken a written oath to the S.D. Constitution and the Federal 

Constitution. She was required to conduct a legal county, state, and federal election. This 

primary had a federal race that was also tested illegally. This duty of conducting not 

only a county but a state and federal election is acting in the capacity of a state officer 

with an oath to the state and federal constitution. Judge Connelly used SDCL15-6-24(c) 

as an excuse. The key words in SDCL 15-6-24 (c) are "the state or an officer, agency, or 

employee of the state is "not the party". The auditor is a party and is an officer of the 

county that is only in existence because the state allows it to exist. I was not required to 

notify the S.D. Attorney General. The Federal civil procedure confirms this in Rule 

5.1.(lb) Constitutional Challenge to a Statute: 

(1 b) a state statute is questioned, and the parties do not include the state, one of its 
agencies, or one of its officers or employees in an official capacity. 

Judge Connelly and Mr. Williams's argument does not include paragraph (2d) of federal 
procedural Civil Rule 5.1 (2d) No Forfeiture: 
"A party's failure to file and serve the notice, or the court's failure to certify, does not 
forfeit a constitutional claim or defense that is otherwise timely asserted." 
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This means failure to file or serve notice or Judge Connelly's failure to certify does not 

forfeit a constitutional claim against SDCL 12-21-10. The reason this does not forfeit is 

that we have the due process rights of the U.S. Const. amend V and the U.S. Const. 

amend. XIV. While the Attorney General holds a position of immense authority, it is 

important to note that they are not necessarily considered the highest rank within our 

legal system. The true pinnacle of power lies within the judicial branch. The S.D. 

Supreme Court has the authority to make a decision on a constitutional challenge of 

SDCL 12-21-10. The legal question of SDCL 12-21-10 should be addressed by the S.D. 

Supreme Court and not just swept under the rug because this issue can happen again. 

Despite SDCL15-6-24(c), there are larger legal issues. Starting with the fact that the 

Auditor broke the laws of testing. The other larger issues are my state and federal 

constitutional rights, and my civil rights that were and still are being violated. Last but 

not least is the fact that Judge Connelly should be following "The Rule of Law" when 

making a decision, and he did not. The Legislature has no authority to answer legal 

questions. The "Rule of Law cannot ever be entirely separate from the people who make 

up our government and our society. The American Bar Association explains the intent of 

Rule of Law as follows: 

"In 1215, King John of England signed the Magna Carta (or Great Charter). A group of 
barons, powerful noblemen who supported the king in exchange for estates of land, 
demanded that the king sign the charter to recognize their rights. Article 39 of the Magna 
Carta was written to ensure that the life, liberty, or property of free subjects of the king 
could not be arbitrarily taken away. Instead, the lawful judgment of the subject's peers or 
the law of the land had to be followed. So what does this ancient document have to do 
with the rule of law? Quite a lot. It recognizes that a person's fate should not be in the 
hands of a single individual-here, the king. It demands that a judgment against a person 
be made in accordance with the law. Magna Carta planted the seeds for the concept of 
due process as it developed first in England, and then in the United States. Due process 
means that everyone is entitled to a fair and impartial hearing to determine their legal 
rights. "If men were angels, no government would be necessary. In framing a government 
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which is to be administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must 
first enable the government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to 
control itself." James Madison Federalist Paper No. 51 (1788) James Madison's quote 
from the Federalist Papers gets at the heart of the problem that even a government of law 
is ultimately "administered by men over men." The framers of the U.S. Constitution 
addressed this problem by dividing power among the different branches of government 
(legislative, executive, and judicial). This framework for government, known as the 
separation of powers, ensures that no one person is able to gain absolute power and stand 
above the law. Each branch of our government has some level of control or oversight 
over the actions of the other branches." This was cited from 
https://www.americanbar.org/advocacy/global-programs/who-we-are/rule-law
initiative/what-is-rule-of-law/ Various S.D. cases have confirmed the original intent 
matters. 

"The rule of law is a fundamental principle that ensures all individuals and institutions 
are accountable to the same laws, which are applied equally and fairly. It supports the 
equality of all citizens before the law and prevents the arbitrary use of power, thereby 
securing a non-arbitrary form of government. The rule of law encompasses several key 
principles, including accountability, just law, open government, and accessible and 
impartial justice. Historically, it emphasizes that no one is above the law, ensuring that 
everyone, regardless of wealth or social position, is treated equally. " This was referenced 
from https://www.britannica.com/topic/rule-of-law 

The Fourth Circuit Court was the jurisdiction for the "Recount Petition according to the 

Recount Chapter. I also had standing that is now being deprived. I was not required to go 

directly to the S.D. Legislature. This entire primary election deserved an investigation 

pursuant to Roudebush v. Hartke, 405 U.S. 15, 92 S.Ct. 804, 31 L.Ed.2d. 1 (1972) and 

Thorsness v. Daschle, 279 N>W.2d 166 (1979). Investigations are a part of verified 

complaints on contested elections. The Contest Case of Crowley-Johnson vs Deibert 

appeal NO.30877 (2025) should not have been dismissed by the S.D. Supreme Court, 

based upon lies in the Defendant's motion. I followed all the Contest statutes. It was the 

Fourth Circuit Court and the Supreme Court that did not follow multiple Contest statutes. 

It was the Fourth Circuit Court and the Supreme Court that did not bring in my legislative 

contested case as the Contest statutes plainly stated. My Contest case was delayed by the 
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Fourth Circuit Court. Our county deserved to know if there were damages done by the 

illegal test deck provided by ES&S and the Auditor. To this day, Lawrence County has 

not held ES&S liable for breach of contract when they provided an illegal test deck to the 

Auditor with her input to ES&S. 

Conclusion 

The relief sought was and still is a hand recount. The hand count should be allowed to see 

how much damage was caused. This is the reason auditors are required to keep election 

records for 22 months. By the Civil Rights Act these records are to be kept to investigate 

elections. The amount of total damages should not be hidden but should be transparent. 

Statement issues or legal questions are now added in this brief in hopes that the S.D. 

Supreme Court will give clarification and relief on the constitutional Verified Petition 

Recount based on justified grounds. This relief of answering these issues would have 

saved and will save future stress, time, and money. I had expenditures, and these are 

damages. Relief is sought for damages to my state and federal constitutional, statutory 

rights, and civil rights. The clarification on statement issues will prevent other problems 

and issues in the future in our state for every citizen and candidates. This is preventative 

relief. The legislature cannot answer these legal questions. The jurisdiction was the civil 

court for this Recount Petition and not the Legislature, as stated by Mr. Williams. Legal 

issues need to be addressed by the court. The pass the hot potato game between branches 

has violated my rights. 
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LIi > Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 

> Rule 5.1. Constitutional Challenge to a Statute 

Rule 5.1. Constitutional Challenge to a 
Statute 
(a) Notice by a Party. A party that files a pleading, written motion, or other paper drawing into 

question the constitutionality of a federal or state statute must promptly: 

(1) file a notice of constitutional question stating the question and identifying the paper that 

raises it, if: 

(A) a federal statute is questioned and the parties do not include the United States, one of its 

agencies, or one of its officers or employees in an official capacity; or 

(B) a state statute is questioned and the parties do not include the state, one of its agencies, or --one of its officers or employees in an official capacity; and 

(2) serve the notice and paper on the Attorney General of the United States if a federal statute 

is questioned-or on the state attorney general if a state statute is questioned-either by 

certified or registered mail or by sending it to an electronic address designated by the 

attorney general for this purpose. 

(b) Certification by the Court. The court must, under 28 U.S.C. §2403, certify to the appropriate 

attorney general that a statute has been questioned. 

(c) Intervention; Final Decision on the Merits. Unless the court sets a later time, the attorney 

general may intervene within 60 days after the notice is filed or after the court certifies the 

challenge, whichever is earlier. Before the time to intervene expires, the court may reject the 

constitutional challenge, but may not enter a final judgment holding the statute 

u nconstitutiona I. 



(d) No Forfeiture. A party's failure to file and serve the notice, or the court's failure to certify, 

does r:i_ot forfeit a constitutional claim or defense that is otherwise timely asserted. 

Notes 

(As added Apr. 12, 2006, eff. Dec. 1, 2006; amended Apr. 30, 2007, eff. Dec. 1, 2007.) 

Committee Notes on Rules-2006 

Rule 5.1 implements 28 U.S.C. §2403, replacing the final three sentences of Rule 24(c). New 

Rule 5.1 requires a party that files a pleading, written motion, or other paper drawing in 

question the constitutionality of a federal or state statute to file a notice of constitutional 

question and serve it on the United States Attorney General or state attorney general. The 

party must promptly file and serve the notice of constitutional question. This notice 

requirement supplements the court's duty to certify a constitutional challenge to the United 

States Attorney General or state attorney general. The notice of constitutional question will 

ensure that the attorney general is notified of constitutional challenges and has an 

opportunity to exercise the statutory right to intervene at the earliest possible point in the 

litigation. The court's certification obligation remains, and is the only notice when the 

constitutionality of a federal or state statute is drawn in question by means other than a 

party's pleading, written motion, or other paper. 

Moving the notice and certification provisions from Rule 24(c) to a new rule is designed to 

attract the parties' attention to these provisions by locating them in the vicinity of the rules 

that require notice by service and pleading. 

Rule 5.1 goes beyond the requirements of §2403 and the former Rule 24(c) provisions by 

requiring notice and certification of a constitutional challenge to any federal or state statute, 

not only those "affecting the public interest." It is better to assure, through notice, that the 

attorney general is able to determine whether to seek intervention on the ground that the act 

or statute affects a public interest. Rule 5.1 refers to a "federal statute," rather than the §2403 

reference to an "Act of Congress," to maintain consistency in the Civil Rules vocabulary. In Rule 

5.1 "statute" means any congressional enactment that would qualify as an "Act of Congress." 

Unless the court sets a later time, the 60-day period for intervention runs from the time a 

party files a notice of constitutional question or from the time the court certifies a 

constitutional challenge, whichever is earlier. Rule 5.1 (a) directs that a party promptly serve 

the notice of constitutional question. The court may extend the 60-[day] period on its own or 

on motion. One occasion for extension may arise if the court certifies a challenge under §2403 

=> after a party files a notice of constitutional question. Pretrial activities may continue without 

interruption during the intervention period, and the court retains authority to grant 

interlocutory relief. The court may reject a constitutional challenge to a statute at any time. 

But the court may not enter a final judgment holding a statute unconstitutional before the 

attorney general has responded or the intervention period has expired without response. This 



rule does not displace any of the statutory or rule procedures that permit dismissal of all or 

part of an action-including a constitutional challenge-at any time, even before service of 

process. 

Changes Made After Publication and Comment. Rule 5.1 as proposed for adoption incorporates 

several changes from the published draft. The changes were made in response to public 

comments and Advisory Committee discussion. 

The Advisory Committee debated at length the question whether the party who files a notice 

of constitutional question should be required to serve the notice on the appropriate attorney 

general. The service requirement was retained, but the time for intervention was set to run 

from the earlier of the notice filing or the court's certification. The definition of the time to 

intervene was changed in tandem with this change. The published rule directed the court to 

set an intervention time not less than 60 days from the court's certification. This was changed 

to set a 60-day period in the rule "[u]nless the court sets a later time." The Committee Note 

points out that the court may extend the 60-day period on its own or on motion, and 

recognizes that an occasion for extension may arise if the 60-day period begins with the filing 

of the notice of constitutional question. 

The method of serving the notice of constitutional question set by the published rule called for 

serving the United States Attorney General under Civil Rule 4, and for serving a state attorney 

general by certified or registered mail. This proposal has been changed to provide service in all 

cases either by certified or registered mail or by sending the Notice to an electronic address 

designated by the attorney general for this purpose. 

The rule proposed for adoption brings into subdivision (c) matters that were stated in the 

published Committee Note but not in the rule text. The court may reject a constitutional 

challenge at any time, but may not enter a final judgment holding a statute unconstitutional 

before the time set to intervene expires. 

The published rule would have required notice and certification when an officer of the United 

States or a state brings suit in an official capacity. There is no need for notice in such 

circumstances. The words "is sued" were deleted to correct this oversight. 

Several style changes were made at the Style Subcommittee's suggestion. One change that 

straddles the line between substance and style appears in Rule 5.1 (d). The published version 

adopted the language of present Rule 24(c): failure to comply with the Notice or certification 

requirements does not forfeit a constitutional "right." This expression is changed to "claim or 

defense" from concern that reference to a "right" may invite confusion of the no-forfeiture 

provision with the merits of the claim or defense that is not forfeited. 

Committee Notes on Rules-2007 Amendment 



The language of Rule 5.1 has been amended as part of the general restyling of the Civil Rules 

to make them more easily understood and to make style and terminology consistent 

throughout the rules. These changes are intended to be stylistic only. 

< Rule 5. Serving and Filing Pleadings and Other Papers Up Rule 5.2. Privacy Protection For 

Filings Made with the Court> 

ii Federal Rules of Civil 
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Declaration of Rick Weible 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C Section 1746, I, Rick Weible make the following declaration. 

1. I am over the age of 21 years and I am under no legal disability, which would prevent me 

from giving this declaration. 

2. I currently reside at 803 Elk Street, Elkton, SD 57026. 

3. I am a computer network engineer and data analysis expert with over 25 years of 

industry experience. Owner of a small computer consulting company, that has been in 

business for over 25 years providing compliance certifications, desktop support, 

programming, network management and security, web development and hosting. 

4. A voting system is defined by Federal Law, Help America Vote Act of 2002, HR 3295-41: 

(b) VorING SYST.IW. DE!t'INJID.-ln this section, the term .. voting 
system" means-

( 1) the wtal combination of mechanical, electromechanical 
or elec..1.ronic equipment (including the software, firmware, ;;j 
documentation required to program, control, and support the 
equipment) that is used-

(A) to defme ballots; 
(B) to cast and count votes; 
{C) to report or display election results; and 
(D) to maintain and produce any audit trail informa• 

tion;and 
(2) the practices and associated documentation used--

(A) to identify system components and versions of such 
oomponents; . 

(B) t.o test the system during its development and 
maintenance; 

(C) to maintain records of system errors and defects; 
(D) tD determine s~ic system changes to be made 

to a system after the mitial qualification of the system; 
and 

(E} to make available any materiala to the voter (such 
as m;,tices, instructions, forms, or paper ballots). 

https://www.eac.gov/sites/default/files/eac assets/1/6/HAVA41.PDF 

5. The South Dakota Codified Laws 12-17B-2 Requirements for automatic tabulating, 

electronic ballot marking, and election voting equipment systems-Approval of changes 

or modifications. The codified law states "Each system shall fulfill the requirements for 

election assistance commission standards certification and be approved by the State 

Board of Elections prior to distribution and use in this state." US Election Assistaw 

Commission is the EAC and its web site is the EAC.gov. -- =-' 

Filed on:08/01/2024 Lawrence County, South Dakota 40CIV24-000158 



12-178-l. Requil'ellleuts for automatic t:abularing, electronic ballot markin11, and election nring equipmeat systems-Appro,·al 
of chaa1es or modifications. 

Any automatic tablllating or electronic ballot marking system used in an election shall cm.hie lhe ,·otcr to cut a ,·otc for all 
offices and on all measures on which the ,·otcr is entitled to ~·otc. No automatic tabulating, electronic ballot marlcing. or election ,·of 
cquipmm1 system ma · be CODllcctcd to the inumct. No ballot markmf! device may save oa- 1abuwe votes marked on anv s 

1 • ·o system may be apptO\-ed unless thc system fulfills the rcqwremca.ts as established 
by lhe Swe Board of Elections. Anr changes or modifications to an approved system shall be approved by the Stare Bovd ofElcclions 
prior to distribution and use. 

https://sd legislature.gov/Statutes/Codified Laws/2040817 

6. The Voluntary Voting Systems Guidelines Version 1.0 (WSG 1.0) Volume 1, section 7 

deals with Security Requirements. 
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7. The Voluntary Voting System Guidelines Version 1.0 (WSG 1.0) Volume 1, section 7.8 

Independent Verification Systems (pages 134-136), developed by the US Election 

Assistance Commission (EAC.gov), explains the reasoning for the cast vote records, as 

a way to provide an independent verification to the accuracy and security of the 

tabulators, in detail, this is a requirement and not optional .... : 



.. 
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7.8 Independent Verification Systems 

7.8.1 Overview 

lndepen~nt 11erification (IV) sylitems are el.ii:trooic 1,·oting li)'stCJna; that produc.: multiple 
indepemL,nt cast vote records ufvoi.:r ballot ~l~"tiOO!>, which can be audited ro a high level 
of precision. For this to happen, tM cast \·ote records must be haDdlcd according to the 
following protocol: 

• At least two ca.st vote reclXds of the vow•, ,;electiODll are producoo and one of the 
records is then stored in a nwmcr th.at it cannot be modified by the \'OUDg syi,;tem. 
For coounple. the voting liyar.mi creale!i> a r~-ord of the voter'li Rh:ctiom and then 
~pies it to unalterable storage media. 

• The voter 111u1t be able 10 verify that bodi ""3.St \·ote records are correct and maJch 
bc:fore Jea,·ing the polling placl:, e.g., vuify his or her :ielections on the voting 
machine swnmary screen and also verify the 11eCOnd record oo the unalterable storage 
media. 

• Th.i \·erification procei...es for the two ca.st \'ote ,ecords must be indq,endent of a&:h 
other, and at least on.= of the records mu:.t be verified directly by the voter. 

• The contents of the two as1 ,.-ote reco~ abo can be cb&lcked later for COD!listucy 
through the use of unique identifiers that allow the reoords IO be lirured. 

Th4? cavt vote n.'COrds would be fonnaned so that at least one I.et u usable in an effac~t 
counting process by the electronic ,oting li)'lltem aod the other 11e1 is wable in an efficient 
proca.s of auditing or \'erifying the agreement between the two sets. 

Gi11en thcs.? condili01111, the multipk cast vote record11 are comidered to be distinct ud 
ind~odently verifiable. that is. bod! reoord.s are not Wider the control of the same system 
procet11o&l:S. kl. a re,iult of lhili indef>',~. the audit ~-ocds can be w;.ed to chcclc the 
accuracy of the counted recordi.. O....:aUMl the records are so?parately stoced. an anader who 
&.';'Ill compromise one will al.a ba1,•e to compromise the othe,. 

The ,·oter ,erit1able paper audit trail I VVPAT) methodology is one of 111eVeral classes of IV 
1yste1n1. In thi11 approach, the votu can directly compare the elecnonic IWIIDlary sec~ of 
the \oting niachine with the printed paper audit record. (This ili not to be confused with the 
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paper ballot that is produc.?d b}' optical scan voting sy11telllli that the voter visually ,·erifaes 
before placing it in the ballot box or tabulator.) Requiremenu. for DR& with a WPAT 
feature are provided below to reflect the fact that a number of SlaleS currently require this 
feature. 

There me a varict)· of~ IV approache» for the voter to verify his or her lliclections \ltith 
systems that produce an electronic record for verification. Appendix C describes the 
cbaracteri!,;liCli of thae systeOlli in more d.:uil. They include: 

• Split procc.s.s systems, whiclt use Si:parale de\·ices for the \'Olen to record and verify 
their ballot selections 

• Cryptographic systems, which pro\·ide voters with coded receipts that can be used to 
verify their ballot selections 

• Witness systems. whlch use an independent module to create the secood record 



7.S.2 Basic Characteristics of IV Systems 

Thi:. ~ctioo desc-ribes a preli1ninary set of basic clwacterii,;lics that apply to all types of IV 
systelllll. This information i.:. pro,·iclcd for the purpose ofiotroducing these coacepts for 
consideration in voting system design. It is anticipared that future voting S)'titems will be 
required to provide 1oome type of independent verifx:ation fealll.re lo enable voten to have 
confidence th.at th.!ir ballot selections arc correctly recorded and counted. 

An independent verification system produces at least two mdepeodent cast vote recocds of 
ballot selections via interactiom with the voter, such that one record can ~ compared against 
the other to chec-k their .:quality of content. 

DiK'Uliswn: Thii. is lhc fundamc:nlill cbanac1&:rutic of IV lliyi.tclllli. The rccunh can be 
cbccL:d 11gairu;1 unc mother to dctc:rmini: w~thcr or nol lhc \ olcr 
~lcctium. arc cona:tly ra:unkJ. 

The voter verifies the conknt of each cast \<ote record and either (a) veriflii!s at least ooo of 
the records directly or (b) "·erifies both records indirectly if the records are each under lhe 
control of independent processes. 

DiS1..-u,,;i.ion: Din:ct "crificlllion in~oh,c:i. u,,;ing bWDaD liC1l:la; fur example, Jira.-tly 
l'QII.Wlg ll paper rccun! -wia one's cyoighL )ndin:d -wc:rific:ation inwolwcs 
lbiinl( an inlc:nDcdiary to perform lhc verification; fwcumplc. ,·crifying 
an clci:trunic ballut imiagc on lhc voting miu:hinc. 

The creation. storage and handling of the cast vote n.-:cords are liUfficidJltly &eparate that the 
failure or 1.-omprontlse of one n."COrd does not cause the failure or compromise of another. 

Dii;"-u!WUn: Tbc n:cords mllllil bc: ~d un Jiffcn:nt JDCdia mid handled 
i~dy uf cai:h ulbcr 11U thal nu 1H1C pnx:aii cuu&d &:umpromiac 
all n:cor-ds. Jr an atllldt 1.,m al1a one record, ii i;bould lllill be: \'cry 
diffii:uk w alll:r lhc ulha:r ra:onl. 
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7 Sa;urily Rcq1111CIDC:llb 

Hoth ca~ \ oh: n:cunb ar.: highly r~-si:,,lalll w Jam.ag.: or alk."flltton and i:apabk of long•h."fDl 
:,,tor.age. 

Ois.:u~on: 'The r.:conb )buuJJ be: JaJT11.:uh lu ,1ltc:r w damage i,o that Ibey .:owd be 
u,cd 111 ca><: tbs: .:uuntcd n:.:onb an: dam.aged or lo~L 

The proc.::i.M.-s uf ,·erification for th,: cast \'ote r«unh do noc aU ik.-pend un Ilk: s.am,: dc,·il:.:. 
:,,0ftwa,c module:, or iy,.tcm for tb.:ir inkgrity, and an: :.ufficiendy se~ that ach n.-.:ord 
pru,·i~-s cvid.:lk:.: ofth.: vt>t.:r':, ~lcL-tion.s inck-p.:odently of its ~ng n:cord. 

Dis.:u:,,won: Fur c:umpk. lhc: \c:nfac.tlOll of the: )ummilll)' M.Tl:CII fc:IA'1n1Dic IQ.:ord) 

of ii DRE i• 11,ulfi.:icndy ~ale: &um lhc: ,crificatiua or a ,-per n:conl 
prinkd b> • VVPA T compuacn1 l1f a cup)' or lhc: c:la:uum: r«ord 
.. tuccd un • ..cpar;atc •~.tc:m. 

1k multiple: c:i..t \'ulc ~unb are linL:d IO their cunc!i>pooding audit n.-corcb by i.ocluding a 
uoiqU1: identifier within c~h h?\:ord. 

O& .. cu»iua: The: adcnlificr ...:no the pwpu~ uf uniqiac:ly tdcotifylllt' and limr..ing lbc 
rcwnh fur crun-.:ba:lani:: 

each cast n>I.: fL'Cord &DCludo information id&.-ruifying tlk: followinB: 

• An id.:ntifo:atioo uf ahl! polling place and pn.-,;inct 
• Whetbl1r lh.: balloting i:. pro\·ifflJllilJ. c:arl)', or on eiL'-'tiun da)· 
• Ballot style 
• A tim.:stamp ~rated when the ,·otiog machuw ii. enabled to begin a \'otilll! ,.._-ssion 

that can be med to 1,"0rra:ll)' group the 1.-ut Vole n:cords 
• A uniqua: identific:r a.ssu.:ia1&.-d wilb the hlling maduna: 

O...cunKm: The Jtkntif1er cuuld be: a )Cna.l number ur ulbcr Ulll!pk' ID. 

The cryptographic wftware UM.-d io IV syi.aa:ms ill> appro\'ed by~• U.S. Go\·1.'tllllleJll
0 s 

<.'ryptognaphic Mudula: Validation Pn,gram. as applicable. 

Discuwon: IV ~-uling •)'sl&:ms may UK cryptu~c wfiw~ fu.- a DWDbcr of 
diffcrcot purpose5, m:ludiog c:alcuatiaa; i:hccbwm, ea.-rypting n:cords, 
aUlhc:nlicatioo. gcoeratiag nuufom numbc15, and fur digilal JiJP1lllllra. 
~ suft\1/lll'C lihuuld be n:vicwcd and MppUYcd by lhc Crypldppbic: 
Module Validation Program (CMVP). Thac may by c,ypk>g111phic 
voting M.-bc:m.:s \I/here lhc aypll>pphii: algorithms Wied an: no.:c~)' 
different from any al1,'Uritmm that have appru~·al CMVP 
implc:mcnlalWD!i, lhWi CMVP-appru~cd .IIO.fiwarc lilall be w.c:d when: 
feasible. The CMVP wd>si~ is http://cm?.ni11.1ov/cnl]lYlll. 
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8. The Voluntary Voting System Guidelines Version 1.0 (WSG 1.0) Volume 1, section 
7 .9 Voter Verifiable Paper Audit Trail Requirements (pages 139) is a standard that is not 
required, and the example Is provided here to show the language is different from 
above and makes very clear the intent of the US Election Assistance Commission. 

VchKlD 1.0 
\'olwnc J. 101111~ .\"Jsta1 P,ujiJrllUUU:I! Ciuid,r/int!S 

7 Sc..v:ll)' Rcqwn:mcntli 

7.9 Voter Verifiable Paper Audit Trail Requirements 

Thii :s.iction contains requin:.ll1'!nts for DREs with a VotCI Verifiable Paper Audit Trail 
(VVPA T) co1nponilnt. VVPAT capability isnot requited for swiooaJ Cfflification. 
However, these requirements will be applied for certificatioo testing of DRE systems that are 
intended for use in stat~ lhal reqooe DREs IO provide this capability. The vendor's 
~nif.u:ation testing application to the EAC mU:St indicate whether the system being presented 
for testing includes this capability. as provided under Su~--tioo 1.6.2.S extensions. 

https://www.eac.gov/sites/defaulVfiles/eac assets/1/28/WSG.1.0 Volume 1.PDF 

9. Ballot Image is defined as "Electronically produced record of all votes cast by a 
single voter. See also cast vote record." Source Appendix A: Glossary Volume 1: 
Voting System Performance Guidelines 1.0 - Page A-5 
https://www.eac.gov/sites/default/files/eac assets/l/28NVSG.1 .0 Volume I .PDF 

10. Cast Vote Record is defined as "Permanent record of all votes produced by a single 
voter whether in electronic, paper or other form. Also referred to as ballot image 
when used to refer to electronic ballots." Source Appendix A: Glossary Volume 1: 
Voting System Performance Guidelines 1.0 - Page A-6 
https://www.eac.gov/sites/default/files/eac assets/1/28NVSG. l .0 Volume I .PDF 

11. Then typically when discussing cast vote records generically we see 3 formats, all 
three are required if an election official want to determine if the voting systems are 
operating correctly. Without this, no election official can claim that their equipment is 
accurate and secure. Here are the three formats: 

A. The first format, is the summary report that has all of the results of each ballot, by 
race for all ballots for an easy review. One can look for overvotes and 
undervotes quickly, then review the next two types of records. 

• A I t. 0 £ ( 

1 ~JotUocord -~-- llollollt.¥!!,__!!!Y.U-~~---· Attom!)'Getl(250I Sec51o18j~_ _ _____ .!!!!!!!!!!ol~J 
11'6I 3"191 cw.t..nvwRW1&2 CW•l-•Wl&2 REPMldteh/AalhCCNDCI002) •EP-T-CCND0005) IIEPAmy1¥MIOUdonbod<(CNOOll01) IIEPJGMS. .. ll>Of 
IJWl2 .141'2 CWaurtownW1&2 CW<tonownWl&2 l>UIEW!r</Rodrlpm(CNDOOllll ■EPEltCToneytCNDOOOSJ REP",ayl.ynnl.lludetlbeck(CNOOOCl7) RU'JahnS.li!I .... 
11063 .ICl!IJ CW•-W1&2 CW•-•W1&2 l>Ulfffr</----(CHDOOOl) DEMJOSll-l(CN-) DEMDoucuFoll"""(CND00061 DEM""""Rlcha, 
U"64 .14$ c:w11onownwi&2 cwaionownW1&2 DEMfv<trs - D0001 DEMJolhltaul CN- DEM l.lfoU.,.• CNDCI006 
11 .1419.5 
11'66. 34196CWu.-W1&2 cw .. -•W1&2 l>UIEVetl/• ........ CCNDOOOl) DEMlOIIIKlal(CIIOOODII DEMOOICI.IFoll ... •CCND0006) 
l.1907 .141!17CWat-W1&2 CwatertownW1&2 DS.H••n/.....,...,(CNDOOOl) DEMJolhoca..l(CIIOOODII DEMOOICI.IFall ... •(CND0006) OEMAaonlUdla< 
lUII& .141'1 CW--W1&2 CWMonownW1&2 REPMtchels/"""1COCD00021 IIEPErkT-(CNDOOOS) IIEPAmyLyMloudoft-(CII00001) UPlahnS.laibot 
11"69 14199 CW....-nW1&2 C WOIOft<NIR W1&2 RfP-/ Aalh(CNDOOOJ) atP&IC T-, (CNDOOOS) 1W' ,...,Lyflnl.oudeabec:k(CN00007) UP Jahn S. Lei .... 

11,uo - CW.Cortown Wl&2 C WoleflowR W1&2 DEM ~ '-.., CCNDOOOl) DEM Jotll tcaul (CND00041 DEM Dous ... Folena (CND0006) 00,"""" RICIIM 
,,.,.,, -· CW11e-W1&2 cw.conownW1&2 DfME..,.,-.,.,,tCNOOCOl) DEMlOIIIKaul(CNDOOOCI DEMDoulLafoltllelCH000061 DIMAaronRlcltw 

https;//www.co.dodge.wi.gov/departments/departments-a-d/county-clerk/election
infonnation/election-results/e lection-resu Its-2022 



B. The second record type is the actual ballot image, which is a picture of the front and 
back of the ballot of what the voter selected for each contest: 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
~f --• .=.c:=. 
: 1-:=· .:.-::a:=:a=.====.::..-~=-...--::-.:=- • 

I 
I 

•~!!...!!.!!' •••••• "!.• ••••• --~1 -----·-... -"'"... , .. --· ------i --- -I 
------ '. ----................ _. 

7!1Ii,___ __ 
__ ..,..._.. .... Qil 

- .~ .. ---

--·--
----·1 --§:= 
l=-----1 ::·-~-:--~~-= 

!e.-'....., .. 
~. ... ........ WIii,. ... ..,........ .. __ 

•••••••••••••••••••••••• 

This ballot is an absentee ballot, and the folds from the ballots cross the oval on the 
Governors race, this is an issue that needs to be prevented, since the fold was 
counted as a vote, and thus an over vote and the voter lost their vote in this race. 
34195i.pdf file is from Dodge County, WI 
https:/ /www .co.dodge. wi. gov /departments/ departments-a-di county-clerk/ election
information/election-resul ts/ election-results-2022 
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C. The third type is the result file of how the tabulator interpreted each selection made 
by the voter, typically the first two types are tied together using the same filename 
prefix that is a serial number that ties the two tother for auditing purposes. 

.._..cw..,._..,.., 

.-Sl)ll·C-Wf.UJ'-1,.__tl -,-C'llfll:•~-
llacllast.aOVN-G1nllffl 
__ .., 
..,.....e,,.,,.,.,_._...,, 

~._...,,. .. ~,~, 
Mld'llts/Aoll\(359) 

~1247) 

..,_.,.., _..,., 
Am)' L\'M ~ (319) 

........... .,.,.. 
VGttcf«.I 

Allin JCIMICln(m) 

-.c-ar--n.111rat _,.., 
-f-1~71 , •. • 

s...a..n..n11N1 ....... , 
JomJacP!fC401) 

..... ,_CNal7(115j 

YDIIFar. I 

--(400) 

........ ,.,JI., 
~Frr.t 

DaleJScmw:llf411) 

c.-e_.c..,...,,_.c.PJtf 
WUfOr.l 

-·••111•'1""'• 

This is the result file of the previous example and this shows how the fold was 
interpreted as a selection, and the vote as lost for this voter since it was considered 
an overvote. 
34195c.pdf file is from Dodge County, WI 
https://www.co.dodge.wi.gov/departments/departments-a-d/county-clerk/election
info1mation/election-results/election-results-2022 



12. The cast vote records are clearly defined by the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology (NIST), a division of the US Department of Commerce in its publication 
"NIST Special Publication 1500-103-Cast Vote Records Common Data Format 
Specification Version 1.0" in section 2.1 (page 3) 

2.1 Overview of Cast Vote Records and their Generation 

Simply put, a L'WII 'llole record (CVR) is an electrooic hX:Ord of a voter's ballot 1K:lecti0&, and its 
primary purpose is to provide a record of voter ulectiow. that can be collllled in an eft"icient 
manner to produce ek""tion N:Sults. A CVR is created by equipment such as a voter facing 
scanner in ll polling pla&:.1 into which a vo~r i.ns.=rti; a paper balloL CVRs also gee cmlVJd by 
batch fed scanners used to 11CaJ1 absent« o, other types of ballots lhllt an: collected before the 
.:lectioo or that c-.umot be scanned by polling place ~ for various reasoos. A.fur lhe poll~ 
art closed, the C:VRs an: col1C1.'1&!d by election officials on memory devicei and subM?quently 
copied to an election mwiagcment sysiem lhat aggn:gates and tabulates the votH. 

Thrt.'a! primary lyp.!lil ohoting de11icL'S that create CVRs .w: 

• All-ele1..-uonic voting cL..-vic~ that a \o~r use=. tu make ballot i.electioru. and that create 
a.ud 11101.: a CVR. for each balloc. 

• Ballot marking de,·ku (BMDll) thal functioo like all-electronic elev.ices but that produce 
a paper ree:ord ufthe vok?r',,; choice1,; lhllt must be subseq~ntly scanned. 

• Voter-facing optical scanners IIKed in polling place, and bau:h-fed optical scannen !bed 
in central offices to ~-an P3P'!' ballots.. 

The !iCarutlng devi.:es above :w t,;0.metimo?s referred to collectively lli "labulaiors" because they 
generally ba-.·e a lllbulation capability, but this is not always the cai.e. 

CVR,; may indude othtr informatioo !,aides voll!r cbok.is, including: 

• Information on all 1.'Ulllest:1 and coote11l optio1111 on the ballot in addition to those marhd 
• The ballot 11tylll associated with tbe CVR 
• The pnici11ci or location a,;,,;ocialoo with the CVR 
• The equipment that produ.:ed the CVR 
• The political party anoci.ated with the ballot for pwtil;llll primaril:ll, 
• Images of the CDtire ballot and image11 of write-ill llreali on the ballot 
• An identifier that ~ also printed on the ballot as it is ~ 
• lndicatious of how the SClllUla' ha.. interpreted 11ariow. marks. 

This specification includes suppon for the abow itema,;. 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GOVPUB-C13-
5ece0a87 c83a2a 7 d2ba2072e 7 420c584/pdf/GOVPUB-C 13-
5ece0a87 c83a2a7d2ba2072e7420c584. pdf 



13. The cast vote records are also used in adjudication for ballots requiring additional 
inspection as laid out in "NIST Special Publication 1500-103- Cast Vote Records 
Common Data Format Specification Version 1.0" in section 2.3 (pa~~ 4-5) 

2.3 Adjudication of Cast Vote Records 

Afkr a CVR collection has been exported, a number of the CVR.s may n:quire addition.al 
impection and adjustment as pan of a process known as adjudication, which may be do~ on an 
EMS by elei.-tion officials. Wriie-ios an: ~ snost i:otnmon n:ason: 

SP 1500-103. VllfllOl'I 1.0 
NIST Cast Vole Records CDF Speafacabon 

l. On ballots produced by DMD, the Y.rite-in names could still be spelled differently or 
incom:ctly. and 

2. Fors.canned paper ballots. either the ballots themselves or the images of the write-in 
aras of the ballot that were made by the scanner must be inspected. 

There are a nwnber of other rcw>ns why ba1lots may requirii adjudication. :iUcb as: 

• The ballot wai; unreadable by lhe liCanner. 
• The ,·oter may have marked the ballot in ways that are difficult to interpret. for example. 

the voter may ha\•,: circled the ovals instead of filling them in. 
• The scanner ~ted ooe or more overvotes. 
• The i.canner detected that tbe .mtire ballot wu blank. 

Ibis specification provicfos the capability to update the CVR with multiple annotations made by 
adjudicators. recording the following items: 

• The adjudicator namt:(s). 
• Time 11oLamp of when the adjudication(sJ was made. 
• The adjudication. i.e., the action taken by the adjudicatol{:s). 

https:/Jwww.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/GOVPUB-C13-
5ece0a87 c83a2a 7 d2ba2072e 7 420c584/pdf/GOVPUB-C 13-
5ece0a87 c83a2a7d2ba2072e7420c584.pdf 



14. The cast vote records provide a way to audit election equipment against their paper 
counter parts for accuracy purposes as outlines in "NIST Special Publication 1500-
103 - Cast Vote Records Common Data Format Specification Version 1.0" in section 
2.4 Auditing Cast Vote Records (page 5) states - "CVRs need to be audited 
against their paper counterparts so that election results can be verified to be 
accurate." 

2.4 Auditing Cast Vote Records 

CVh iroo to be audited against lheir paper counkrp.,rts so that election resulb can be verified 
to be accurate. Tiw r.pecification supporu auditing by providing the following as options: 

• Support for ba.llot-le\ld comparili,Oll auditing. that is. theu is an idauifier in the CVR that 
can be linked to an ID printed on the c~ponding paper ballot. 

• Support to include adjustm.:nts to contol selectiOJlll mad.? by adjudicaton. 
• Different snapshots of the CVR can be crea~d. one for the original Sl:IID.. one for after 

election rules have b.':en applied. and llthen as ~ fur adjudications. 
• Indications of marginal marks, mark quality/density can be ~iated \\ilh contest 

selections. 
• A CVR can include llignedihashed ref.mmces to an associated image of the ballot or 

images of write-ins made by the voter. 
• Capability to include batch information such as batch IDs and sequence within the batch. 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/G0VPUB-C13-
5ece0a87 c83a2a 7 d2ba2072e 7 420c584/pdf /GOVPUB-C 13-
5ece0a87 c83a2a7d2ba2072e7420c584. pdf 



15. In the meeting of the State Board of Elections om Wednesday, Oct 301h, 2019, the 
cast vote records are mentioned during the update on Post-Election Audit 
Information, it is also clearly noted that a purchase of the ES&S Election 
Management System (EMS) would be required to view the cast vote record. 

Update on Post-Election Audit lnformadon: 

Secretary B~tt updated the board on the Post-Election Audit. The following was his statemcnL 

·•During the election equipment testing with Election Systems and Software (ES&S), Minnehaha 
County Auditor Bob Litz agreed to use the mock dection ballots lhat we use for testing the 
~uipment to walk through potential procelolies for a J>Olll•d~tioo audit This was an easier option 

than asking for a Judge to allow him to open the ballot boxes from the 2018 Gcncml Election, as 
those arc to be seali:d for 22 months after a fcdcra.l election. Also, the ballots for testing are not from 
a past election. 

Mark Manganaro, State Certification Manager with (ES&S) provided a demoostratioo on the process 
to place an ink 1.-artridge in the DS4S0 and DS8S0 tabulating macbinc:s to be able to scqucotially 
number the ballots for use in a post-<:lcction audit. Mr. Manganaro also provided a brief 
demonstration of the Election Management System (EMS) lhat would be a required software 
program the counties would have to purchase to \-lC:W the vote cast record. Sa:rcwy of State staff 
present to obscn·c these p~s included Deputy JIL!iOl1 Lutz, Dircc101-. Division of Elections, Kea 
Warne, and State Election Supervisor Christine Lehrkamp, along with t.tinnc:baba County Auditor 
Bob Litt. 

We arc looking at having a more in-depth demonstration on this process in March 2020 from another 
ES&S representative. Further ~h on post-clection audi11 will need to be conducted prior to any 
legislation drafted for future legislative SCliSioru.. Auditor Litz ftmlins supportive of this proces:. and 
committed to continue working with our office as we develop a ptoCCIS that can work for all our 
counties. At this time. no further action is needed from lhc Board." 

a. Meeting Minutes - https:1/sdsos.gov/about-the
office/assets/boe aqendas/FINALBOEMinutes10.30.19.pdf 

b. Agenda of Oct 30th, 2019 - https://sdsos.gov/about-the-
office/assets/boe minutes/October30.2019BOEConferenceCallAqenda.pdf 
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16. The EAC Certificate for ES&S EVS 6.1.0.0 on the SD SOS site only has the cover 
page and is missing the rest of the EAC certificate. The first page of the certificate 
shows that Voting systems is tested to the Voluntary Voting Guidelines Version 1.0 
(WSG 1.0). 

United S1.11e~ Election Aasistanc.: Commission ~ 

____ c_e_rtifi_·_ca_t_e_o_r_eo_n_fi_o_rman __ c_e ____ f f it'8 
C!ITll'IED 

ES&S EVS 6.1.0.0 ...._,... 
The voting system identified on this certificate haa been evaluated at an accredited voting l)'•tem tesunc la
boratory for conformance to the VoluntJUy Voting Sp~m Gulde/inn v_-oa 1.0 (YYSG I.OJ. Componcnb 
evaluated for thia cerd&adon are detailed in the attached Sc:opc ol Ccnific:ation docwnenL Thia certilicate 
applla only to the apeclfic version and re1eaae of the p.rodua In lta ewiluafed eon&pradon. The evallllltion 
has been verified by the EAC in accordance with the provlalona of the EAC Yoli'ag Sy6tem Tada,f ,iad Ccr
d6cadoa Program M1111ualand die concliuiona of the testing laboratory in the rat report are coaaiatent with 
the evidence adduced. Thi, certificate la not an endonement of the product by any agency ol the U.S. Gov
ernment and no warranty ol the product 1, either exprcucd or Implied. 

P,odua Name: EVS ------------
M odc l or Ven.Ian: 6.1.0.0 ----------
N amc oCVSTL: Pro V&V --------
BAC Ccrtilicacion Number: ESSEVS6100 

Date luued: September 24, 3119 

https://sdsos.gov/about-the-
office/assets/boe aqendas/EAC%20Certificate%20for%20EVS%206.1.0.0.pdf 
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17. The actual complete certificate can be found at the US Election Assistance 
Commission (EAC) site, which is 16 pages long ... on page 3 we see the OS200, 
D8450 and OS850 do a "conversion of voter selection marks to electronic cast vote 
records(CVR)." 

05200• is a polling place paper-based voting system, specifically a dl£1tal scanner and tabulator 

that simultaneously scans the front and back of a paper ballot and/or vote summary card In any 
of four orientations for conversion of voter selection marks to electronic CG tr t * 
(Q4II. 

DS4So• Is a central scanner and tabulator that simultaneously scans the front and back of a 

paper ballot and/or vote summary card in any of four orientations for conversion of voter 
selection marks to electronic CVRs. 

ossso• is a central scanner and tabulator that simultaneously scans the front and back of a 

paper ballot and/or vote summary card In any of four orientations for conversion of voter 
selection marks to electronic CVRs. 

https://www.eac.gov/sites/defaulUfiles/voting system/files/EVS6100Cert Scope %2 
528FINAL %2529.pdf 

18. The EAC Certificate for ES&S EVS 6.1.0.0 on page 4 of the certificate shows that 
from the USB drives of the tabulators, once converted and decrypted by the 
Electionware Reporting System, that the CVR Export files are available. 
1-------------------------------------------------------t ,---------------------------------- I 
h__ I I a)-,,.,.~ F -
~ :, 1191 ........ 

I ~•------------, I I 
: I £>---S::::a 
I I 
,.,.......,,.,..,..._ I 
I 
I 
I 
I _11 

................ ...... ____. ...... ,.. --



19. Currently South Dakota is using ES&S 6.1.1.0 and the complete certificate is 
identical and makes the same exact statements about the DS200, D8450, and 
OS850. 

ir 

- -
Tbc vodnfl ayatem identlllcd on thi■ cc:ni&Cllk: hu beai evaluated II on accredited vodnc •yamn lflling la
boralo')' fur c:onCurmlUICC 10 d>c Jb/un,...,, Vodag Syston Guidrlinn K-niaa LO (Yl'SG U). Componcnu 
ewluared tor thla ccrd.llcadoa an, dewled in die anac:md ~ or Cc.rtlllcatloa documen1. Thi■ catilicate 
applla only IO lhe opccille ftnlon 1111d ttleuc of d>c piodue1 la ha nalu■ ted e<mfiaundoa. The evaluadoo 
hu been veri&ed by lbc EAC In accordaacc with rbe pmviliaaa of the EAC VOlafl System TCMU16 .tad <Ar• 
li.ia,lioa PIOIJn"' M,u,ua/and lhe conduoion■ of lhc inling labonrory In lhc tat ,q,ort uc .-.laccn< with 
tbc cvWcocc adduced. Thia ccrlilic:aic lo IIOt.., cadoracmcnl af die product by aay a,eacy of die U.S. Gov• 
cmmcal and "° warnu,ty of the product lo cilhcr cspn:uc:d or implied. 

Procluc1Namc: BVS ----------
NanotorvSTL: _...,_v_•v ___ _ 

l!AC Ccnilicllion Number. ESSE\1561111 ------
0..c 1 .... ..i: J..i,27,202t 

D5200- Is a polling place paper-based voting system, speclflcally a dlsttal scanner and tabulator 
that simultaneously scans the front and bade of a paper ballot and/or vote summary card In any 
of four orientations for conversion of voter selection marks to electronic- - t 
lQ1A 

DS4SO- Is a central scanner and tabulator that simultaneously scans the front and bade of a 
paper ballot and/or vote summary card In any of four orientations for conversion of voter 
selection marks to electronic CVRs. 

DSSO- Is a central scanner and tabulator that simultaneously scans the front and bad of a 
paper ballot and/or vote summary card In any of four orientations for conversion of voter 
selection marks to electronic CVRs. 



20. Election Systems & Software (ES&S) on it's own web site explains that cast vote 
records (CVRs) exist in that it supports post-election audits by "providing election 
details {logs, cast vote records, reports, etc") which election officials utilize for this 
purpose." It is my opinion that the cast vote records are part of the post-election 
audit process. 

What We Dov Products v S..urlty 

Does ES&S support post-election audits? 

Ii:'* ~ □ 

Resourc.es v 

ES&S is• strong supponer of state MKI IOcal admlnistlallons ,n their work to prOllide secure, KCUt.ut Ndions. Post'41ectian .umt, are a teg.t l)(OCess by 

whtch election ofhcials venfy llwt votes were counted accurately and is conducted by etedion afflcials aa:ording 110 stlte i.w ES&S voling svst,ims support 

the.., •udlts by providing election details (logs. df¥£i¥@ reports, etc.) which elecllon offiNts uliliie for" ttiis purpose. ES&S supports the highest 
sundilrds for security. ,ncludmg strict chain-of-custody protocols for equipment and alt •pplicable laws. regulations and ceftification requirements. 

https://www.essvote.com/faqs/ 

21. Election Systems & Software Electionware software improves the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the post-election audit process, as stated on their web site for their 
marketing materials. 

Improved Post-Election Audit Process 
Electiooware offer~ election officials the abi1ity to conduct:. wide r.:ingc of post•clcction audits with improved cffc,ctivcncss 

and efficiency. The CJS',r•to-reod. ~idc-bv-~idc comparison o1 the un.11tcrcd oallot image .1nd its corresponding cast vote 

,ecord make it possible to audit anv d.:ction in .1 traction of the time. 

https://www.essvote.com/products/electionware/ 

22. In 2023 South Dakota passed Codified Law 12-178-19 which now includes funding 
for post-election audits: 

I 2-17B-l 9. Post-election audit--Payment of costs-Promulgation of rules. 
The office of the secretary of state shall reimburse each county for the cost of any post
election audit required by §§ 12-178-18 to 12-178-25, inclusive. The State Board of 
Elections shall promulgate rules, pursuant to chapter 1-26, administering the reimbursement 
process and defining reimbursable expenses and reimbursement rates for post-election audits. 
httos://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/12-178-19 
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23. In 2023 South Dakota passed Codified Law 12-178-21 which clearly indicates that 
post-election audits are open to the public and the public must be notified, this 
includes the actual cast vote records, since the language is inclusive for the audit 
being open to the public. 

12-17B-2 l. Post-election audit open to the public-Notification. 
A post-election audit conducted pursuant to§§ 12-178-18 to 12-178-25, inclusive, must be 
open to the public. Members of the public shall keep a reasonable distance so as to not 
interfere with the audit process. The county auditor shall post notice of the time and place of 
the audit in the same manner as a public meeting agenda pursuant to § 1-25-1.1 and provide 
the notice to the county chair of each political party that has a candidate on the ballot. 
https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/ l 2-J 7B-21 

24. In 2023 South Dakota passed Codified Law 12-17B-22 which clearly indicates that 
post-election audits results are to be presented to the county commissioners at its next 
meeting, and that the results are to be posted on the secretary of state's web site. 
Which is also a strong indication that these shall be public. 

12-17B-22. Publication ofresults. 
The county auditor shall send the results of the post-election audit to the secretary of state and 
present the results of the audit to the county commission at its next meeting. The results of 
the audit shall be included in the minutes of the county commission meeting. 

25. The secretary of state shall publish the results of the post-election audit on the secretary of 
state's website. 
https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/12-178-22 

26. The only way to determine if we are meeting Federal 52 USC 20701 is to publish and 
make public the cast vote records, since all records must be retained and preserved. 
Cast Vote Records must be preserved, they are a records, it's in the name. 

52 USC 20701. Retention and preservation of records and papers by officers of 
elections; deposit with custodian; penalty for violation 
Every officer of election shall retain and preserve, for a period of twenty-two months from the 
date of any general, special, or primary election of which candidates for the office of 
President, Vice President, presidential elector, Member of the Senate, Member of the House 
of Representatives, or Resident Commissioner from the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico are 
voted for, all records and papers which come into his possession relating to any application, 
registration, payment of poll tax, or other act requisite to voting in such election, except that, 
when required by law, such records and papers may be delivered to another officer of 
election and except that, if a State or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico designates a 
custodian to retain and preserve these records and papers at a specified place, then such 
records and papers may be deposited with such custodian, and the duty to retain and 
preserve any record or paper so deposited shall devolve upon such custodian. Any officer of 
election or custodian who willfully fails to comply with this section shall be fined not more than 
$1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, or both. 



• 

• ... 

27. The State Board of Elections through 05:02:23:15, effective date Dec 5th, 2023, 
expanded the support for full payment of post- election audits by adding clarifying 
language of what expenses they do not reimburse for, such as the express votes and 
tabulators, which then does not exclude the purchase of the laptop and the Election 
Systems and Software (ES&S) Electionware Results software that support post
election audits by producing cast vote records. 

05:02:23:15. Reimbursement of post-election audit costs. The county auditor shall submit 
expenses from the post-election audit to the secretary of state for reimbursement. The auditor 
shall use the forms designated by the secretary of state for this purpose. 

Reimbursable expenses for the audit, are: 
(1) Board member pay for conducting the audit and for training prior to the audit, not to 

exceed twenty-five dollars per hour worked but no less than minimum wage; 
(2) Supplies, including postage, no more than two hundred dollars; 
(3) Rental costs for the location to conduct the audit, no more than two hundred fifty dollars 

per day; 
(4) Publication costs, no more than one hundred seventy-five dollars; 
(5) Ballot storage costs, no more than seventy-five dollars; 
(6) Travel (mileage) costs at the state per diem rate for every mile traveled; 
(7) Meal reimbursement at state per diem meal rates; and 
(8) Auditor and auditor's staff actual wages for hours spent training and assisting the post

election audit board. 
Expenses related to or associated with the primary or general election are not reimbursable 

post-election expenses. To avoid confusion, expenses that are not covered are costs related to 
media programming, ballot printing, ballot shipping, equipment maintenance, statewide ballot 
question publications, purchasing of election equipment (express votes, tabulators), polling 
place signage, testing costs, election day workers, postage, and insurance on voting equipment. 
https://sdlegislatu1·e.gov/Rules/Administrative/05:02:23 

Rick Weible 

7/19/2024 

803 Elk Street 

Elkton, SD 57026 

Filed on:08/01/2024 Lawrence County, South Dakota 40CIV24-000158 
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Freedom Works s:35 AM @ • • • to Brenda v 

Good morning Brenda, 

I have the entire test deck report but only have a few 
"Detail Results by Precinct" Reports. I need all the reports 
for each tabulator. If you could please email them back to 
me. 

Thank you, 
Kate 

• 
Brenda McGr... 9:04 AM @ 
to me, Bruce v 

Good Morning Kate, 

• • • 

I have attached the reports from 5-29-2024 Tab Test. The 
precinct by precinct reports for Machine A were not run 
on 5-29-2024 but I included the tests that were run on 
each machine on election day prior to running any 
election day ballots pursuant to 12-178-12. 

Thank you, II 

Brenda McGruder 

Lawrence County Auditor 

90 Sherman Street 

PO Box F 

0 

111 0 < 



CERTIFICATION OF ERRORLESS COUNT BY AUTOMATIC TABULATING 

MACHINE 

I certify the OS 450 #A, serial number D54519093362, after an errorless count was achieved by 

the test on May 29, 2024. 

-·· ..... -- ···-·--;:, 
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\ Brenda McGruder 
Lawrence County Auditor 
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CERTIFICATION OF ERRORLESS COUNT BY AUTOMATIC TABULATING 

MACHINE 

I certify the OS 450 #E, serial number DS4519093363, after an errorless count was achieved by 
the test on May 29, 2024. 

, -~,C oJV\_(l~,Q\,-v 
• Brenda McGruder 

· '-"., )I,. , ; Lawrence County Auditor 
"'t., ~~ , 
i'§__~ /: 
~ / 



CERTIFICATION OF ERRORLESS COUNT BY AUTOMATIC TABULATING 

MACHINE 

I certify the D5 450 #E, serial number D54519093363, after an errorless count was achieved by 

the test on June 4, 2024. 

Brenda McGruder 
Lawrence Count'{. Auditor 
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CERTIFICATION OF ERRORLESS COUNT BY AUTOMATIC TABULATING 

MACHINE 

I certify the OS 450 #A, serial number DS4519093362,?.fter an errorless count was achi.e\1ed by 
the test on June 4, 2024 at "T ~ Y 1 AM. · 

,-,-~~ mcW=-
' Brenda McGruder r 

Lawrence County Auditor 



CERTIFICATION OF ERRORLESS COUNT BY AUTOMATIC TABULATING 

MACHINE 

I certify the DS 450 #A, serial number OS4519093362, after_an errorless count was achieved by 
the test on June 4, 2024 at-~· lf J PM. 

Brenda McGruder 
Lawrence County Auditor 
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Declaration of Rick Weible 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C Section 1746, I, Rick Weible make the following declaration. 

1. I am over the age of 21 years, and I am under no legal disability, which would prevent 

me from giving this declaration. 

2. I currently reside at 803 Elk Street, Elkton, SD 57026. 

3. I am a computer network engineer and data analysis expert with over 25 years of 

industry experience. Owner of a small computer consulting company, that has been in 

business for over 25 years providing compliance certifications, desktop support, 

programming, network management and security, web development and hosting. 

4. I am the founder of United States Council on Accurate and Secure Elections and have 

been analyzing elections in multiple states helping both election officials and voters 

better understand the election systems in an effort to have better oversight and security 

in our elections by following Federal and State Laws. 

5. I am aware of 52 USC 20701 - §20701. Retention and preservation of records and 

papers by officers of elections; deposit with custodian; penalty for violation. Retention 

and preservation of records and papers by officers of elections; deposit with custodian; 

penalty for violation. Every officer of election shall retain and preserve, for a period of 

twenty-two months from the date of any general, special, or primary election of which 

candidates for the office of President, Vice President, presidential elector, Member of the 

Senate, Member of the House of Representatives, or Resident Commissioner from the 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico are voted for, all records and papers which come into his 

possession relating to any application, registration, payment of poll tax, or other act 

requisite to voting in such election, except that, when required by law, such records and 

papers may be delivered to another officer of election and except that, if a State or the 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico designates a custodian to retain and preserve these 

records and papers at a specified place, then such records and papers may be 

deposited with such custodian, and the duty to retain and preserve any record or paper 

so deposited shall devolve upon such custodian. Any officer of election or custodian who 

willfully fails to comply with this section shall be fined not more than $1,000 or 

imprisoned not more than one year, or both. 

6. I am aware of South Dakota Codified Law 12-1748-5. Testing system before election-

Certification of errorless machine--Promulgation of rules--Public notice--/ndependent candidate 

and ballot committee contact information . 



Not more than ten days prior to an election, the person in charge of the election shall conduct a 

test of the automatic tabulating equipment to ascertain that the equipment will correctly count the 

votes cast for afl offices and on all measures. The test must be open to the public. The person in 

charge of the election shall notify the county chair of each political party with a candidate on the 

ballot, any independent candidate or candidate without party affiliation on the ballot, and the ballot 

question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated constitutional 

amendment of the testing of the automatic tabulating equipment one week before the test is 

conducted. The person in charge of the election shall post notice of the time and place of the test 

in the same manner as a public meeting agenda, pursuant to § 1-25-1. 1. 

If an errorless count by an automatic tabulating machine is achieved by the test, the person in 

charge of the election shall certify the machine. The State Board of Elections shall promulgate 

rules, pursuant to chapter 1-26, prescribing the certification of properly functioning automatic 

tabulating equipment under this section. 

If an error is detected, the cause of the error shall be determined and corrected. Once the error is 

corrected, the person in charge of the election shall conduct a new test of the automatic 

tabulating equipment. The person in charge of the election may not approve the automatic 

tabulating equipment until an errorless count is made. 

Any additional testing required to achieve an errorless count must be open to the public. The 

person in charge of the election shall post notice of the time and place of an additional test in the 

same manner as a public meeting agenda, pursuant to § 1-25-1. 1. The person in charge of the 

election shall notify the county chair of each political party with a candidate on the ballot, any 

independent candidate or candidate without party affiliation on the ballot, and the ballot question 

committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated constitutional amendment of 

the testing of the automatic tabulating equipment twenty-four hours prior to the test. 

The secretary of state shall provide each county auditor with the contact information for any 

independent candidate, candidate without party affiliation appe~ring on the ballot, and the ballot 

question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated constitutional 

amendment in the auditor's county. 

Source: https:llsdlegisfature.gov/Statutes/12-178-5 

7. I am aware of South Dakota Codified Law 12-178-5.1. Procedure for testing system 

before election--Test ballots retained. The person in charge of the election shall test the 

automatic tabulating equipment by processing a predetermined number of ballots on which are 

recorded a predetermined number of valid votes for each candidate and measure. The test of the 

automatic tabulating equipment must also include at least one baflot for each office that has votes 

exceeding the number allowed by law in order to test the ability of the automatic tabulating 

equipment to reject invalid votes. During the test, a different number of valid votes must be 

assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure. A ballot used to test 



the automatic tabulating equipment must be clearly marked as a test ballot. After each test, the 

testing materials and the predetermined number of ballots used during the test must be sealed 

and retained in the same manner as election materials after an election. 

Source: https:/lsdlegislature.gov/Statutes/12-178-5.1 

8. I am aware of South Dakota Administrative Rule 5:02:09:01.02. Test of tabulating 

equipment. The person in charge of the election shall conduct tests of the automatic tabulating 

equipment as required in SDCL 12-178-5 and 12-178-12. The test must be conducted by 

processing a preaudited group of ballots in a test deck marked to record a predetermined number 

of valid votes for each candidate and each measure. A tally sheet must be created prior to the 

machine count to show how the sample of ballots is marked and what the machine vote totals 

must be to prove an errorless count. If more than one ballot is used in the election, a test deck 

must be made for each ballot that is unique in any way. For each office and ballot question, the 

test deck must include: 

(1) One or more ballots with a vote for each candidate and each side of a ballot question; 

(2) One or more ballots with votes in excess of the number allowed by law for each office and 

question; and 

(3) One or more ballots with an undervote; 

(4) One or more ballots completely blank to verify that the machine is correctly configured 

pursuant to SDCL 12-17B-13.1; and 

(5) One or more ballots that do not have a ballot stamp. 

At least twenty-five test ballots must be included in the total of all test decks. Individual test 

decks for individual ballots must be of sufficient size to prove the accuracy of the system. If 

absentee ballots are to be received folded, at least ten percent of the test ballots in any individual 

test deck must be similarly folded. The person conducting the test of the tabulating equipment 

shall date and sign the printout, verifying that the results of the machine's printed paper vote 

totals exactly match the tally sheet from which the sample of ballots was marked. Any test deck, 

tally sheet, and signed printout must be secured and retained with the official ballots. 

If more than one tabulating machine is to be used in the election, each machine must be fully 

tested on any ballot which each machine will be used to count in the election. 

In addition to these tests, any test deck may be processed any time before or after completion 

of the official count. 

Source - https://sdlegislature. gov/Rules/Administrative/05:02:09:01. 02 

9. I am aware of a ES&S EVS 6042 CA Election Management manual publicly available in 

the state of California, and in Chapter 5, it is clear what the guidance is from ES&S, in 

their recommendation and guidance to use a sequential number of votes for each office, 

which complements South Dakota Codified law requiring, "a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 



Chapter 5: Logic and Accuracy Testing 

logic and accuracy (L&A) testing is performed well before the eJection to verify 
that the election definition generated for each voting device matches the 
election being held, and that alf contests and candidates are accurately 
reflected on each ballot style and on reports. L&A testing verifies that all voting 
positions can be voted, whether each contest can be voted for the maximum 
number of eligible candidates, and that the system is correctly reading and 
tabulating votes. 

L&A testing consists of processing a test deck. A test deck is a stack of sample 
ballots already marked and scanned, with known results totals. In addition to 
predetermined totals, the test deck will also contain examples of batlot errors 
that can occur. All contests in all ballot types and/or ballot styles are tested in 
this manner. Any deviation from the predetermined results must be rectified 
before the tabulating equipment can be certified for processing that specific 
election. 

ff ES&S is coding the election, ES&S will provide a hand-counted test deck for 
each election. 

If your jurisdiction programs its own election definitions, create a test deck that 
includes a sequential number of votes for each office on that ballot starting 
with 1 vote for the flrst candidate. For example, in an Office with 5 candidates 
the first candidate on that ballot will receive 1 vote, the second candidate 2, 
the third 3 and so on. Also include at least one completely blank ballot, and an 
overvoted baflot (mark more candidates than the number specified). Complete 
this process for all ballot types in your election and maintain accurate records 
of your test ballot selections. 

Source - https://votingsvstems.cdn.sos.ca.govlvendors/ess/evs6042/ess-6042-proc.pdf 

1 O. I have reviewed the following reports from Lawrence County: 

a. Machine A 6-4-2024 Election day 7 49 p.m.pdf,, titled "CERTIFICATION OF 

ERRORLESS COUNT BY AUTOMATIC TABULATING MACHINE", for the OS 

450 #A, serial number, D84519093362, dated June 4th, 2024 at 9:47 am, and 

signed by Brenda McGruder, Lawrence County Auditor. 

b. Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 a.m .. pdf,, titled "CERTIFICATION OF 

ERRORLESS COUNT BY AUTOMATIC TABULATING MACHINE", for the OS 

450 #A, serial number, D84519093362, dated June 4th, 2024 at 7:49 am, and 

signed by Brenda McGruder, Lawrence County Auditor. 



-. 

c. Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf, titled "Public Results" ran on 05/29/2024 11: 15: 1 O, it is 

23 pages, without a cover sheet and not signed. 

d. Machine E 6-4-2024 Election day.pd{, titled ""CERTIFICATION OF ERRORLESS 

COUNT BY AUTOMATIC TABULATING MACHINE", for the DS 450 #E, serial 

number, DS4519093363, dated June 4th
, 2024 and signed by Brenda McGruder, 

Lawrence County Auditor. 

11. The first violation is on page 12/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf', page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-02 shows that for the race 

Rep State Senator, District 31, Randy Deibert and Kate Crowley-Johnson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsdleqislature.gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

12. The second violation is on page 12/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine # 4519093362, Precinct-02 shows that for the race 

Rep State Representative, District 31, Mark Mowry and Mary J Fitzgerald do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsdleqislature. gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

13. The third violation is on page 12/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf', page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-02 shows that for the race 

Rep County Commissioner At Large, Rick Tysdal and Erica Douglas do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

14. The fourth violation is on page 14/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-03 shows that for the race 

Rep Delegates to State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 14, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 



. . 

15. The fifth violation is on page 16/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-04 shows that for the race 

Rep State Senator, District 31, Randy Deibert and Kate Crowley-Johnson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature. qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

16. The sixth violation is on page 16/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-04 shows that for the race 

Rep State Representative, District 31, Mark Mowry and Mary J Fitzgerald do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-17B-5. 1 

17. The seventh violation is on page 16/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf', page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-04 shows that for the race 

Rep County Commissioner At Large, Rick Tysdal and Erica Douglas do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature. qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

18. The eighth violation is on page 17/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-04 shows that for the race 

DEM Presidential Candidate, Marianne Williamson and Joseph R 8iden Jr do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 4, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

19. The nineth violation is on page 18/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-OS shows that for the race 

Rep Delegates to State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 16, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:l/sdleqis/ature. qov/Statutes/12-17B-5. 1 



·. 

20. The tenth violation is on page 20/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-06 shows that for the race 

Rep Delegates to State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 17, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

21. The eleventh violation is on page 21/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-06 shows that for the race 

DEM Presidential Candidate, Joseph R Biden Jr and Dean Phillips do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 5, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdlegislature. gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

22. The twelfth violation is on page 23/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf', page 2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-07 shows that for the race 

DEM Presidential Candidate, Joseph R Biden Jr and Dean Phillips do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 6, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsd/egislature. qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

23. The thirteenth violation is on page 25/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-OB shows that for the race 

DEM Presidential Candidate, Dean Phillips and Armand Preez-Serrato do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 7, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsd/eqislature. qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

24. The fourteenth violation is on page 29/29 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf', page 2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-10 shows that for the race 

DEM Presidential Candidate, Dean Phillips and Armand Preez-Serrato do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 7, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/Jsdleqislature. gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 



·. 

25. The fifteenth violation is on page 8/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-02 shows that for the race 

Rep State Senator, District 31, Randy Deibert and Kate Crowley-Johnson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature. gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

26. The sixteenth violation is on page 8/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-02 shows that for the race 

Rep State Representative, District 31, Mary J Fitzgerald and Scott Odenbach do not 

have a different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, 

which is a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of 

valid votes must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdlegislature. gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

27. The seventeenth violation is on page 8/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine # 4519093362, Precinct-02 shows that for the race 

Rep County Commissioner At Large, Rick Tysal and Erica Douglas do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 '"During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

28. The eighteenth violation is on page 10/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf', page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-03 shows that for the race 

Rep Delegates to the State Convention, Ellen L Gross and Meta Halverson do not have 

a different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 14, which 

is a violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

29. The nineteenth violation is on page 12/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-04 shows that for the race 

Rep State Senator, District 31, Randy Deibert and Kate Crowley-Johnson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 



•. 

30. The twentieth violation is on page 12/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-04 shows that for the race 

Rep State Representative, District 31, Mary J Fitzgerald and Scott Odenbach do not 

have a different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, 

which is a violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of 

valid votes must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdlegislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

31. The twenty first violation is on page 12/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf', page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-04 shows that for the race 

Rep County Commissioner At Large, Rick Tysdal and Erica Douglas do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdleqis/ature.gov/Statutes/12-17B-5. 1 

32. The twenty second violation is on page 13/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 

9 47 a.m .. pdf' , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-04 shows that for the 

race Dem Presidential Candidate, Marianne Williamson and Joseph R Biden Jr do not 

have a different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 4, 

which is a violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of 

valid votes must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature.gov/Statutes/12-17B-5. 1 

33. The twenty third violation is on page 14/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 

47 a.m .. pdf', page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-OS shows that for the race 

Rep Delegates for Dates Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 16, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:l/sdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-17B-5. 1 

34. The twenty fourth violation is on page 16/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 

47 a.m .. pdf', page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-06 shows that for the race 

Rep Delegates for Dates Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 17, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:l/sd/eqislature.qov/Statufes/12-17B-5. 1 



·. 

35. The twenty fifth violation is on page 17/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 47 

a.m .. pdf' , page 2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-06 shows that for the race 

Dem Presidential Candidate, Joseph R Biden Jr and Dean Phillips do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 5, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdleqislature. qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

36. The twenty sixth violation is on page 19/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 

47 a.m .. pdf' , page 2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-07 shows that for the race 

Dem Presidential Candidate, Joseph R Biden Jr and Dean Phillips do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 6, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature.gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

37. The twenty seventh violation is on page 21/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 

9 47 a.m .. pdf' , page 2 of 2 of Machine # 4519093362, Precinct-08 shows that for the 

race Dem Presidential Candidate, Dean Phillips and Armando Prerez-Serrato do not 

have a different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 7, 

which is a violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of 

valid votes must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:l/sdleqislature .qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

38. The twenty eighth violation is on page 22/25 of packet "Machine A 6-4-2024 Absentee 9 

47 a.m .. pdf', page 2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093362, Precinct-10 shows that for the race 

Dem Presidential Candidate, Dean Phillips and Armando Prerez-Serrato do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 7, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

39. The twenty nineth violation is on page 6/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf," , page 

1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the race Rep State Senator, 

District 31, Randy Deibert and Kate Crowley-Johnson do not have a different number of 

valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a violation of the 

codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to 

each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:l/sdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 



40. The thirtieth violation is on page 6/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf," , page 1 of 2 

of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the race Rep State 

Representative , District 31, Mary Fitgerald and Scott Odenbach do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdleqis/ature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

41. The Thiry first violation is on page 6/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf," , page 1 of 

2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the race Rep County 

Commissioner At Large, Rick Tysdal and Erica Douglas do not have a different number 

of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a violation of the 

codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to 

each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature. qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

42. The thirty second violation is on page 8/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf," , page 

1 of 2 of Machine # 4519093363, Precinct-03 shows that for the race Rep Delegates to 

the State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 14, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdlegislature. qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

43. The thirty third violation is on page 10/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 1 

of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-04 shows that for the race Rep State Senator, 

District 31, Randy Deibert and Kate Crowley-Johnson do not have a different number of 

valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a violation of the 

codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to 

each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdlegislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

44. The thirty fourth violation is on page 10/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 

1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-04 shows that for the race Rep State 

Representative, District 31, Mary Fitgerald and Scott Odenbach do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:l/sdlegislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 



45. The thirty fourth violation is on page 10/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 

1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-04 shows that for the race Rep County 

Commissioner At Large, Rick Tysdal and Erica Douglas do not have a different number 

of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a violation of the 

codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to 

each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

46. The thirty fifth violation is on page 11/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 2 

of 2 of Machine # 4519093363, Precinct-04 shows that for the race Dem Presidential 

Candidate, Marianne Williamson and Joseph R 8iden Jr do not have a different number 

of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 4, which is a violation of the 

codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to 

each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsdleqislature .gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

47. The thirty sixth violation is on page 12/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 1 

of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-OS shows that for the Rep Delegates to State 

Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a different number of valid 

votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 16, which is a violation of the codified 

law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to each 

candidate for an office and for and against each measure." https:/lsdlegislature.qov/Statutes/12-

178-5.1 

48. The thirty seventh violation is on page 14/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", 

page 1 of 2 of Machine # 4519093363, Precinct-06 shows that for the Rep Delegates to 

State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a different number of 

valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 17, which is a violation of the 

codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to 

each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5.1 

49. The thirty seventh violation is on page 15/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", 

page 2 of 2 of Machine # 4519093363, Precinct-06 shows that for the Dem Presidential 

Candidate, Joseph R 8iden Jr and Dean Phillips do not have a different number of valid 

votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 5, which is a violation of the codified 

law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to each 

candidate for an office and for and against each measure." https:llsdleqislature.gov/Statutes/12-

178-5.1 



50. The thirty eighth violation is on page 17/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 

2 of 2 of Machine # 4519093363, Precinct-07 shows that for the Dem Presidential 

Candidate, Joseph R Biden Jr and Dean Phillips do not have a different number of valid 

votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 6, which is a violation of the codified 

law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to each 

candidate for an office and for and against each measure." https:/lsdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-

178-5. 1 

51. The thirty nineth violation is on page 19/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 

2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-OS shows that for the Dem Presidential 

Candidate, Dean Phillips and Armando Perez-Serrato do not have a different number of 

valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 7, which is a violation of the 

codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to 

each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-17B-5. 1 

52. The fortieth violation is on page 23/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf," , page 2 of 

2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-10 shows that for the Dem Presidential Candidate, 

Dean Phillips and Armando Perez-Serrato do not have a different number of valid votes, 

but instead have the same number of votes, 7, which is a violation of the codified law 12-

178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to each candidate 

for an office and for and against each measure." https://sdleqislature. gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

53. The forty first violation is on page 11/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd(," , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the Rep 

State Senator, Randy Deibert and Kate Crowley-Johnson do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a violation 

of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be 

assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdleqislature.gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

54. The forty second violation is on page 11/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd(," , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the Rep 

State Representative, Mary J Fitzgerald and Scott Odenbach do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:l/sdlegislature.qov/Statufes/12-178-5. 1 



50. The thirty eighth violation is on page 17/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 

2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-07 shows that for the Dem Presidential 

Candidate, Joseph R Biden Jr and Dean Phillips do not have a different number of valid 

votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 6, which is a violation of the codified 

law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to each 

candidate for an office and for and against each measure." https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/12-

178-5. 1 

51. The thirty nineth violation is on page 19/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf," , page 

2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-OB shows that for the Dem Presidential 

Candidate, Dean Phillips and Armando Perez-Serrato do not have a different number of 

valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 7, which is a violation of the 

codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to 

each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:l/sdlegislature. qov/Statutes/12-17B-5. 1 

52. The fortieth violation is on page 23/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf," , page 2 of 

2 of Machine # 4519093363, Precinct-1 0 shows that for the Dem Presidential Candidate, 

Dean Phillips and Armando Perez-Serrato do not have a different number of valid votes, 

but instead have the same number of votes, 7, which is a violation of the codified law 12-

17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to each candidate 

for an office and for and against each measure." https:l/sdleqislature.gov/Statutes/12-178-5.1 

53. The forty first violation is on page 11/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd(," , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the Rep 

State Senator, Randy Deibert and Kate Crowley-Johnson do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a violation 

of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be 

assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/12-17B-5.1 

54. The forty second violation is on page 11/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd(," , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the Rep 

State Representative, Mary J Fitzgerald and Scott Odenbach do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdlegislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 



50. The thirty eighth violation is on page 17/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 

2 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-07 shows that for the Dem Presidential 

Candidate, Joseph R 8iden Jr and Dean Phillips do not have a different number of valid 

votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 6, which is a violation of the codified 

law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to each 

candidate for an office and for and against each measure." https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/12-

178-5.1 

51. The thirty nineth violation is on page 19/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf,", page 

2 of 2 of Machine # 4519093363, Precinct-OS shows that for the Dem Presidential 

Candidate, Dean Phillips and Armando Perez-Serrato do not have a different number of 

valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 7, which is a violation of the 

codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to 

each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdlegis/ature.qov/Statutes/12-17B-5. 1 

52. The fortieth violation is on page 23/23 of packet "Machine E 5-29-2024.pdf," , page 2 of 

2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-1 0 shows that for the Dem Presidential Candidate, 

Dean Phillips and Armando Perez-Serrato do not have a different number of valid votes, 

but instead have the same number of votes, 7, which is a violation of the codified law 12-

178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be assigned to each candidate 

for an office and for and against each measure." https://sd/eqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5.1 

53. The forty first violation is on page 11/28 of packet" Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd{," , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the Rep 

State Senator, Randy Deibert and Kate Crowley-Johnson do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a violation 

of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes must be 

assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdlegis/ature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

54. The forty second violation is on page 11/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd{," , page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the Rep 

State Representative, Mary J Fitzgerald and Scott Odenbach do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-17B-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sd/eqislature.qov/Statutes/12-17B-5. 1 



55. The forty third violation is on page 11/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd{,", page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the Rep 

County Commissioner At Large, Rick Tysdal and Erica Douglas do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sd/eqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

56. The forty forth violation is on page 13/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd{,", page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-03 shows that for the Rep 

Delegates to State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 14, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candid~te for an office and for and against each measure. n 

https:l/sd/eqislature. qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

57. The forty fifth violation is on page 15/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd(,", page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-03 shows that for the Rep 

· Delegates to State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:l/sd/egis/ature.gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

58. As of 8/7/2024, there are more pages that I have not had time to review, but will continue 

to review after the filing, in an effort to finalize my findings, incase either side has 

additional questions. 

59. It is my recommendation that since the time of the election has passed, we can recount 

by hand the ballots for all races impacted by the invalid test decks, since running it again 

through the improperly tested tabulator would not tell us if it was programmed correctly, 

only a full hand recount would determine the accuracy of the tabulators. 

60. It is also my recommendation that the General Election of 2022 Logic and Accuracy test 

reports be reviewed for adherence to South Dakota Codified Law and Administrative 

Rules, and records retention requirements and compliance with the Federal Law during 

that election, and if any violations have occurred, a manual hand recount of 100% shall 

be performed within that county of all races, and any election that was negatively 

affected by either negligence or willful violation of the law would be prosecuted 

immediately. 



55. The forty third violation is on page 11/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd{,", page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the Rep 

County Commissioner At Large, Rick Tysdal and Erica Douglas do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:/lsdfegis/ature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

56. The forty forth violation is on page 13/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pdf,", page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-03 shows that for the Rep 

Delegates to State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 14, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure. n 

https:l/sdleqisfature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5.1 

57. The forty fifth violation is on page 15/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pdf,", page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-03 shows that for the Rep 

Delegates to State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https:llsdlegisfature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

58. As of 8/7/2024, there are more pages that I have not had time to review, but will continue 

to review after the filing, in an effort to finalize my findings, incase either side has 

additional questions. 

59. It is my recommendation that since the time of the election has passed, we can recount 

by hand the ballots for all races impacted by the invalid test decks, since running it again 

through the improperly tested tabulator would not tell us if it was programmed correctly, 

only a full hand recount would determine the accuracy of the tabulators. 

60. It is also my recommendation that the General Election of 2022 Logic and Accuracy test 

reports be reviewed for adherence to South Dakota Codified Law and Administrative 

Rules, and records retention requirements and compliance with the Federal Law during 

that election, and if any violations have occurred, a manual hand recount of 100% shall 

be performed within that county of all races, and any election that was negatively 

affected by either negligence or willful violation of the law would be prosecuted 

immediately. 



55. The forty third violation is on page 11/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd{,", page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-02 shows that for the Rep 

County Commissioner At Large, Rick Tysdal and Erica Douglas do not have a different 

number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 11, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdleqislature.qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

56. The forty forth violation is on page 13/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pd{,", page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-03 shows that for the Rep 

Delegates to State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 14, which is 

a violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must be assigned to each candidete for an office and for and against each measure. n 

https:l/sd/egislature. qov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

57. The forty fifth violation is on page 15/28 of packet "Machine E 6-4-2024 Election 

day.pdf,", page 1 of 2 of Machine# 4519093363, Precinct-03 shows that for the ~ep 

Delegates to State Convention, Ellen L. Gross and Meta Halverson do not have a 

different number of valid votes, but instead have the same number of votes, 8, which is a 

violation of the codified law 12-178-5.1 "During the test, a different number of valid votes 

must-be assigned to each candidate for an office and for and against each measure." 

https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/12-178-5. 1 

58. As of 8/7/2024, there are more pages that I have not had time to review, but will continue 

to review after the filing, in an effort to finalize my findings, incase either side has 

additional questions. 

59. It is my recommendation that since the time of the election has passed, we can recount 

by hand the ballots for all races impacted by the invalid test decks, since running it again 

through the improperly tested tabulator would not tell us if it was programmed correctly, 

only a full hand recount would determine the accuracy of the tabulators. 

60. It is also my recommendation that the General Election of 2022 Logic and Accuracy test 

reports be reviewed for adherence to South Dakota Codified Law and Administrative 

Rules, and records retention requirements and compliance with the Federal Law during 

that election, and if any violations have occurred, a manual hand recount of 100% shall 

be performed within that county of all races, and any election that was negatively 

affected by either negligence or willful violation of the law would be prosecuted 

immediately. 



Rick Weible 

8/7/2024 

803 Elk Street 

Elkton, SD 57026 
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Republican 

KATE CROWLEY-JOHNSON 
Republican 

57 

58 

31 

19 



2024 South Dakota Test 
Deck Project 

Validating the 2024 Primary Election in South Dakota 

• • • 



Vote Flips & Programming Issues 
flit J£iila~dp£iia 1[n~irer 

by Jonathan Lai 
Published Dec. 12, 2019, 5:54 p.m. ET 

When votes were tallied last month using new voting machines in 

Northampton County. it was quickly obvious that something had gone 

wrong. 

The numbers were so clearly inaccurate that a judge ordered the 

machines impounded. Scanners were brought in to help count ballots. 

and voters questioned the integrity of the machines and the security of 

the election. The fiasco heightened concerns about the 2020 presidential 

election in Pennsylvania as the state looks to implement new voting 

machines in all 67 counties before the April primary. 

It turns out the machines had been set up improperly, county officials 

and the voting machine vendor said Thursday. a week after they began an 

investigation. The machines weren't prepared to read the results of the 

specific ballot design used in Northampton County. and dozens of 

machines had touchscreens that weren·t properly calibrated. 

htt w.lLWYiYi... iJlQJ.lir_er_,__c_ornLQ.o_l i~p_enns_YlllaJJ i_aLn_orthamp.llm.: 
wu nt'.,':.pennsyl\lallia:.1Lo!in~cb.in.es'2ill 9l212. b1ml 

Hamas war Memorial Day travel Train's Charlie Colin dies 

- BY MELISSA GOLDIN 
- Published 7:41 PM CDT, November 8, 2023 

Voters in Northampton County were asked to decide whether two sitting judges, Pennsylvania 

Superior Court Judges Jack Panella. a Democrat. and Victor Stabile, a Republican. should each be 

retained for additional 10-year terms by marking "yes" or "no" for each candidate. Panella and 

Stabile were not running against each other, just vying for another term. 

However, officials found that the "yes" or "no" votes for each judge ;!ppeared to have been 

switched on a printed summary shown to voters before they cast their ballot, Charles Dertinger, 

the Northampton County director of administration, said at a press conference on Tuesday. For 

example, if a voter marked •yes" to retain Panella and "no" on Stabile, it was reflected on the 

summary as "no" on Panella and "yes" on Stabile. 

h_llJllt:/ LaQ.11ew.s.,_c_o01..Lfilti clfilfa cl:.Cb_ec k=.p_e n M¥\1La o.ia:_e I e.ctio.n ::ILQW.-HW::.5A5.3.Q.1'24Jll0.2 

Watch the 
11/7/2023 

Press 
Conference 

llt1Q_s_;fLwww.youtube rnmlliYe. 
Ll::!AzAlliIBA.b.sfiltslli4s 
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Programming Issues 
A candidate in Georgia who 
appeared to get few Election Day 
votes was actually in first place. 
The discrepancy in a race for a county-level board of 
commissioners seat was blamed on a se1ies of technical errors. 

ffi Share full article pf;> r:J 

"I hope that this never happens to another candidate, in another 
race ever again;' Ms. Spears said. "It has been a nightmare:' 

1l By Neil Vigdor 

June 6. 2022 

A candidate for a county office near Atlanta was vaulted into first 

place after a series of technical errors made it appear that she had 

not mustered a single Election Day vote in a vast majority of 

precincts in last month's Democratic primary, election officials 

determined. 

The candidate, Michelle Long Spears, was shortchanged by 3,792 

votes in the District 2 primm-y for the Board of Commissioners in 

DeKalb County, Ga., that was held on May 24, according to newly

certified results released on Friday. 

In all but four of the district's nem·ly 40 precincts, no Election Day 

votes were recorded for Ms. Spears, who had received more than 

2,000 em·Jy votes. She said that she immediately alerted state and 

county election authorities. 

https-1Lwww_,_m1Lme.sJ_CQJJJ/2f)22JS)_6/0--6Lu.slpoli!ic_sLmicllelle_:loo.!;::SD_ear_s-= 
g_e_Q[gja_titm! 

No Votes Counted 
for a Candidate 
tillP-s~//www. you1-u.h_e. co_mLwatcb.1 
'EM E.CS_Q)(fQJ:LQ 
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Let's Review - Dodge County WI, 2024 

• Actual worksheets by the City Clerk 

• No Guidance by the US Election Assistance Commission (EAC) 

• No Guidance by the Board of Elections (WI) 

• No Guidance by vendor (ES&S) 

• No Guidance by the County Auditor 

.· 



WI - 2024 Logic & Accuracy Totals Sheet - Dems 

w ... 
Dllt!'fa'I 

. . ', ~•~; 

. ' 

~d -,.,_ -...\\n,~ ~~~«t,i\ Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 
2) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 

.. 



WI - 2024 Logic & Accuracy Totals Sheet - Reps 

Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 
2) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 

.. 



WI - 2024 Logic & Accuracy Totals Sheet - 2 Races 

f. Z ~-at ~It _ :la~'" Here are items to review: 
5) Does each option have a unique 
number assigned from any other 
option on the ballot 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

ies present in the test 

.. 



Question - Over Vote & Under Vote 

• Over Vote - is when a voter votes for more options than is allowed for 
that race. Most races you can only select one option. Some races like 
SD Legislative House, Commissioners, City Council and School 
Boards, you can select two, three or more candidates in that race, an 
over vote occurs, when the voter exceeds the number of choices 
allowed. All of those votes for that race are discarded and not counted 
in the candidate buckets for final tabulation, the rest of the ballot is 
counted. 

• Under Vote - is when a voter decided to either vote for no options in a 
two option race. In multi-option races, if the voter decided to only vote 
for one option, event though they could vote for more, the vote for the 
one option is still counted, and is typically not flagged as an under vote 
in the reporting software. 

,• 



Test Decks - SD Current Laws 
The front line in catching programming issues and establishing confidence. 
12-17B-5. Testing system before election--Certification of errorless machine--Promulgation of rules--Public notice--lndependent 
candidate and ballot committee contact information. 

Not more than ten days prior to an election, the person in charge of the election shall conduct a test of the automatic tabulating eqµipment to 
ascertain that the egmpment will correctly count the votes cast for all offices and on all measures. The test must be open to the puohc. The 
person in charge onhe election shall notify the county chair of each political party with a candidate on the ballot, any independent candidate or 
candidate witliout party affiliation on the oallot, and the ballot question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated 
constitutional amendment of the testing of the automatic tabulating equipment one week before the test is conducted. The person in charge of 
the election shall post notice of the time and place of the test in the same manner as a public meeting agenda, pursuant to § 1-25-1.1. 

If an errorless count by an automatic tabulating machine is achieved by the test, the person in chargy of the election shall certify the machine. 
The St~te Board of Elections s_hall promulgate rules, pursuant to chapter 1-26, prescribing the certilication of properly functionmg automatic 
tabulatmg eqmpment under this section. 

If an error is detected, the cause of the error shall be determined and corrected. Once the error is corrected, the person in charge of the election 
sha~I conduct<! new test of the autqmatic tabulating equipment. The person in charge of the election may not approve the automatic tabulating 
eqmpment until an errorless count is made. 

Any additional testing required to achieve an errorless count must be open to the public. The person in charge of the election shall post notice 
of the time and place of an additional test in the same manner as a public meeting agenda, pursuant to § l -Z5- l. l. The person in charge of the 
election shall notify the county chair of each political party with a candidate on the ballot, any indepenaent candidate or candidate without 
party affiliation on the ballot, and the ballot question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated constitutional 
amendment of the testing of the automatic tabulating equipment twenty-four hours prior to the test. 

The secretary of state shall provide each councy auditor with the contact information for aey independent candidate, candidate without party 
affiliation appearing ori the ballot, and the ballot question committees for or against an initiated or referred measure or initiated constitutional 
amendment m the auditor's county. 

12-17B-12. Test of system repeated prior to counting ballots. 
The test required by§ 12-17B-5 shall be repeated immediately before the start of the official count of the ballots. 

.. 



SD SOS Administrative Rules 
The front line in catching programming issues and establishing confidence. 

• 5:02:09:01.02. Test of tabulating equipment. The person in charge of the election shall conduct tests of the automatic tabulating 
equipment as required in SDCL l 2-l 7B-5 and l 2-l 7B-12. The test must be conducted by processing a preaudited group of ballots in a test 
deck marked to record a predetermmed number of vahd votes for each candidate and eacli measure. A tally sheet must be created prior to the 
machine count to show liow the sample of ballots is marked and what the machine vote totals must be to prove an errorless count. If more 
than one ballot is used in the election, a test deck must be made for each ballot that is unique in any way. For each office and ballot question, 
the test deck must include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

( 1) One or more ballots with a vote for each candidate and each side of a ballot question; 

(2) One or more ballots with votes in excess of the number allowed by law for each office and question; and 

(3) One or more ballots with an undervote; 

( 4) One or more ballots completely blank to verify that the machine is correctly configured pursuant to SDCL l 2- l 7B- l 3 .1; and 

(5) One or more ballots that do not have a ballot stamp. 

• At least twenty-five test ballots must be included in the total of all test decks. Individual test decks for individual ballots must be of 
sufficient size to prove the accuracy of the SY.Stem. If absentee ballots are to be received folded, at least ten percent of the test ballots in any 
individual test deck must be similarly foldec:l. The person conducting the test of the tabulating equipment shall date and sign the printout, 
verifying that the results of the machine's P.rinted paper vote totals exactly match the tally sheet from which the sample of ballots was 
marked. Any test deck, tally sheet, and signecl printout must be secured and retained with the official ballots. 

• If more than one tabulating machine is to be used in the election, each machine must be fully tested on any ballot which each machine will 
be used to count in the election . 

• In addition to these tests, any test deck may be processed any time before or after completion of the official count. 

•' 



SD - 2022 Minnehaha County L&A Test Reports 
ExpressVote Machines 

Detail Results 
Machine 10: 8 Machine#: 8513090103 

11/2812022 10:09:47 
First BaJlot Date riffle: 
Last Ballot Date nme: 

11/28/2022 10:08:50 
ll/2812022 10:09:29 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

For State Representative, 025 
(Vote For 2) 
OEM Dan Ahlers 
DEM David Kills A Hundred 
REP Jon Hansen 
REP Randy Gross 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

0 
12 
24 

~ 
1i 
0 

. - -i@ 
16 
32 

95 
95 
o@ 

Minnehaha County, SO 
State General 

11/08/2022 Here are items to review: 

1) Does each option have a vote 
selected for them? 

2) Does each option have a unique 
number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 
5) Were blank sheets cast? 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

• Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 

•' 



SD - 2022 Minnehaha County L&A Test Reports 
ExpressVote Machines 

Detail Results 
Machine ID: B Machine IJ: 8513090103 

11/28/2022 10:09:47 
Firsr Ballot Date Time: 
Last Balloe Date Time: 

11/28/2022 10:08:50 
11/28/2022 10:09:29 

Con1est 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

For County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 3) 
DEM Nichole Cauwels 
DEM Tom Holmes 
REP Joe Kippley 
REP Jen Bleyenberg 
REP Gerald Beninga 

. OverVotes 
Under Votes 

-Total. 
" . ·/, 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Casi: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

0 
12 
24 

95 
95 
o@ 

Minnehaha Countv, SD 
State General 

11/0M_D22 
Here are items to review: 

1) Does each option have a vote 
selected for them? 

2) Does each option have a unique 
number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 
5) Were blank sheets cast? 
6) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option on the ballot 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 

.· 



SD - 2022 Minnehaha County L&A Test Reports 
ExpressVote Machines 

Detail Results 
Machine ID: B Machine#: 8513090103 

11/28/2022 09:47:13 
First Ballot Date nme: 
Last BaUor Date nme: 

For State Senator, 011 
(Vote For 1) 

DEM Sheryl L. Johnson 
REP Jim Stalzer 

For State Senator, DU 
(Vore For 1) 

DEM Jessica Meyers 
REP Arch Beal 

11/28/2022 09:15:47 
11/28/2022 09:46:28 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Balfors Cast 
Blank Sheers Cast: 

Votes 

21 115 
11S 
10 
10 

2S0 

~ 115 
115 
10 
10 

250 

2325 
232S 
93 

3 of 9 

Minnehaha County, SD 
Stare General 

ll/0812022 

Here are items to review: 
1) Does each option have a vote 

selected for them? 
2) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option in the contest? 

3) Are Over Votes tested? 
4) Are Under Votes tested? 
5) Were blank sheets cast? 
6) Does each option have a unique 

number assigned from any other 
option on the ballot 

With unique numbers we can 
determine if votes are flipped. 

* Red numbers are pointing to deficiencies present in the test 

. . 



20,24 - Brookings, SD on the right path 

8'03RQ,1fOJ:GS;SJ 

~~Ot.41:40 
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~~Cau: ~ 

a.loii"tisi" ... .. 
0 

............... 
ll 
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,.,..,,.,, In this Election, the Republicans have a separate ballots for their 
races. There are 5 ballot styles. (The 6th one is the Democrat Ballot) 

Here the Brookings County Auditor get high marks. 
1) There are unique numbers for each candidate within each race. 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 
2) Unique Number assigned for all options for entire ballot. 

It is known that there was an issue with the ExpressVote Ballots. 
1) The county did not test, due to programming issue, their plan is to 

manually convert those ballots to hand marked ballots for 
processing. 

•' 



2024 - Brookings, SD on the right path 
In this Election, the Republicans have a separate ballots for their 
races. There are 5 ballot styles. (The 6th one is the Democrat Ballot) 

Here the Brookings County Auditor get high marks. 
1) There are unique numbers for each candidate within each race. 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 
2) Unique Number assigned for all options for entire ballot. 

It is known that there was an issue with the ExpressVote Ballots. 
1) The county did not test, due to programming issue, their plan is to 

manually convert those ballots to hand marked ballots for 
processing. 

.. 



2024- Brookings, SD on the right path 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary. 

Here the Brookings County Auditor get high marks. 
1) There are unique numbers for each candidate for President. 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is known that there was an issue with the ExpressVote Ballots 
1) The county did not test, due to programming issue, their plan is to 

manually convert those ballots to hand marked ballots for 
processing. 

.. , 



Gregory County, SD 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary, both Parties have the Initiated Ballot Measure. 

Here the Gregory County Auditor correctly 
1) Used unique numbers for the Senate(R), President (D), IM races 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) The House(R) race failed to have unique numbers for each option. 
2) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is not noted if the Express Vote Systems were properly tested here. 

*A Hand Recount of the House race of this precinct is 
recommended due to improper test deck. 

.. 



Gregory County, SD 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary, both Parties have the Initiated Ballot Measure. 

Here the Gregory County Auditor correctly 
1) Used unique numbers for the Senate(R), President (D), and the 

Precinct Committee Race(R). 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) The House(R) and Initiated Ballot Measure races failed to have 

unique numbers for each option. 
2) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is not noted if the ExpressVote Systems were properly tested here. 

*A Hand Recount of the House and IM races of this precinct is 
recommended due to improper test deck. 

.. 



Gregory County, SD 
In this Election, the Democrats have a separate ballot just for the 
Presidential Primary, both Parties have the Initiated Ballot Measure. 

Here the Gregory County Auditor correctly 
1) Used unique numbers for the Senate(R), President (D), IM races 
2) Over votes were tested. 
3) Under Votes (blank ballots) were tested. 

Areas for Improvement 
1) The House(R) race failed to have unique numbers for each option. 
2) Prime Number for one candidate in each race is not consistent. 

It is not noted if the ExpressVote Systems were properly tested here. 

*A Hand Recount of the House Race of this precinct is 
recommended due to improper test decl<. 

. 
' 



What next? 

• This is crucial evidence for voters and candidates. 

• If we find any issues: 
• Could require retesting 
• Could compel a hand count of the elections for those races where the test 

decks did not properly test the equipment 
• Could require a 100% Post Election Audit 
• Could require discovery of the cast vote records and ballot images 
• Could point to incompetence and termination of election officials 
• Could result in lawsuits 
• Could result in Civil Rights Investigations 

• Take good notes, consider writing an affidavit if you believe the issues 
you witness may impact the election. 

.. 



Questions to Ask & Building the Evidence 
1) Get the sample ballots from every precinct for each unique ballot design. 
2) Ask if they fold the absentee ballots when mailing them out? 
3) Ask if they tested the ExpressVote machines separately, ask for copies of reports? 
4) Ask how many ExpressVote ballots they used for each precinct. 
5) Evaluate if they tested enough ballots with folds, 10% is required (SD Rule - s:02:09:01.02) 

6) Ensure all tabulators are tested, get Test Deck Report(s) for each tabulator. 
7) Ask for the Cast Vote Records (Minnehaha, Lincoln, Pennington and Davison only)* 
8) Get the Ballot Images (Minnehaha, Lincoln, Pennington and Davison only)* 

If they can not provide this, they have not proven they know how to use the election 
equipment, nor have they proven the systems are secure and ready for the election. 

*NOTE: During Public Accuracy Tests, ask for Ballot Images and CVRs, since there is no identifying information of a voter 
issue here ... so privacy is not an issue at all. (Voters do not fill out ballots for the test decks) 

,' 



Questions for the Auditors 

• Do you have the EAC Certificate? 

• When was the last time you scanned the equipment for viruses? 

• When was the battery replaced? Is it older than 3 years? 

• When was the last time ES&S did maintenance? 

• Did you backup the tabulator before maintenance was done? 

• Do you have a logbook for the storage of tabulators, that notes 
who had access to the systems? 

.. 



Detail Results 
Machine ID: E Machine #: 4519093363 

/I -~ 
06/04/2024 10:14:10 ~' 
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Republican. Party 
Democratic._party 
NONPARTISAN 
··························--.. -- ... , ......... . 

Party 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

240 ················--·-·-··•·········· 

······•·•·240 
0 

Votes 

68 Randy Deibert ..................... . ........... ····················•···············••······· ···················•····•··•···••···"·················· 
Kate.Crowley-Johnson 

···········•·•·•···•·····•• 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
M~.rk .. M.9'!'.".fY ... .................... . .................... . 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald... . ................................................ . 
Scott.Odenbach .......................................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
!3-()1:) ~w.irl.9 .. . 
Rick.Tysdal .............................................................. . 
Erica.Douglas ................................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant 
David L. Gross 
Ellen L. Gross 
Meta Halverson 
••••••<•<>••••"''''"••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-01 
(Vote For 1) 
Donald Lutz 
Jimmy J ... Roberts. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-02 
~ (Vote For 1) 

f.\Yc:!.~11 .. Q.'..W..r..i_;,.l~Y............ . ............................ _ .............................. . 
N~th.~r.i .. H.99.9.?~~9~.n 

117 
11 
44 

240 

61 . ... ··•········ .......... . 

122 
136 
22 

139 
480 

63 

.. _ ·················· ... 120 
136 . .................................. ,,,.,.,,,. .. ,. ................... . 

22 
139 
480 

59 
103 

··················•··········· 

148 .. ., ....... , .... , .... .. 
157 

·····························•···· 
33 

220 
720 

5 
10 

2 
7 

24 

4 . .............................. . 

7 

1 of 4 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
480 
480 
25 



Detail Results 
Machine ID: E Machine#: 4519093363 

06/04/2024 10:14:10 j vJ::: 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Contest 

Thomas. R ... N.elson ........................................... . 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-O3 
(Vote For 1) 
Richard Prezkuta 
Perry Washenberger. ......... ................ .. . ............................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-O4 
(Vote For 1) 
Lloyd_ A._.Rich ............................................................................ . 
Qary G9EL 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-O7 
(Vote For 1) 
Joseph .. Palmer .................................................................... . 
R.oria.ld JiMe>e_ller.. . ...................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-OB 
(Vote For 1) 
Justin Tupper. . ............... . 
Dave Samuelson 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-O9 
(Vote For 1) 
Dahl H. McLean 
Tristen Rhoden 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

· REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-lo 
(Vote For 1) 
Timothy A. .. Braithwait ............................................ . 

"lo Richard .. D.Sleep .............................................................. . 
Over Votes 

Under Votes 
Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-O1 
(Vote For 1) 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

9 
1 
3 

24 

6 .......................... 
12 

1 
5 

24 

7 
8 ....................... 
1 
8 

24 

.... 6 
13 

1 
4 

24 

7 
.. ················································································•·•·•·•····· 

13 
1 
3 

24 

6 
14 .......................... 

. .............................................. . 

1 
3 

24 

5 
14 

··············••···-··· 

1 
4 

24 

2 of 4 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
480 
480 
25 



Detail Results 
Machine ID: E Machine #: 4519093363 

0610412024 10:14:10 rr 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

Cindy K .. Roberts. 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Contest 

pawn M. L,.u.g ... . . .................................................................. . 
Over Votes 

Under Votes 
Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-03 
(Vote For 1) 
Paulette. Washenberger 
Delia Prezkuta ··········· ................................ . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-06 
(Vote For 1) 
Ami M Keller 
Susan .. Johnson .............................................................................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-OS 
(Vote For 1) 
Y.~IE:!fi.e s~.ll}lJ..E:!l~9n 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

5 
10 

2 
7 

24 

6 ................... .,-. .............. . 

12 ....................................... ·························••··•·•·••· 
1 
5 

24 

3 

·········15 
1 
5 

24 

.ri.1ary J Fitzg.E:!_r_!i.!.9. .......................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
6 

13 
1 
4 

24 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-09 
(Vote For 1) 
Kalen Lemme! ................................... . ............................ ., ... ., ............................. . 
Anna P. Marrs 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-lo 
(Vote For 1) 
Laura Odenbach ....................................................... 

KarenE._ Sleep .................................................................................. . 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson \. ................................................................................ . 

Joseph .. R. BidenJr........... . . ............................... . 
Dean .. Phillips ................. . 
f.\_rmando Pere:z.~$.~rr!l.~Q . .. Over Votes 

Under Votes 
Total 

5 
15 

1 
3 

24 

7 ··················-···································-··················· ............................ .. 
12 

1 
4 

24 

31 
49 
61 
74 
10 
15 

240 
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Detail Results 
Machine ID: E Machine #: 4519093363 

06/04/2024 10:14:10 1 u:J-
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/041202410:13:06 

Contest 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

4 of 4 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
480 
480 
25 



Public Results 
Machine ID: E Machine#: 4519093363 

06/04/202410:17:21 ~ >-Q.} 
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Republican .Party 
P~r.DQf.rc:t!i.<:..P.arty .. 
NONPARTISAN 

Party 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 
Randy Deibert ............................................................... --. 
Kate .. Crowley-Johnson ..................................... . 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark .. Mowry ............................................................. . 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

240 
240 

0 

Votes 

68 .. ··············•···•···-· 

117 
185 

61 .. ,., ............•..... 
122 Mary J .. Fitzgerald .......... . ............................................ ,., .. ., ......... ., ............. . 

Scott Odenbach 136 ·················•··"·······••···"···········"···· ........................ ································•····· 
Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob Ewing .................................................... . 
Rick Tysdal . 
Erica. Doug~l_as ___ .................................................... . 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant 
David L. Gross ................................................ 
Ellen L. Gross 
M.~trl..H.c:tly~r.?..9D.... . ........................................................................................ . 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-01 
(Vote For 1) 
Donald Lutz 

319 

63 ·········•· .... ,. ...... . 
120 
136 
319 

59 
103 
148 

···························································-······· 
157 

•• < .......................... . 

467 

5 
Jimmy J. Roberts 

······•·············•····-·················································································································································· ·····10 
···•········•······•••• ........................ ·································································· 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-02 
(Vote For 1) 
Ayden Q .. Wrisley ............. . 
Nathan .. Hoogshagen 
Thomas. R. .. Nelson. .. . .. ............... . . .................... ··············-············· 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-OJ 
(Vote For 1) 
Richard Prezkuta 
P·efry Washenberg.er ............................ . 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-04 

,, .. ,.,.,.,., .. .,.,., ............ . 
15 

······················-················· ................ , .. . 

4 
7 
9 

20 

6 
12 
18 
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.. _ 

Public Results 
Machine ID: E Machine#: 4519093363 

06/04/202410:17:21 / 
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Contest 

(Vote For 1) 
Lloyd A. .. Rich 
Gary Coe ............. .,,,.,,,,. ....... .- -- ·-- .......... ,.,.,, ........... . 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-07 
(Vote For 1) 
J.9..~.~Pb.P9.,lffiE!r . 
Ronald J. Moeller 
·····•--•»••••· ···•••·•·••••••••·•••·•••••••••••••·•••·•······ .....•...•..••••.•••••....•• 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-OB 
(Vote For 1) 
J.lJ.~.ti nJU,PP..~r.. . 
Dave Samuelson 
........ ,,,,,,, ......... ,,..,,,,on••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .. "'•• 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-09 
(Vote For 1) 
Dahl H. McLean 
Tristen Rhoden 
-~----'-----·---······-·········•··•························· 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-10 
(Vote For 1) 
1Jm9t.bY..A• Braithwait .. 
Richard. D .. Sleep ............ . . --••············ 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-01 
(Vote For 1) 
Cindy.K ... Roberts ... 
Dawn M. Lutz ..................... ",. ...... 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-03 
(Vote For 1) 
Paulette _washenberger 
p~lia Pr~?'.~U,~9., 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-06 
(Vote For 1) 
Ami M Keller 
Susan .Johnson. . 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-OB 
(Vote For 1) 
Valerie Samuelson .................... . 
Mary J. Fitzgerald ....... . ... . 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-09 
(Vote For 1) 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

7 
8 

15 

6 .. •-"••················•· 

13 
19 

7 
··································· 

13 
20 

6 ..................................................................... 

••o•••,.-,,.»PPm»>•»•••••••••••••••"'" 

. ····················•·•·•••···········•······ 

14 
20 

5 
14 
19 

5 
10 

··························--···-----

15 

6 
12 
18 

......................... ~ 
15 .................................. 
18 

6 
···········•···••····•·· 

13 . .................................................................... . 
19 
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480 
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Public Results 
Machine ID: E Machine #: 4519093363 

06/04/2024 10:11:211' ~ 
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/202410:13:06 

Contest 

Kalen .. Lemm el 
Anna .. P. Marrs 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-10 
(Vote For 1) 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

5 
15 
20 

Laura.Odenbach ........................................... ........................................................... 7 
Karen E. Sleep .............................................................................................................................................. ·······-····················· ............................. !.?. 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne. Williamson ... 
Joseph .. R. Bid en Jr. 

Total 

Dean .. Phillips.......... ............. .... . ................................... . 
Armando Perez-Serrato .................... _.."., 

Total 

19 

31 
49 

» .................... . 

61 
74 

··············•·············· 
215 

3of3 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
480 
480 
25 



Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: E Machine #: 4519093363 
Precinct-01 /(' _ Ji. 
06/04/2024 10:17:30 '}J</' 
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/202410:13:06 

Party 

Republican. Party ...... . 
p~mocratic P.~r!Y ...... . 
NONPARTISAN ................. . 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
24 
0 

Sheets Processed 

Seg:00001 Typ:01 Spl:01 ............................................................................................................................................................................. ?..~ 
Seq:00001.Typ:02.Spl:01................... . ......................... ?..:3 
REP Precinct-01 1 ·--····--·· ""'""""""'' , "'""" . .,., ,. , , ........ ,.,. .. ,, .................................................... . 
DEM Precinct-01 1 
··--··--··················••··••················································· 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Votes 

Randy Deibert ..................................................................................................................................... ---........................ ..? 
Kate Crowley-Johnson . ....................... . ..... ... .. .. . .. .. .. ........................................ 11 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark.Mowry ...... __ _ 
Mary J .. Fitzg_er_a_ld __ _ 
Scott Odenbach 

2 
4 

24 

6 -----------·-···---------·-······ 
11 

······-····-···················-··-----·····•···•·-···················••·••········•···•···'"······•······••· .. ···· .. --.................. _____ _ 14 
4 

13 
48 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 

_ Bob. Ewi.ng 
Rick .Tysdal ................................................................................................. ___ ........................... . 
Erica.Douglas ........... .. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 

6 
11 
14 
4 

13 
48 

5 Naomi Merchant 
David L. Gross 

___ ................................................................................................................................................................... Io 

• Ellen L. Gross 
Meta Ha""'1v---'e--"-rs.c...on __ _ 

........................................ ····------·············· ····························· 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-01 
(Vote For 1) 
Donald Lutz 

................................... 

13 
17 
6 

21 
72 

5 
Jimmy J .. Roberts ... 

................................................................... .......... . 10 
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Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: E Machine#: 4519093363 
Precinct-01 A 
06/04/2024 10:17:30 ' \ 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-01 
(Vote For 1) 
Ci.ndy K .. Roberts .......... . 
Dawn M. Lutz 
········ .. ·········-··················•····•··•················ 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson J:9~e.PhRE3ig~ri}r·· ············ 
Dean.Phillips.................................... ........... . ............... . 
Ar.m.ando Per.~:z..~.$..~r.r~11?. ................ . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

2 
7 

24 

5 
10 

2 
7 

24 

2 
4 
6 

.. 10 
1 
1 

24 

2 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
2 



Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine#: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-02 
06/04/2024 10:17:30 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

R~P.l.1.1:>l!~~r:i . .P~.r:W .. . .. . 
Democratic .. Party .................. . 
NONPARTISAN 
····-··············· ""'"'"""""""'"' 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Party 

Ballot Style 

Seq :00002 .Typ:01 .. Spl :01 ... 
Seq:00002 .Typ:02.Spl:0l . 
REP Precinct-02 
DEM Precinct-02 

··················• ... ··••···---
.................................................................... ··········································•····································· 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
24 

...... ················································-····-······ 
0 

Sheets Processed 

23 ................................. 23 
, .................................... . 

1 
1 

Votes 

8 _R9-ndy Deibert 
1<.ate Crowley-Jo~r:i.§9.Q..... . ....................................... . 

·····•················--································································· ........ . 8 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 

·············•····•······••· 
1 
7 

24 

Mark .. Mowry ............................. ...... . ........................... 6 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald. ..................... ............................................ ..... ..... ... ...................................................... . . . ... JJ. 
Scott Odenbach 11 ······ .. ·········· ............................................................. 'bver··vates································································ .. ······························ ······ ..... ··· · · ·· 2 

Under Votes 18 
Total 48 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 

~ .13ob Ewing .................................................. . 
Rick .. Tys_d_a_l __ _ 
.E.:rica Doug!~.~····· 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant 

6 . ................................. . 

11 
······························••>< .,., ..•...........•.••••• 

11 ____ , .................................................. 2 

18 
48 

6 
.............................. -----·· .. ·•·•••··•···•··•···································································· ...................... 

P~Yi.d. b, G.r.Q.§~... . ......... ... . . ................... . .. 10 
• Ellen L. Gross .... . ... ........................... . ................... . 

.Me..ta.H.~ly~r.~Qn.... . ............................................................. . 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-02 
(Vote For 1) 
AYr:J.e.ri. Q. WrisleY .................................................................. . 
Nathan. Hoc,gshagen ...... .... ..... . .. .... . ...................................... . 

13 .. .................... . 
12 
3 

28 
72 

4 ......... 7 
....•.................... ························ ..... 
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Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: E Machine#: 4519093363 
Precinct-02 /.' ~ 
06/04/2024 10:17:30 \ 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

Thomas R. Nelson 
,, ............... ,, ............. -. ........................ ,. 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson ....................................................... 

Joseph .R .. Biden Jr ...... . 
[)~~_r:ip~iJlips ....................................................................... . 
Armando Perez-Serrato 

over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

1 
3 

24 

3 
5 
7 

""""""'" .. ,,,.,.,,,, ............................... ······················--··--· 
6 
1 
2 

24 

2 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
3 



Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine#: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-03 
06/04/2024 10:17:31 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

ge.pyl:lJ.i<:..a.:.n..f>.~rty ·········· 

~~ 
06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Party 

Democratic .. Party ....................................... . 
NONPARTISAN 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
24 
0 

Sheets Processed 

Seq:00003.Typ:01 Spl:01 23 
Seq:00003 Typ:02 Spl:01 ·········· ...................... ........................ .. ......... ....... ...................... 23 

REP .. Precinct-03 . ............ .. ....................... . .... ......... ...... ........ .... ... . ... ___ 1 
DEM Precinct-03 1 ·········••·•••·····--· ·········· .. --- .. , ................. . 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Votes 

Randt Deibert 7 
K~te. .. Gr,C>'ijle.y~J<:>.hn..~C>.11. :::·:::::::::::::·:::::::::::·::······························ .......................................... ::::·:::::::::::::::::::::::.::::: .. :::::::::·::········ ... 9 

Over Votes 1 
Under Votes 7 

Total 24 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark.Mowry ..................... 5 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald........... ...................................................... . .................................................................................................. 11 
Scott.Odenbach ··································-····-·•·••······························· ...................................................................................... 12 .......... -- 2 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 

.. Bob.EwinQ................ . . ........................... . ...... . 
Rick .. Tysdal.. .. 
Erica.Douglas ................................................................................................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant 
David L. Gross 
Ellen L. Gross ---
Meta .. Halverson ..... 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-03 
(Vote For 1) 

18 
48 

6 
10 
12 

2 
18 
48 

6 
10 
14 
14 

3 
25 
72 

6 Richard Prezkuta 
Perry Was hen berger .... .... . . 

····························-········································································· ... 12 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: E Machine#: 4519093363 
Precinct-03 ~ 
06/04/2024 10:17:31 "\ 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-03 
(Vote For 1) 
Paulette.Washenberger ..... ... . . ................................... . 
Delia Prezkuta 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
{Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
Joseph .. R.sk1en5r·· .. ···· ..................... ·· ...... -----····························· 
Dean. Phillips ......................................................................... . 
Armando.Perez-Serrato ....... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

1 
5 

24 

6 
12 

1 
5 

24 

3 
6 

··············-·-·······•········· 
5 ...............................................•.........................•. 

7 
·················•·•···•·····•·· 

1 
2 

24 
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48 
48 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: E Machine#: 4519093363 
Precinct-04 .-< _r 
06/04/202410:17:32 '\.})..7' 

First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Republican Party·····-········ 
Democratic .Party .... . .. 
NONPARTISAN 

Party 

Ballot Style 

Seq:00004 Typ;0l. SpJ:.01 ..... ··- -·· . 
Seq:00004.Typ;02.Spl:01 
REP Precinct-04 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots cast 

24 
24 

•••••••••••••••u••••••••uo,,,,,. •• ,,,,,.,, ••••••••••••••••--••••••••••••• 

0 ·····------··--------·······-···-·································· .. -·.-····· 

Sheets Processed 

23 . . ·······-····-······· .... ·····················-·· ·······23 
···················••·· ... · ............................................ . 

1 ·---·····•························-···-· .. ·····--·········'"········· ..................................................................................................... .. 
DEM Precinct-04 1 

Contest Votes 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Randy .. Deibert·····-·· ··-····-····-··················-················-····························--········-····-···············-····························· 8 
8 
1 
7 

Kate. Crowley-Johnson... _ --· .... ... . .. 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 

24 

Mark.Mowry ... ... ... .... . -·· ...... ·- .. . .. . ..... ··- ... . ······························-· .. __ -···· ... 6 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald ........................................................................ ····-··············································· ········-·····················································lJ 

Scott Odenbach ···-··········-··············-······-········-······-············-··················-····-···········································-· ·····················-··············-············-······-··.lJ 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 

2 
18 
48 

Bob Ewing .......................................................... ... ............... ···- . .. ... .. -·· ································-·· ......................... 6 
Rick .. Tysdal..... .. .. ... .. . __ ... . .............................................................................. ································-··························· .lJ 
Erica.Douglas.................................................................. ············-··································································---··············· 11 

Over Votes 2 
Under Votes 18 

Total 48 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant 
David L. Gross 

6 
...... ·························-······················-··-····-· ······················ 

11 ...................................... ·-····-· ········-·····························"····"' ......................................... ············---····-··-·--···-···--·· ····-······--···--···--· ...................................... . 
Ellen L ... Gross ..... 
Meta Halverson 
·······•·······························-····-· 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-04 
(Vote For 1) 

.Lloyd A. Rich ·-································-·································-···························· ··········--··········· 
Gary Coe.......................... . ............................................................. . 

14 
····-····-············ .. ················· 

15 
3 

23 
72 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: E Machine#: 4519093363 
Precinct-04 A __ ,t-
06/04/202410:17:32 · \JJl' 
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/202410:13:06 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson .................. .. . ........................ . ... . 
Joseph .. R. Biden .. Jr..... .. .......... ... .......... ........ . ............................... . 
Dean.Phillips ............................... . 
Armando Perez-Serrato ......................................... ·--------·-············ 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

1 
8 

24 

4 
.,., ......................... . 

4 ,.,, .............................. . 
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7 
1 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-OS 
06/04/2024 10:17:34 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

Republican. Party ... . 

l'\,i£ 
06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Party 

Democratic .. Party ................................ . 
NONPARTISAN ..................................................... 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
24 ··························••·•·••· 
0 

Sheets Processed 

$..~.g:00005 Typ;.9.J..$.p.!;.Q.L_ ....................... --- ····················································· ·····························································23 
Seq:00005 .Typ:02Spl:0l ... 
REP Precinct-OS 
DE.M Precinct-OS ·· 
·--·········••« ·····-----·· .. ·········--·""" 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

23 

1 

Votes 

Randy Deibert ·-········-··········-······································································-•································---····································--·· ··-·············§ 
Kate .Crowley-Johnson.... ................................... .. .................. .................... ............................. . . . . . . . ............. J4. 

Over Votes 1 
Under Votes 3 

Total 24 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
M.C:t.f.~ .. Mowry .................... .......................... ......................... . .. .............. ... 7 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald .................... ··························---··············· . .................................. .. ...... ................... 13 
Scott Odenbach························-······over·\iote-s---·······•· .......................................... 1; 

Under Votes 12 
Total 48 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob .. Ewin9 ..... . 
Rick .. Tysdal ....... . 
Erica.Douglas 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 

····················-·····-···•··•··•·•················ 

7 
······················ 

13 
14 

2 
12 
48 

Naomi Merchant ............................................................................................................................. ----- 6 ... 11 
David L. Gross .............................. . 
Ellen L.Gross 

--- ·········· ······•····· 16 
.............. ,. ........ . 

. M.eta Halverson 16 .. ., .... ,,,.,,, ....................................................................... . 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
5oseph R.Biden .. Jr ...... ···::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::········ 

3 
20 
72 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine#: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-OS 
06/04/202410:17:34 ~~ 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

Dean __ Phillips __ ........................ . 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 
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Arn.:ia.nd,e>J'.E:!fE:!?~§e.rr.a.~9.. ... ··················••··•········ 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 
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Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
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Votes 

6 
8 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-06 
06/04/2024 10:17:36 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/202410:13:06 

Party 

Republican_party . .... .... . ................ . 
Democratic .. Party 
NONPARTISAN 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
24 
0 
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23 Seq:00006.Typ:0l Spl:01 
Seq:00006 Typ:02.Spl:0l 
REP Precinct-06 

.. .. .......................................... . ........................................... ...... ....... 23 
---·· ..................... ·······1 
.... ,,,,,,, ......•.....•........ ································ ···············•······•·········· 

DEM Precinct-06 
.., .................... ,.,,,. ............................................... . 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

.Randy Deibert ····-·············································· ... ······· .. ························---
1$.c:1.!_e Crowley~~<?h.D?0.0....... . ................................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark.Mowry .......... . .............................................. . 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald ............................................................................................................... . 
Scott Odenbach 

1 

Votes 

7 
12 

1 
4 

24 

6 
·······---················ 

14 
15 ················-over·va1es--·····················--········-···--- · · · 2 

Under Votes 11 
Total 48 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob .. EwinQ ................ . 
Ri.ck Tysdal ............................................................................................... . 

7 . ....................... ,, .... . 
13 ···········-········•···· ·····" .. ,, ......................................... . 
15 Erica.Douglas...... .. . ····--·········••·•·············•··•······•·•········ ······•···············•·····•···· ........................................ . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant ............................................................................................................... . 
David L.. Gross ................... . 
Ellen L. Gross 
Meta Halverson ................................................................... 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-06 
(Vote For 1) 

2 
11 
48 

6 
·························-· 

11 
17 

················•······ 

17 
3 

18 
72 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: E Machine #: 4519093363 
Precinct-06 /( ~ 
06/04/202410:17:36 \ 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 

······························ 
Joseph.R.Eljden Jr..... . ...................... . 
Dean.Phillips........ . .......................................................... . 
Armando Perez-Serrato 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast 

"·"""'""""""""' .................................... ., ... ,,, 

Votes 

1 
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24 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: E Machine#: 4519093363 
Precinct-07 ,<; . - l-
06/04/2024 10:17:37 . \jJ,Y\ 

First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/202410:13:06 

~~.PLl.~li.1::~r,, .. P~r:tY ..... . 
Democratic .. Party 
NONPARTISAN 

Party 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
··············--·········-··-·-··· 

24 
0 

Sheets Processed 

Seg:00007 Typ:01 Spl:01 ........................................................................................................................................................................................... 23 
§.!:!q:00007 Typ;.9..?. .. §.Pl.:.Q.! ..... ........ .. . .... . . ..... ..................... 23 
REPP~cioc~07 1 

··-···••······················· 
DEM .~.recinct-07 ........................ ..! 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Votes 

Randy Deibert ..................................................... ·--··············· .............. __ 7 
K.13.-.t.~.G.r.9.wley-Johnso.r.i..... ............................ ................................... ....... J~ 

Over Votes 1 
Under Votes 3 

Total 24 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
fy1c:i,r.~. Mowry ......... . 
Mary J. Fitzgerald ....... . 
Scott .Odenbach ............................ ___ _ 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
l:iob Ewin9......... ... . ................ . ........................ .. 
Rick .Tysdal............ . .............................. . 
EricaDouglas. . . .................................................................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 

............................ ., .......... ___ _ 

6 
···················-············· 

12 
15 

2 
13 
48 

6 . ............................................................. . 

12 
15 

2 
13 
48 

Naomi .. Merchant ........................................................................ ___ 6 
David L.. Gross.... ··· .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::: ·:···· .............................................. · 9 

Ellen L. Gross 15 
Meta .. Halverson ................................................ J,.'?. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

•. Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-07 
(Vote For 1) 

3 
22 
72 

Joseph Palmer ................................ ........................................................................................... .......................... 
1

6
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: E 
Precinct-07 
06/04/2024 10:17:37 

Machine #: 4519093363 

/'"-~~ ,~' 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
5oseph __ R_Biden_Jr· 
[)~~r:i.P.Nllip? . 
Armando __ Perez-Serrato 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

1 
4 

24 

3 
6 
6 
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1 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-08 
06/04/2024 10:17:39 {~ 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

Republican Party .......... . 
Democratic Party .... . 
NONPARTISAN 

06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Party 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots cast 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
·····•·"·· .. ····························••···········-··· 

24 
··········•···-····························· ·········· .. ,, ........ . 

0 

Sheets Processed 

Seq:00008.Typ:Ol.Spl:Ol.... ......................... .. ... ..... .................... ~~ 
Seq:00008 Typ:02 .. Spl:Ol 
R~P.P.r~fi!J.t::!:Q!:3. .. ..................... . ................ ...... ............ .. ............................................... .. ... .. .. J 
DEM Precinct-OB 1 
---··································-··············-·--·············· 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Votes 

Randy Deibert ............................................. _ ....................................................................................................................................................................... 7 
.~.~.t.~ .. ~.r.9..~.!~Y:J.!>..~.!:1§9.r.i. ................................................................................................................................................................................... !~ 

Over Votes 1 
Under Votes 3 

Total 24 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark.Mowry ............................... .......................................... .......................... ..................... .... . .. . .................................... ..?. 
~ary J Fitzgerald.. .................................................................................................................. ································· ·················!.~ 

Scott Odenbach ........................... Over-VotEis .............................................................................................................. ······1~ 

Under Votes 12 
Total 48 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob .. Ewin£......... ...... .... . ............................................................... . 
Rick.Tysdal ................................................................................ . 
Erica.Douglas. . . ...................................... . 

over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

----~······-························---···---· ···························-····-······-·····-
6 

13 
15 

2 
12 
48 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant 5 
David L. Gross ················-.............. -.............................. ::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ...... ·::::::::::::~::::: ............................. !.Q 
Ellen L. Gross .: .............. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::. . . .................. .. .. 15 
Meta.Halverson .... .. . . ................................................................................. .. .. ... ..................... . .. 18 

Over Votes 3 
Under Votes 21 

Total 72 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-OS 
(Vote For 1) 
Justin Tupper ................... ..... ...... 7 
Dave .. SamuelsQ.ri .............................................. :::::::: .... ::::: .. ::: ....................... ::::::~::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::·:::::::::····.. .... ·-· .. ·::::::::: ...................... : .. )~ 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-08 
06/04/2024 10:17:39 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

-<~ 
06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/2024 10:13:06 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-OS 
(Vote For 1) 
Valerie Samuelson 

···································-···•······ ······--·----············ 
rv,a_ry .J f:i~g~,rc1lc;L . .. . .................. ...... . ..... . ... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
:J..9..~~ph R Bid en Jr .. .. 
Dean_ Phillips .......... ... . ..... ............................... ...... . ............. .. 
Armando. Perez-Serrato.................. ........................... . .............................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

1 
3 

24 

6 ··························· 
13 

1 
4 

24 

3 
4 
7 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-09 
06/04/2024 10:17:40 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

Republican_party. 
Democratic. Party 
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~~ 
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Ballot Style 
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Seq:00009.Typ:02 .. Spl:0l ... 
REP Precinct-09 
DEM .. Precinct-09 
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REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Total Sheets Processed: 
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Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
,,,,,.,,,.,,, .......... -. ........................................................ . 

24 .......................................... ·····································•·····•· 
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Sheets Processed 

23 ······················-·················· ................................................ . 
23 

1 
1 .......... _,""'""'"''""' ,,,,,,. .......................................... . 

Votes 

.Randy Deibert ················--·························································································································--- 5 
15 Kate Crowley-Johnson .............................................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 

Mark .. Mowry ..................................................................... ·········--············· 
Mary J.Fitzgerald..... .. ····························--· 
Scott Odenbach .................... ··········--············· .................................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob.Ewin9............ . ........................... . 
Rick .Tysdal ................................................................................................................ . 
Erica. Douglas ...................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant ······························-·-··;.;:::..:.;:__ ___ ............................................................................................................................ __ _ 
David L. Gross 
Ellen L. Gross 
Meta Halverson 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-09 
(Vote For 1) 

.................•.... 

1 
3 

24 

6 
14 

·········--········-·---

15 
2 

11 
48 

7 
13 
15 

2 
11 
48 

7 
10 
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14 
3 
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72 

6 Dahl H. McLean 
Tristen .. Rhoden .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·:···:::::::::::::::::::::::············· __ _ 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
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< 06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/202410:13:06 

Contest 

Over Votes 
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Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-09 
(Vote For 1) 
Kalen Lemme! 
Anna P. Marrs 
·············--············-····················· 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
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24 
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3 

24 
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3 
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Dean .. Phillips ............... . .. 
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Under Votes 

Total 
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8 
1 
1 

24 

2 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
2 



Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-10 
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Total Sheets Processed: 
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Blank Sheets Cast: 
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24 
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0 

Sheets Processed 

23 
·······················································•-.•··············· 

23 
1 
1 ............................................ ························ ············································· 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Votes 

RandY. Deibert ...................................................................................................................................................................................................... ~ 
.Kate Crowley-~QD.11?9r:i. ··· · ·······J,.4. 

Over Votes 1 
Under Votes 3 

Total 24 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
.M;;trK.Jlv1owry ......... ............................................. ......................... 6 
Mary J.Fitzgerald............................................................ .......................................................... 12 
Scott.Odenbach ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 15 

Over Votes 2 
Under Votes 13 

Total 48 

REP county Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob .. EwinQ ..................................................... . 
Rick .Tysdal.......... . .. .. . ..... ........ . ..................... .. . .............. . 
Erica. Douglas................................................ ... . ... ...... . ..................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 

6 
13 . ........... , ............. . 
14 

2 
13 
48 

~:~~it~~~~nt .................................................... ••································································---.... -.... -..... -..... -.... -..... -..... -.... ::··· . . . .... J,t 
Ellen L. Gross · · · · :::: :::::::::::::::::::::.. .. .................................... .. ........................... 15 
Meta .. Halverson . . .... ....................... ..... ....................... ...................... . ....... J.? 

Over Votes 3 
Under Votes 20 

Total 72 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-10 
(Vote For 1) 

~\~~!~a.~·:i~~~hwait··························:::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::·:··:::::::·::::::::::::: ........................ :::::::··············::.:::::: ... : .. :.: .. ::: ..... : l~ 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine#: 4519093363 Machine ID: E 

Precinct-10 
06/04/2024 10:17:42 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

/(_✓ 
06/04/2024 09:59:09 
06/04/202410:13:06 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-10 
(Vote For 1) 
Laura Odenbach 
Karen .. E .... SleeP ....................................... --············· ............................................................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

··-·································-···· 

1 
4 

24 

7 
12 

1 
4 

24 

Marianne Williamson 3 -·-···---·················-····--···-----········ ......................................... ____ ......................................... ······························· ................ ··················-············""''""'"'''"'' 

Joseph .. R .. BidenJr ............................... -·······················••·••··•·············••········•···· ..... .. .... .. .................................. . .... -·· .. ? 
Dean .. P.hillips ............................................ -· .... .. ... ...... ........................... . ................................ ...? 
Armando Perez-Serrato···················-····-········································ ····-··············································· ............................................ .?. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

1 
1 

24 

2 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
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48 
48 
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Detail Results 
Machine ID: A Machine#: 4519093362 

06/04/2024 19:45:24 ,~ 
., First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:18:14 

Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Party 

Republican __ Party 
P~Jil.9.cratic Party···· .... . 
NONPARTISAN........ . ......... . 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 
Ra11cJy PE!i_t:>~r.t .... 
Kate .. Crowley-Johnson __ .................................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark.Mowry ........... . 
Mary J. fit?gE!ralg 
Scott Odenbach .... ,. .................................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob .. Ewing.. . ....... . 
Rick .Tysdal ..... 
E.~ica, pq1,Jglc15. .. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
- (Vote For 3) 

Naomi Merchant 
Q~yi<L~.-.. Qross .......................................... . 
Ellen L. Gross .......................... "'"''""'"'"" .. 

Meta .. Halverson .... _ .................................... . 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-01 
{Vote For 1) 
Donald Lutz 
5tijfrily). .:R.9.~E!rts. .... 

Over Votes 
~. Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-02 
(Vote For 1) 
A.YfJ.eo .. Q.-... Wri.S.IE!Y ............................... . 
Na.tb.a.n. tt9.9.gs.t.,.a.g€!11 ................... . 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

240 
.. ?.4Q 

0 

Votes 

68 
117 

••>OOH>>••»->•••••>HO .. <>•<««<OU«•• 

11 
44 

240 

···················· ············ ... ········· ............ J:P, 
122 
136 

22 
139 
480 

63 
120 
136 

22 
139 
480 

59 
103 
148 
157 

33 
220 
720 

5 
10 

2 
7 

24 

4 
7 
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Detail Results 
Machine ID: A Machine #: 4519093362 

06/04/202419:45:24 'I~ 
• First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:18:14 

Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Thomas R. Nelson ... , .................... ,. .......... ""''''''"'" 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-03 
(Vote For 1) 
Richard Prezkuta 
Perry Washenberger _ .. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-04 
(Vote For 1) 
-~l_c:,y<:! __ A_, __ R.ic:_ti _____ .................................................................. . 
Gary Coe ___ _ 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-07 
• (Vote For 1) 

Joseph_Palmer ___ .. ............. . 
Ronald J. Moeller 
·········••···········•····· ····················· ......... ·················•············· 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-OB 
(Vote For 1) 
Justin_Tupper .............................................. . 
Dave Samuelson ..................................................................................•...... 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-09 
(Vote For 1) 
Dahl H. McLean ............................... . 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

1 
3 

24 

6 
12 
1 
5 

24 

7 
8 ·--·---·-···-···•-•·••··· 
1 
8 

24 

6 ............................. 
13 

···························. 
1 
4 

24 

7 
13 

1 
3 

24 

Tristen ~-~Q_Q_~f.1 .... _ ················----------·-·····-·········· _ ------------·············•········ .................................................... . 
6 

14 . .................. " ....... . 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-10 
(Vote For 1) 
Timothy A .. Braithwait ....... . 

•· Richard .. D .. Sleep ......... . . ......... '""''"""' 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-01 
(Vote For 1) 

1 
3 

24 

5 
14 

1 
4 

24 
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State Primary 

06/04/2024 
480 
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Detail Results 
Machine ID: A Machine#: 4519093362 

06/04/2024 19:45:24 ,1 ~ 
- First Ballot Date Time: 

Last Ballot Date Time: 
06/04/2024 19:18:14 
06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Contest 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

Ci.ndy.K .... Roberts .............................. .. . .................. ············· ........................................... J.i 
Dawn M. Lutz 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-03 
(Vote For 1) 
P.9-l:l.1.«,m~ . .W9-.!>.b.e.11.1:>.e,.rg.~r_ 
P~_l).9- Prezku~9-....... .. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-06 
(Vote For 1) 
Ami M Keller 

., ................................................ ····························•····· .. -
susan Johnson .. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-OS 
(Vote For 1) 
Valerie Samuelson 
.M9.:r.Y.) .. Fi~ge,r~l<:1 ... 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-09 
(Vote For 1) 
Kalen Lemmel ,..... .. 
Anna.P. Marrs 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-10 
(Vote For 1) 
Laura Odenbach Karen E: sieep ······· 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 

•~ Marianne Williamson 
Joseph .. R. BidenJr. 
Dean.Phillips .......... .. 

······························ 

10 
2 
7 

24 

6 
12 

1 
5 

24 

3 
15 

1 
5 

24 

6 
13 .................................... 

. ···············•• .......................... . 

···········································. 

1 
4 

24 

5 
15 

1 
3 

24 

7 
12 

1 
4 

24 

31 .............................. 
49 
61 ································· ..... ,. .................... . 

Armando. Pere?,§~r.rato ............. ..... .................................... ............ . .............................. . 74 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

10 
15 

240 
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Detail Results 
Machine ID: A Machine#: 1519093362 

06/04/2024 19:45:24 i ~ 
• First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:18:14 

Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Contest 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

4 of 4 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
480 
480 
25 



Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: A Machine#: 4519093362 
Precinct-01 ......r .... l--
06/04/2024 19:45:33 - \ y.J/, 

• First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:18:14 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Republican. Party .... 
Democratic .. Party 
NONPARTISAN 

Party 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
24 
0 

Sheets Processed 

Seg:00001 Typ:Ol.Spl:01 ....................................................... ·····························-···••·••························ ............................................... . 23 
23 
1 
1 

Seq:00001 Typ:02 Spl:01 .. 
DEM Precinct-01 ......................... 
REP Precinct-01 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Randy Deibert ............. ·········-················-----
Kate.crowley-Johnson .... 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 

'' .. _,_, .. ., ................ . 

Votes 

7 
11 ......................... 
2 
4 

24 

Mark.Mowry .. .. ... 6 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald 11 

Scott_Odenbac_h ---····························---·····························-·····························---·····························-····-··········J,·4. 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 

• Bob.Ewing ................ . 
Rick.Tysdal_ . 

Erica. Douglas......... ... ········--····························· 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 

········--······················ 

···············----······---······-· 

4 
13 
48 

6 
11 
14 

4 
13 
48 

Naomi Merchant 5 • p~yi<J. .l., Gross .......... ···::: ::: ::~::.: : .... :::. ·::·········· ................................................................... -· ...... ······························ ·-·············· io 
Ellen.L.Gross......... ................................ ........................................ . -·····--······--···-- 13 
Meta_Halverson_.. ....... .......... . . .. .. .. 17 

Over Votes 6 
Under Votes 21 

Total 72 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-01 
(Vote For 1) 

Donald Lutz ··························- ·-····-·····-······························-······················································ 
Jimmy J._ Roberts .. 

5 
···-·························· 

10 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093362 Machine ID: A 

Precinct-01 
06/04/2024 19:45:33 

• First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

{J-.D,k 
06/04/2024 19:18:14 
06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-01 
(Vote For 1) 
Cindy K .. Roberts ......................... . 
Dawn M. Lutz .............................. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
Joseph .. R .. Biden·Jr : : : ::········· ·····:·:::::::::.:: .......................... . 
P~a.r:i.P..hi_lliP.§. .. . ................................................ . 
Armando. Perez-Serrato. . ................................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

2 
7 

24 

5 
10 

... ············-····· 

2 
7 

24 

2 
4 
6 

10 
1 
1 

24 

2 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
2 



Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093362 Machine ID: A 

Precinct-02 
06/04/2024 19:45:34 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

Republican_party. 
p~mocratic P~m, 
NONPARTISAN .................. ,, .... ,,,.,,.,, .. 

,( .)I'o)< 
06/04/2024 19:18:14 
06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Party 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast 

Ballots Cast 

24 
24 
0 

§~q:00002 Typ:_Q_t§.P.).:.9.1.: ......................... ···············································································---

Sheets Processed 

23 
························ .. ···· .. -·-····· 

.§~q:00002 TYP..:Q~ .§Pl.:Q_l.: 
DEM Precinct-02 
REP Precinct-02 
·············································•··········· 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

23 
···················-······· 

1 
1 

Votes 

Randy Deibert····················································-·· ··································································--- 8 . . . 8 
Kate .. crowley-Johnson ..................................................................................................................................... . .. .... ,, ..... ,, ... ,. .. ,,,.,., ................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark MOIJYI).'. 
Mary J Fitzgerald .. 
Scott Odenbach 

1 
7 

24 

11 
11 

·•······································· ····························································---···························•·•---
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 

• Bob EwinQ ... 
_Ri,,*Jy§c:l~L .. 
Erica.Douglas. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 

··················•·•·········· 

2 
18 
48 

6 . ......................... . 
11 ······································· ., .... , ...... ,,.,, ..... . 
11 
2 

18 
48 

Naomi Merchant ·······································································································-····-····•·· .......................................................... . 
·oavid L. Gross 

6 
10 

Ellen L. Grci"ss 
Meta Halverson .. ,. .. ,, ... , .. _., ........................... , 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-02 
(Vote For 1) 
Ayden Q. Wrisley ......................... . . .... ·········-······ ...................................... . 
Nathan .. Hoogshagen . . ... . 

............................... 
13 
12 

---3 

28 
72 

4 ··········································· ··················-···········1 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: A Machine #: 4519093362 
Precinct-02 A - .l-· 
06/04/2024 19:45:34 ' \ JJ.V' 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 19:18:14 
06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Contest 

Thomas R. Nelson ......................•......................•.....•..... ,. .............................................. . 
Over Votes 

Under Votes 
Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
J.9..~.~ph R Bid~Q}L 
Dean. Phillips .. 
Armando Perez-Serrato 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast 

Votes 

9 
1 
3 

24 

3 
5 
7 
6 
1 
2 

24 

2 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
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• 

Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: A Machine#: 4519093362 
Precinct-03 ..\:--
06/04/2024 19:45:34 "\)-1.:Y' 
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:18:14 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Republican__Party··· 
P.~mc:,~ratic Party··· .... 
NONPARTISAN 

Party 

,., ... ,,,,,, ........ ,,., . .,,,,, .. _. .... ,. "''"''""·"······················· ··························--·······-· 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 .. , .,,., ......... .. 
24 

0 

Sheets Processed 

Seg:00003.Typ:01 .. Spl:01 .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 23 
$~q:QQQQ~Jyp:()?. .Spl:()J ... . ....... ?.~ 
DEM Precinct-03 1 
REP .. Precinct-o3· 1 
••••••••••••••• .. ••P>oO••••n••• • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Votes 

7 Randy Deibert ............................................... . 
K..c:i.t_e Crowley~~Q.~r:,~g.r:i ... . 

········································-----·················································g 

---···························•···········• .. ········•· .. ·•••····--······ 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark.Mowry 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald ............................................................ . 
Scott Odenbach 

1 
7 

24 

5 
11 
12 .......................... O-ve-r-Vo-te·s··································································---··················································•·••2 

Under Votes 18 
Total 48 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob.Ewing 
Rick.Tysdal 
Erica.Douglas ................................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 

6 
10 
12 

2 
18 
48 

Naomi Merchant.............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 6 
David .. L.. Gross . ... .. ...... ... ...................... JQ 
Ellen L. Gross ..... ............................................ 14 
Meta.Halverson. .. ............................. .. .......... ....................... . ..... .... ................................. .. 14 

Over Votes 3 
• • Under Votes 25 

Total 72 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-03 
(Vote For 1) 
Richard Prezkuta ............................................................................................................................................................ . 
:e·erry Washenberger 

6 
12 
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• 

Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093362 Machine ID: A 

Precinct-03 
06/04/2024 19:45:34 /~ 

First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 19:18:14 
06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-03 
(Vote For 1) 
F>~t,1lette WasbE!ll.l:>E!rgE!r. .. . 
[?.E!lia Prezkut~............ . ............................................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
Joseph __ R. Bid en Jr .. 
Dean Phillips ....... . .................... . 
Armando. Perez-Serrato .......................... 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

,,. ,,,, .. ,..,. ....... ,. .... ,. .. ,. ............... . 

.... ,., ..... ,.,,.,.,. ......................... . 

Votes 

1 
5 

24 

6 
12 

1 
5 

24 

3 
6 
5 

.............. ...... ] 
1 
2 

24 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: A Machine#: 4519093362 
Precinct-04 _ ,k-
06/04/2024 19:45:36 "'\;-D-' 
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:18:14 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Party 

R.~pL1bligc:l11 Pc:t'1Y ... . 
Democratic .. Party ... . 
NONPARTISAN 

·····························--

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 
24 
0 

Sheets Processed 

Seq:00004.Typ:Ol.Spl:01 ..................................... ---·················································································································••····••?·~ 
Seq:00004.Typ:02Spl:01... ......... ... 23 
DEM Precinct-04 1 
····•····••• .. •o,•···································· 
REP Precinct-04 1 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Votes 

Randy_ Deibert ...................................................................................................................................... ___ _ ................................. 8 
Kate. Crowley-Johnson ...................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 

8 
1 
7 

24 

.M.~.r~ __ M_Q~rY............... ... ----····-·-····-·· ................................... .................... ,. ........................................ . 6 
11 Mary J .. Fitzgerald........ . .............................................................................................................. . . .................... . 
11 Scott Odenbach ............................................................................................................................ . ----······ .. ······················ .................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP county Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob __ Ewing ____ ....... ..... ...... -----·-··•·······•·--·············. ., .............................................................. . 
Rick Tysdal...................... . ..... .. . . .......................... . 
Erica Douglas........ ..... .................................. . ................................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 

2 
18 
48 

6 
11 
11 ---· .......................................... . 
2 

18 
48 

6 Naomi Merchant ...............•......... ······································-······•···•·· ···················••···•····•··••••···••·············································•••• 
• David L. Gross 11 

... 
Ellen .. L.Gross ................ . 
M.e.~.aJ:li:ilverson 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-04 
(Vote For 1) 

····················· ··························••···· 

14 
15 
3 

23 
72 

7 Lloyd.A ... Rich ....... . 
Qi:ityC:Qe .......................... . 

.. .......................................................................................... ---.. ·····...... 8 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
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Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:44:12 
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Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
Joseph_R_Biden Jr .. . 
Dean __ Phillips ............................ . 
Armando Perez-Serrato 

. ··························••-•······"·· ·························--
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Precinct-OS 
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Republican .Party ................ . 
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06/04/2024 19:18:14 
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NONPARTISAN ... ...................... . 
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Total Sheets Processed: 
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......... ····--------···--·············· 

0 
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23 

1 
1 

§~q:00005 Typ:.Q.? §JJ.l:QJ 
DEM Precinct-OS 
REP Precinct-OS .................................................... ,. 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Votes 

Randy Deibert ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... § 
Kate .. Crowley-Johnson.. . . ....................... 14 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark .. Mowry ................................................. . 
Mary J Fitzgerald ................................................... . 
Scott.Odenbach .............................. ____ _ 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 

1 
3 

24 

7 
13 
14 

········-············································· ···························· 
2 

12 
48 

~ Bob .. Ewing . . ............... .. 7 
13 
14 

2 
12 
48 

... 

Rick .Tysdal....... . . .......................... . 
Erica. Douglas 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant 6 • bavid L. Gross . ···········-·······--•·-· ................................. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::................................................................ ........... . 11 

.. 

Ellen L. Gross . .. .... ................................. 16 
Meta .. Halverson. ·················· ................................................. 16 

~r~~ 3 
Under Votes 20 

Total 72 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson .................................................................................................. --- ........................ 3 
Joseph .. R.Biden.Jr............. 5 
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.. , .................................................. . 
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••···•··································•············ 
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REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 
Randy Deibert .......................................................................................... __ _ 
Kate .. Crowley-Johnson ..... ___ ................... .. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
M.i;irk Mowry .. 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald..... . ... 
Scott Odenbach 
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Blank Sheets Cast: 

·············--··········---

Ballots Cast 

24 
24 . .,, .... ,, .......... , .... 
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Sheets Processed 

23 ....................... ___ 23 
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__.............................................. 7 
··········································--··· .... 

. ·······················•········· 

12 
1 
4 

24 

6 
14 ............. ,,., .. ., . .,.,., .......... . 
15 .............................................................................................................. ·----········ .... · .................................................... .. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob .. Ewin9 .......................................................... . 
Rick. Tysdal .. . 
Erica. Douglas ......... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant ......................................................................... . 
David __ L .. Gross ...................................... . 
Ellen L. Gross .............................. . 
Meta .. Halverso_n __ ............................................... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-06 
(Vote For 1) 

2 
11 
48 

7 . .... ················•······ ·········· ............ . 
13 
15 . .. , ................................•.. 

2 
11 
48 

6 
·········•·••········· ···········•···••••···••···········•••• 

11 
17 

···································•""""•'··· 

17 
·····················•·• 

3 
18 
72 

3 Ami M Keller .. ········ .. ··············•··································•··•·••·•••••••••• ............................................... . 
Susan .. Johnson..... .. .................... . 15 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: A Machine?: 4 19093362 
Precinct-06 ~ 
06/04/2024 19:45:39 

• First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 19:18:14 
06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson ,..... . ................ «. 
Joseph. R. Biden .. Jr 
DeanPhillips .................. . 
Armando Perez-Serrato 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

1 
5 

24 

4 
5 
5 
7 
1 
2 

24 

2 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
3 

... 



Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: A Machine#: 4519093362 
Precinct-07 /.". --Ii 
06/04/2024 19:45:40 \,)I.V' 

• First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 19:18:14 
06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Party 
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Total Sheets Processed: 
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0 
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Seq:00007.Typ:02.Spl:0l 
DEM Precinct-07 
REP Precinct-07 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Randy Deibert ·······························---
Kate .. Crowley-Johnson .. ································ 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 

..... , ............... . 
1 
1 

Votes 

7 

. ......................................... ······························13 
1 
3 

24 

Mark .Mowry ... .. .. .... ........... .. .................................... ... . . . . ..... ..... ..... .... 6 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald .. ..................................... 12 
Scott Odenbach .................................................................................................................................... --------...................... ±.?. 

Over Votes 2 
Under Votes 13 

Total 48 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 

- Bob.EwinQ ..................... . 
Rick.Tysdal. 
Erica. Douglas .......... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 

6 
"" .... ················•···· 

12 
15 

2 
13 
48 

Naomi Merchant ........................................................................................................................................................ . 
• David L. Gross ................................. . 

6 ································•···•·•·•···•·• 

Ellen L. Gross ....... .............. . ........................ . 
."'1eta .. Halverson .................................................. . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-07 
(Vote For 1) 

9 
........... .•.•••••••••• """""'"' ••«• 

15 
··················••····•········ 

17 . ................. . 
3 

22 
72 

6 Joseph Palmer 
Ronald .. J ... Moeller 

·············································- ························-·················----·······················---
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: A Machin~ !: f.519093362 
Precinct-07 < _).I.J' · 
06/04/2024 19:45:40 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

06/04/2024 19:18:14 
06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 5oseph-·R. Biden)r···· ..... . .. 

Dean.Phillips.... . .................. . 
Armando Perez-Serrato 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Votes 

1 
4 

24 

3 
..f5-
6 
7 
1 
1 

24 
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Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine #: 4519093362 Machine ID: A 

Precinct-OS 
06/04/2024 19:45:42 
First Ballot Date Time: 
Last Ballot Date Time: 

/(~ 
06/04/2024 19:18:14 
06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Party 

Republicanpam, ......................................... . 
Democratic .. Party ···-· ... .......... ... .. 
NONPARTISAN 

Ballot Style 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 

24 ...................................................... 
··············· .. ···· ........................ 24 

0 

Sheets Processed 

Votes 

Randy Deibert ··-···-······················-·····-···•······· .. ·············· .. ···· ...................................................................................... _ .. __ ......... . 7 
13 

1 
3 

24 

Kate. Crowley-Johnson ............................ . . . ........................................... . 
Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 
Mark.Mowry ..................... •·····················-······· .. ····················· ............................................................................................................................................ .7. 
Mary J.Fitz_gerald ...... _....................................................... . ..................................................................................... J~ 
Scott. Odenbach ................ ••······-····-· ... -................ -..................................... __ ...... ................................................................................ 14 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 

2 
12 
48 

Bob .. Ewing. .................... ............................................................... ................................................... .. ....................... .. ..... § 
Rick .. Tysdal. .. ... ... .. ............................................. .. .. .... ... ... ....................................... ..... .. . ............... P 
Erica. Douglas............. . .... ..... .... .................................. ........ ............. .. ..................... ...... 15 

Over Votes 2 
Under Votes 12 

Total 48 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi .. Merchant ................................ ·-······· .. ······· .............................. •·-···· .. ····· .. ········ .. · ........................................................ _ .............................................. !?. 
David L. Gross ... ............................... .................................................. .. .... .... .... .. .................. 10 
.1~_1!~11 .. L..• ... c;;ro~? ....................................................................................................................................... ......... .................. . ........................ )!?. 
Meta Halverson.............................................................. ....................................... ........................................ 18 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

3 
21 
72 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-OB 
(Vote For 1) 

ta~~-J~~~~·so·n .......... =··::::::::::::::: ::::::::~::~··::::::::::::::::::·::::::::::~::::~:::::·:::::::·~:·:::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::::·::::··:::::~:::::::~::::::::::··:::::·:::·:::::·::::::::::ti 

1 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
3 



Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: A Machine#: 4519093362 
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Total Sheets Processed: 
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Blank Sheets Cast: 
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1 
3 

24 
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.M~.,Y..~ ... f.if?.g.~rs,1~ .... 

.......................................................... ···································••··•·••······ .. --.... ············--····················----------------

-- .................. ------ ..... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 
Joseptd=fsfrfon"Jr:· ·· ........................ ····· -·· ... ··········_ 
Dean .. Phillips .... -········· ····- .............. . 
Armando Perez-Serrato 

13 
1 
4 

24 

3 
4 

···········••·· ... · .. ······ ... , ..... 
7 
7 ········~ ························································ ·······overvaies············· ························ ·············-··················· ······································· ···········•·····••··· 
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DemocraticParty . ....................................... . ............. . 
NONPARTISAN 

Ballot Style 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

Ballots Cast 
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Seq:00009.Typ:02.Spl:Ol._ _ ... .... .. ... ................ ................................................. ..... .. . ... -······ __ .?3 
DEM Precinct-09 1 REP Precinct-09 · ···- ·········· ······································· ·· ·-· ··j 
•······· ---·--····-·······-···---------------·-········-··· .... ··············-···--··-··········. ·······. ..................... . ............ , .......... --·-··- ...................••................ ····------·················· ......... . 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1} 

Randy Deibert···················-···-······- -··- .... 
Kate .. crowley-Johnson............................ ...... .. ... . ..... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 

Votes 

5 
.. . 15 

------····--·-·············-······················· ..... ,, ................... . 
1 
3 

24 

Mark.Mowry ..... ... . ····- -·· .... .. .... ........................................................ ...................... 6 
Mary J. Fitz_gerald ........ ···············-···················· ..... . ... --·· ... ....... ......................................... .. _ .. -·· ...... H 
Scott Oden bach ................. ····-···--··-········--·······································-··--······················ ········-··········-········-··-············-·J.!i. 

Over Votes 2 
Under Votes 11 

To~ ~ 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2} 
Bob .Ewing········ .. 
Rick Tysdal 
Erica Douglas .. 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3} 

7 
13 ........................................ 
15 

··-·--····-·······-··--·········- ··--····································--····--··················- ····-····-····-·········· 
2 

11 
48 

Naomi Merchant . ···················-·················· .. . ....................... ?. 
David .. L ... Gross.. ... ........ .......................... . ..................................... _ 10 

- Ellen L. Gross ....................................... ···-- . . ... ............ .. .. .. . ...................... J.f:> 
M~tci. .. Hc:11-.i~r.§90.. .. ......................................... ........................ . ........................................ ····-····-····-····· 14 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-09 
(Vote For 1) 
Dahl H. Mclean 
Trist~nRhoden ..................... -- .. ··············· ... . 
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·······-·····• .... ··-·--·--·-·--·-
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Detail Results By Precinct 
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Joseph .. R .. Biden.Jr ....... · .................................................................................................................... . 
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Democratic .. Party ............... .......................... . ........................ ·······-······· ..... ?..4. 
NQ.N.£'A.RI1$.AN ._ ··-·· .. . ..................................... ... . .................................... ·······-··············· .. ······································ .. ············ ............. .Q 

Ballot Style Sheets Processed 

Seq:00010.Typ:01. Spl:01 ........................ -·•·····································································-············································································-········23 
Seq:00010.Typ:02.Spl:01........................... . ............. ......................................... . ....................................................................... 23 
DEM Precinct-10 .................................. 1 
.Rl;E P.f.~~!D.~!:~9 ... -.. ••· ······························· ································································································································· ··················J 

Contest 

REP State Senator, District 31 
(Vote For 1) 

Votes 

Randy Deibert_ -············ ....... ·············-·········· ............................................ ·················- ..................... •············-····· •·················- ·· -
1

~ 
Kate_ Crowley-Johnson ... ·······-········-·······-···-············· ···············•······································•···-······················································· 

Over Votes 1 
Under Votes 3 

Total 24 

REP State Representative, District 31 
(Vote For 2) 

Mark.Mowry -······························································· .. .. ... ·- -·· .. .. ... ··- .. .. 6 
Mary J .. Fitzgerald.. .. .. . ...... ·········- .. ............................................................................................ 12 
Scott.Odenbach .. _ ........ -············-···over··vaies·····-············· ····•······-···········--··-·························----········· ···········-···· ..... ~~ 

Under Votes 13 
Total 48 

REP County Commissioner At Large 
(Vote For 2) 
Bob .. Ewing ···-··- .. . . .. .. .. _ .................................................... _ ..... . .. .. . ...... . 
Rick.Tysdal......................................... ..... .... . -·-······· ..... . .... . 
Erica.Douglas·-············ ................. -········· ···············································-·· 

over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Delegates to State Convention 
(Vote For 3) 
Naomi Merchant 
David L. Gross 

6 ------·--·-···-··········· 
13 
14 

················•···••• ..... , ..... 
2 

13 
48 

6 
11 

- Ellen .. L. .. Gross .. 
. . 15 

-----------·············-- -·--------------··••···"····'" 

... 
Meta.Halverson.......... ......................................... . ..... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeeman Precinct-10 
(Vote For 1) 

17 
3 

20 
72 

I]II\QJbY- A. Brai~b.W.~.i.t... ......... ·············-··················································•···················-····-··········· ·············•-···-· ................... •· 
1

~ 
Richard .. D.S1~.ep ............... . 

1 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
2 



... 

Detail Results By Precinct 
Machine ID: A Machine#· 4519093362 
Precinct-lo /. ·~ ')c 
06/04/202419:45:45 \.>-f-V 
First Ballot Date Time: 06/04/202419:18:14 
Last Ballot Date Time: 06/04/2024 19:44:12 

Contest 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

REP Precinct Committeewoman Precinct-lo 
(Vote For 1) 
Laura.Odenbach ...................... . 
K.~rE!J:ls.: .. $1E!E!P .... . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

DEM Presidential Candidate 
(Vote For 1) 
Marianne Williamson 

·•········ .. ·····--·--· 
Joseph R BiQ~.rqr . ... . . ....... . ............ . 
Dean .. Phillips.......................................................... . . 
Armando .. Perez-Serrato ................................ . 

Over Votes 
Under Votes 

Total 

Total Sheets Processed: 
Total Ballots Cast: 
Blank Sheets Cast: 

························ 

Votes 

1 
4 

24 

12 
1 
4 

24 

3 
. .......... ?. 

7 
7 
1 
1 

24 

2 of 2 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 
State Primary 

06/04/2024 
48 
48 
2 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-01 Sequence#: 01-0001-01 

Ell = Bla11k, CJV = Overv<ll~ F = Folded, _l=.V = Expr9.~v_e>te 
Vote For Office 

1 :REP S1-it Senator D31 

2 REPSlatooRai,re.ltaliW8001 

2 REP County cca. At large 

i 
3 ! REP Delegates 10 State Conv 

I REP Committeman P 01 

1 - ~REP, ciimmliiawoman P 01 

Candkfate 
)Randy Delbert 

, ji<aie crow1e;.:.1o1mson -
IOverYOleS - , 
iuiider votes 

'' iMark Mowry 

[Mary J, Fitzgarald 
;Scollelde-. 
!OverVOtes 
Unlfer,""'88 

;8ob Ewing,,, 

) Rick Tysdal 
Erica Douglu 

!Over.votes 
-"liriiierVOIH 

!Naomi Merchant 

David l. Gross 
' I Ellen L. Gross 
;Mata Halverson 

10vervote5 
'uride,,-vciii,,i 

jDonald Lutz 

1Jkmly J. Roberts 
!Overvotes·-·· . 
:Under votes 

!Cindy K. Roberts 

DawnM,Lutt 
.Ovef'votes 

TincierYOtes 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV F F NS F OV EV 
T1 '12' T3"T4,T5 'f6'T7:T192 T193 T194 T195 ,T196 ,T197 T198 'T199 T200 T201 T202 T203 T204 T205 T206 T207 T208 T481 TOTALS 

,1 

If,, 1, 11~:1 ' 1 

11 

'-, 11 
1 1 , -;f 

-1 ·-· 
"''"f"' 

11 

i1 i : 11 " ---•-"" t' ,->------" 

,,, i1 ''ii 

1 j 1 ',-

,,,,, :i 
;1: ---r 

1" 
\1 \ __ 

"",1 

\' 
11 

. I 

,J 

f1 

i f' ''' 
l' 
I ,,, 

:3 I 

;2 

:1 
1 

' ·;1. 

11 

~ 
' j 

~-

12 -~--
'1 ,1 

;1- '1 . ~i 1 
I 

;i 

'1 1" "''" 1 

i1 
f 

't6 

'\''1' f 
11 !1 

'1· T- -- II, 
:1 1 1 ,10 

'i :1 
1T "1 ;· 

11 1] 

' 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL =_Elle1n~. OV = Qverv()t~. F = Fe>~ed, E:V = l=,cpres~'{ote 
Vote For Office , Candidate 

1 j DEM Presidential candidate I Marianne Williamson 

;Joseph R Blden Jr 
· ·10eanPhimps · 

· Annando Perez-5emlto 
:OVe,VOtes 
'Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV 

'i 
,1 

'----'----;--

Precinct-01 

I ·+-------

F 
T363 

Sequence #: 02-0001-01 

F F 

I I I I 

NS EV 

11 1] 

I 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-OB Sequence #: 01-0008-01 

BL= Blank,_ OV = Overvote, _F = Fold_ed, EV= ExeressVote 
Vote For Office 

1 ,REP Sliiia Sena1llr 031 

2 -- REP-~D31 

2 - REPCounlyCCMAllarge 

· REP Delaga""' 11:1 S1ata Conv 

j 1 REPCommitteman P 08 

· REP-Cciminlitawiiman P os· 

Candidate 
. Randy Deibeit 
.! K8ie crow1ey:Johnson 
o..·voies--
i'i,~~i&S 

'MarkMowry 
i Mary J. Fitzgerald

Sa,tt Odonbach 

:0vervotes Unclervoias __ _ 

-···:BobEwing 

I Rick-Tysdal 
EiiaiOciugias .. 

!Over votes 
' . ,uiiiiervotes 

i Naomi Merchant 
-DaviclL .Gross 
Eit&nl'. Gross 
'Metii .Halvenion ' 
;0v8rvotes 
'Under voles 

Justin Tupper 

Dave Samuelson 
'OveiVOl8s 
UnderYOleS 

- - · Valerie Samuelson 

-MaryJFitziienijii 
Over·~oies 
urideivoies 

\No Ballot Stamp 

BL OV F F ~ F ~ 

T51 T52 T53 T54 T5S TS& T57 T310 T311 T312 T313 ~==~~~========~ 
·1 1 

!1 _11 
·1 

ii ,-
jl 

·1 

-~
I 

h )1 
1 1 1 '1 ~ 

,1 0 it '1 :1 :1 

\ , , 1 1 : ! i I 1 : 1 1 1 1 , 1 ! 1 1 , , t 

,i 
T•1· 1· 

.. ·2 ····1-- .2 

1 I l ! 

•1 ·1 
.. i ;, 

1 f 

,2 . , 1 T .i .. 

---►· i1 !1 
1 1 i' 

: l ; 1 ' 1 ~ 1 
.. i 1 i ·1 

ij 
;3·· ·1 2 :2 -

:1 j ... 

:1 

--1 

11 

1 - f 

f1" 
'1 

----·-'r 

·11 
'j 

C 

'1 

.1 

.. t 

.. 
' 11 

·; 
11 

11 

i 

:i 

·'; 
·,1 

,.. 

1 

··:r· 

} 
1 

T 

.1 
:1· 

'1 

·1 

. ___ i __ _ 

,i-

:1 

\'f· !1 
·--1 !1 

1 --, -,-

·1 
"ii 1 ' 

I .l. 

i1 :1·· f 

:1 :1 -- ~ i1 11·· 
r r -, ·, 

1 
·i, 
1 

j 

T 

1I 

:1 

""(1 
i' 

·1 2 

,1 

:1 

T 
:t (1 

"1 

-- i i - -

1 ·· 

I 

j 

:1 
T 

•1 

2· 

11 

·11 

!1 
·-;-

f 

f 

:1 
1-

,, 

i6 
·1a 

. 15 
:2 

·11? -"Ur~ ~ 

--~,~tti-1 
- 21 • ~.,,. 

1] 

I 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = E~pressVote 
Vote For Office 'CancUdate 
: 1 I DEM Presidential Candidate I Marianne Williamson 

,Joseph R Biden Jr 
·10eal1--Phillips 

._J __ ----·---·-- .• ·--
ArmandoPetez-5enal0 
\Over votes 
,uncierviiias 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV 
T156 T157 T158 T159 T160 T161 -:,--

1 

l 
,; 

j 

Precinct-08 Sequence #: 02-0008-01 

F NS F F EV 
T162 T163 T164 T165 T166 T167 T445 T446 T447 T448 T449 T450 T451 T452 T453 T454 T455 T456 T498 'TOTALS 

----'---~: 

:1_ 
T -,r 

1J 1] 

J 



.... 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 

Sequence #: 0008 
TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-OB 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
'"I D::E::M,:-::P:-res-:-ld7e-n""ti""'a1=-=c=-a-n""'d::-ld-:-a"'"te------,i.,.M-:-a--,ri,..a-nn_e_w=i1""1ia_m_s_o_n ______ -=="""" 

: REP siate Representative D31 

·REP DelegatesioStateConv 

;REP Committeeman P 08 

i REP Committeewoman ·P 08 

i Joseph R Biden Jr 

i Dean Phillips 

'Armando Perez-Serrato 
. i Over votes . 

__ ; Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 

i Rariciy Deibert 

I Kate Crowley-Johnson 

'Over votes 

; Under votes 

;Mark Mowry 

!Mary J. Fitzgerald 

; Scott Odenbach 

'Over votes 

, Under votes 

'.Bob Ewing 

'Rick Tysdal 

i Erica Douglas 
· Over votes . 

i Under votes 

·J,Naomi Merchant 

: David L. Gross 

; Ellen L. Gross 
- ,------ ---
1 Meta Halverson 

;over votes 

I Under votes 

i Justin Tupper 
---·--·-- ·---- -·-· -i Dave Samuelson 

!OVervotes 
i Under votes 

!Valerie Samuelson 

: Mary J Fitzgerald 

Over votes 

· Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-09 Sequence#: 01-0009-01 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL = _Blank, OV = Overvot_e, F = Folded, E_V = ExpressVote 
Vote For Office 

1 REPS-Ser11111>r031 

2 

2 REP.ColnyCCMMi.arge' 

3 . IREP•l5eieiiain-ios1a1eeoiiv 

'REP~nP09 

REP Commi11Bwoman P 09 

Candidate 

'RandyDeibart 
-i'Kate·crowte)'JohnSOO 
Overvoies 
I Under votes .-~ 1Ma,YJ~-FilZS)er&ld ·-

--. Scott Odanbach 
!Over Voies -
,Undii,wias' 

Bob Ewing 

;Rick Tysdal 
EricaDouglas 

:Over votes 

UnderVOleS 

! Naomi Merchant 
. David L -Gross -
.E11en~t.. ·oross 
MeiiiHalmon 
iOvervotBS 

undeiVOleS 

I Dahl H. McLean 

friiiia, Rhoden 
·16vei voieS 
,iincleivotas' 

Katen Lemmet 

Aiiiia°F(Mami 
o-iervot8S
Under-votes 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV F F F NS EV 
T58.T59:T60 T61 T62 T63 T64'T327 T328 T329 T330 T331 T332 T333 T334 T335 T336 T337 T338 T339 T340 T341 T342 T343 T489 TOTALS 

H 

·-·--'2 

13 

)1 
T-

·1 

1 -1------_-1-·-,--. - '1 1 

]1 f··-1 il. !1 ··rr ~·!1·-··1·1· -;·1··--··c rr 

H ·;1 

.1 
:T :1 
' 1 f 1 

f 2··· 

. ·1· ·1 .2. -1 
:j i 1 
, 1 · 'cf 1 -

·1 2 2 --!1 '1 

·; 

•1 ,1 
--T 

·( 

i 

f 
,1 

1 

f 

:( 

1 

-1 

I 

'1 

<1 
tf· 'l'f 
·- - .,. .. 

!-i 

·,-·· 
:, 
j1 

·1 l 

:1 

i _2 ,3 

j1 

11 I 
. ·1 i - --, 

j 

:1 
i'" 

:1 

!1 

1 

·11 
1 

,1 
·:1 

f 

;2 

i 

!i 

;1 
1 ---- f 

:1 

1 

,1 

:i 
T 

,j 

li 
I 

T 

1· 

,1 

;1 ;1 
- . i 

1 

·1 

f 

i1 

6 

7 
13 

· -is 
'2--

-' 

• ·1· 10 

_Jfi:~gc; -
,..,,.__,,,,-."· --~ 

3 

I i I i I I 

11 1] 

r. J 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-09 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL= Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV= ExpressVote BL OV F NS F 

Sequence#: 02-0009-01 

F EV 
Candidate 
j Marianne Williamson 
-Joseph R Biden Jr 

. __ J_~an. Phi1ii~- ---· ______ _ 
-Armando Pentz-5errato 

j Ovtir" votes 
,under_-

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

T168 T169 T170 T171 T172 T173 T174 T175 T176 T177 T178 T179 T457 T458 T459 T460 T461 T462 T463 T464 T465 T466 T467 T468 T499 TOTALS 
-11- -~--,------!-- -,--: !.~-- _1 __ 1 ~I --- -!-- ~ ------; 

1 1 1 

!1 !1 ii 

T ,f 

:, 1, 
__ j 

i I I I i ! i 

11 1] 

• • J 



• 

' 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0009 

TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-09 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
"'i D::E::::M-:-:P-re-s""ld'""e--,nt::-ia"'"I =c-an-d,:-id.,..a7te-----r:, Mc:-a-r.,..ia-n-ne""':':"W-:::il'"lia_m_s_o_n ______ '="'""""'" 

i REP State Senator D31 

i REPState Representative 031 

!REPCC:M At Large 

I REP Delegates to State Conv 

i REP Committeeman P 09 

1 REP Committeewoman P 09 

; Joseph R Biden Jr 
--,.-· --- -·----- -
Dean Phillips 

. i A·rmando Perez~Serraio 

: Over .. ~~tes 
'Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 

, Randy Deibert 

'Kate Crowley-Johnson 
:over votes 

! Under votes 

iMark Mowry 

'Mary J. Fitzgerald 

. i ScoUOdenbach 
Over votes 

; Under votes 

,Bob Ewing 
: Rici< Tysdal 

Erica Douglas 

;over votes 
! Under votes· 

J Naomi Merchant 

David L. Gross 
: Ellen L. Gross 

: Meta Halverson 

!over votes 
: Linder votes 

i Dahl H. Mclean 

:Tristan Rhoden 

,Over votes 
· Under votes 

·:Kalen Lammel 

,Anna P. Marrs 

Over votes 
· Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-10 

F 

Sequence#: 01-0010-01 X = Crossover OR Overvote, 1 = Valid Mark 

BL= Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded_,_EV = Express_Vote 
Vote For Office 

1 -REP~Senaico-031 

REPS-Re--031-

2 REP County CCM AIUl!I" -

3 ; REP Delegates 1D Slala Com, 

REP eommtt1enian P iii--

1- :Rep Comfflittewoman P 10 

Candidate 
Randy Deibert 

1 Kat& CRJWley-JOhOSOn 
-o...r-
1 Under votes 

:MalkMowry 
;M3ry J .. Fitzgerald 
ScoliOcliiiiiiaci, 
iOvefvot8S -~--
!Bol>Ewing 
I Rick Tysdai 

'eiicaDoug1as 
!OYervotes 
Under-votes 

fNaomi Merchant 

_ riavici i. .. Gioss 
iEii8n-L. GR>Si 
Meta Halverson 
f0verVoie5 
;Under votes 

: Timothy A. Braithwait 

; Richard D Sleep 
:0ver· vo,es -
uridiirvotes 

.. /Laura Oclenbach 

Karen E. Sleep 

:OvervoteS 
i.iridarvotes 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV F F NS EV 
T65 T66;T67 T68-T69 T70 T71 T344 T345 T346 T347 T348 T351 T352 T353 T354 T355 T356 T357 T358 T359 T360 T490 TOTALS 

;1 

i2 

:2 
2 

13 
,3 --

:; 

:1 
11 

'1 

:1 

,1 :j 

-1 

-1 

I 

1 

'1-

2 

-1 

,1 

'1-

;1 
1 

11 

[; 

,,-

1-

----1- 1 

I-~- -,- 1 6 
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:1 

·, 
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;1 

:1 
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'1 :1 

,; 

,- ;1 

··1 

-1 

·6 
13,?;t::' 1s· 

i I I ! I ! 

11 

f 
1 
1 

,-
1 f -2 

-1 

'1 

·1-
i1 

1 

:1 i -_i 

'1 

1 

;1 

:i 
i 

; 

]l 
1-

1-

11 
f 

I 

:1 
1,-

;· 

1 

i -- 2 

[1 
1-

11 
--1-

;i 

--r 

-r-

i 

:1 
1 

'2 1 

'1 

!1 

!"1"' 
i 

,
,1 

i 

T 

,-

:1 
_1 

--1 
-; 

1 ;2 

-- -- __ } 
1 ,1 

y 

'1 

,1 

1 

., 
(1 ·11 

f 

11 

i1 ,i 
--1 1 

1· 

'6 
13-

14 

2 
-1~ 

llt 
11 

!~i 

I I i ! ! i 
:1 11 ,- ,-

;1 :1 
-· 1 

} 

' 

1 -1- ---T 
t 

-r i 
j 1 

:1 
f --1 

,1 
1-

/1 
i 

1 

' 
!1 :1 

-1- 1 

,-- -,-

11 

• -

11 

1· 

-4 

1] 

J 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote 
Vote For Office 

1 iOEM _, Cendidate 
Candidate 

: Marianne Williamson 
josepti Rlliden Jr 

;Dean PhiillP5 
: Amlando Peritz::s.m.to
i Over votes -
Unde<VOlaS 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

PRECINCT NAME 

BL OV 

Precinct-1 O 

F F 

Sequence#: 02-0010-01 

NS EV 
T180 T181 T182 T183 T184 T185 T186 T187 T188 T189 T190 T191 T469 T470 T471 T472 T473 T474 T475 T476 T4TT T478 T479 T480 T500 TOTALS 

11 ,, 
- ~ 1 

,1 
I l 

,, 
---,- -1 ~ -, 

:1 I 
1 -r ·-

i i I I I 

11 1] 

.. ~ 

X = Crossover OR Overvote, 1 = Valid Mark 

' 



• 

... 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 

Sequence #: 001 0 
TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-10 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
=::--=-:::--;-:--:;--;-:::----:,,..,..,.-----r:-=--,---:-:-::-:;:---------""""= 
: DEM Presidential Candidate I Marianne Williamson __ ,3,.\''<' 

iREP-State seriatcirD31 

REP State Representative 031 

; REP CCM At Large 

'REP"i5eiegates toState C::onv 

· REP Committeeman P 10 

1REPCommiiieewoinan P 10 

! Joseph R Biden Jr 5 · 
! Dean Phillips · 7 • · 
; Armando Perez-Serrato _ :j'' 

! ~~::;~::s . :t 
I No Ballot Stamp 

r Randy Deibert 

:over votes 

: Under votes 

· i Mark Mowry 

I Mary J. Fitzgerald 

• Scott Odenbach 

,Over votes 

i Under votes 

:sob Ewing 
: Ric:kTysdal -

; Erica Douglas 
iOvervotes 

: Under votes 

i Naomi Merchant 
: David L. Gross 

: Ellen L. Gross 
f Meta Halverson --

:Over votes 
1 Under votes 

I Timothy A. Braithwait 

; Richard D Sleep 

:Over votes 
i Under votes 

i Laura Odenbach 

1 Karen E. Sleep 

]Over votes 
: Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 



JURISDICTION 

Lawrence County, SD 
Grand Totals Report 
Election Date: Jun 04, 2024 Primary State(9933) 
Office 
DEM Presidential Candidate 

, REP state senator 031 

. REP State Representative 031 

: REP CCM At Large 

TEST 

.Candidate 
IMarianne Williamson 

!Joseph RBiden Jr 

[ Dean Phillips 
I p;rma-ncfo-Per8z-58ITaiO-
Tciver votes· - ··· ·· - -

I Under votes 

JRandy-oeitieri _ . 
] Kate Crowley-Johnson 

!Over votes 

I Under votes 

-- ! Mark Mowry 

! Mary J_ Fitzgerald 

I Scott Odenbach 
j Over votes --

·1 Under votes 

I Bob Ewing 
I i Rick Tysdal _T ________ .. -

i Erica Douglas 
•·--Iovervotes ____ _ 

. REP Delegates for State Conv 

, REP Pct Committeeman Precinct-01 

r REP Pct Committeewoman Preclnct-01 

• REP Pct Committeeman Preclnct-02 

'REP Pct Committeeman Prednct-03 

I REP Pct Committeewoman Precinct 03 

i REP-Pct Committeeman -Precinct 04 

I REP Pct Committeewoman Precinct 06 

. J Under votes 

. _ J Naomi Merchant 
l David L Gross 
-i Ellen L Gross-

·!Meta Halverson 

!Over votes 
--junder votes 

Cindy K. Roberts 
· I Dawn M. Lutz -

]Over Votes 
-! Under votes 

!Ayden Q. Wrisley 

~r;:s H:_o~:rs:~en 

i Over votes · -

-- I Under votes· 

-!Richard Prezkuta 

I Perry Washenberger 
!Over votes --- ---- --

TUnder votes 

Paulette Washenberger 
foelia Prezkuta- -

!Over votes 
--! Under votes -

Lloyd A. Rich 
--1--··------
IGary Coe 

IOvervoteS 

I Under votes 

AmiMKellar 



JURISDICTION 

Lawrence County, SD 
Grand Totals Report 

TEST 

~l_e_<:!_ign D_!!!l:l_:Jlln 0~.~0?4 Primary State(~~~~)_ 

REP Pct Committeeman Precinct 07 

! REP.Pct Committeeman Precinct-OS 

: REP Pct Committeewoman Precinct 08 

i REP Pct Committeeman Precinct 09 

· REP-Pct Committeewoman Precinct 09 

/ REP Pct Committeeman Precinct 10 

: REP Pct Committeewoman Precinct 10 

i Susan Johnso11_ 
lover votes 
j Under vOteS 

·!Joseph Palmer 

l Ronald J. Moeller 

fovervotes 

l Under votes 

-!Justin Tupper 
·1oave Samuelson -- -
-1---·-·-···· ~~::;:~~:$ ----
!Valerie Samuelson 

[Mary J. Fitzgerald 
! Over votes - -

! Under votes 

Dahl H. Mclean 

/Tristen Rhoden 
- • ·1 Over votes • · 

j Under votes 

- Kalen Lammel 

lAnna P. Marrs 

_joVervoles _____ ---
1 Under votes 

. Timothy A. Braithwait 

TRichard D Sleep 

1overvotes 
·/under votes · 

··· -1 Laura Odenbach 

I Karen E. Sleep 

iovervotes 

! Under votes 
•. _I 

!No Ballot Stamp 101 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-01 

BL.= Blank,.OV = Ov.ervot~ •. F =.Fpld~d. E\J = ExpressVote 
Vote For Office 

1 REP Siala SanatDr D31 

. 2 REPSlata~D31 

ffE!' County CCM Al Large 

'3 i REP Delegates ID Stata Conv 
' ,. 

i REP Committaman Poi .. 

Csndidate 

RandyOeibert 
tKilt8C-rowl8)'~ohnsorl
,o..rVOl89 
i Under votes 

MadcM-i, 
(M8i,i J.-T=ttzg.eraki 
:si:ottOdenliac:h. 
iOver;;;1es 
'.Under votes 

Bob Ewing 

iRic1,i'iscia1 · 
Eiiai Douglas 

-i aver votff 

CindeiYOlaS 

I Naomi Merchant 
'Davicl'Loioss 
i Ellen L. Gross 

MetaHalvason 
jOvervotes 
Undervotas 

1Donald Lutz 
;;iimiiiy J_-Roberts 
l~ervotes 
undei-voies 

BL OV F F 
T1 T2 · T3 T4 T5 T6 T7•:n92 T193 T194 T195 

1 1 
ii :1· 

·,i: ; - :1 hT 
11111111 

1 1 
;, r1 [1 

·1 1 

12-
2 1·T·2 .. 

11 11 

!2 
2 1 ---11 

1 
:, !1 1; 

·,1 

11· 
·1 

1 ·2· 

• l1 
1 

1 1 'f i 
:J 

3 2 2 

,, ,1 

i j 

i 

. '1 

:i 
i 

,, 

11 

.1 

'i 

:1 
;i 

f i 1 

,1 

11 
1 

' ·1 

f l 1 

,2 .,,.. 

:1 
i 

Sequence#: 01-0001-01 

NS F ov EV 
T197 T198 T199 T200 T201 T202 T203 T204 T205 T206 T207 T208 T481 ,TOTALS 

1 1 1 1 .7 

'1T 

i ~' 

!1 

11 

ii 

'i 

\"i 
·1 

,; 
'1" 

i 

ii 

I 

.1 

1· 

1· 

,,. 

:i c,-

,1 

:1 

-, 

,2 
-- ;1 

2 
1 

;1 

'3 
,2 

.:,· -
1· 

_ll 

i1 
i 

':i 
i 

,i 
1 

1 

·1 

\1 

i 

:, 
'1 

,1 

:1 

;,-

.} 

i 

1· 

,· 
,.. :1 

11 11 
1 ·:1 

'.1 

,i 
1· 1 

'1 

i 

·,; 

' 1 
1i 
1 

.1· ,1 1 2 

·1 ·1 

.1 

1· ' ·1 

t1;;ii:~:~{ 
:2.<l•Y~,.,1 ~~11:·1~ ,, .•;;.,,.,, 

'8 

'6 
11 
14 
4 
,13. 

s#:Pl 

i ! I I I I I I ! 
f I FlEP.Commltlewoman-P01 !Cindy K. Robens 

tiawnM:·Luti-··· 
tOvervotes 
Under.votes 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

i1 !1 
1 1 ,, 

1 1 i--i 
'1 

·1 '.'f 

11 

1" 

•: 
10 

2: .. 
7 

1J 

' 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-01 Sequence#: 02-0001-01 
1 =Valid Mark 

BL= Blank, Q_V = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote 
Vote For Office 

1 i ~~M .Pralildential C811dldate 

Gandtdate 

j Marianne Williamson 
. Joseph-Fi iilden Ji·• 
10e.;; Phillips 

. ',.,,,_ Perez~to 

;OvefVOtes 
. Undeiiiiites 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV F F F NS EV 
T'12 T73 T74 T75 TT6 T77 T78 T79 rso, T8.l n2 T83 T361 T362 T363 T364 T365 T366 T367 T368 T369 T370 T371 °T372 T491 TOTALS 

11 
f 

n _ _ -i--·--:1 ___ c.. _J_ - ------,-
, 1 1 

i1 . L 
l 

·-----+---

I 
f 

11 1] 

I 



Office 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence#: 0001 

TEST 

' DEM Presidential Candidate 

: REP state senator 031 

• REP State Representative 031 

REP CCM At Large 

' REP Delegates to State Conv 

REP Committeeman P 01 

'REP Committeewoman P 01 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-01 

Candidate 

! Marianne Williamson 

Joseph R Biden Jr 

I Dean Phillips 

Armando Perez-Serrato 

iOvervotes 

I Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 

·over votes 

: ffnder votes 

'Mark Mowry 

: Mary J. Fitzgerald 

Scott Odenbach 

:over votes 

• Under votes 

,Bob Ewing 

; Rick Tysdal 

, Erica Douglas 
·- --··-··--~----

iovervotes 

__ J l.Jnde·r votes 

: Naomi Merchant 

1 David L. Gross · 

· Ellen L Gross 

i Meta Halverson 
:·6ver voles --

1 Under votes 

ponald Lutz 

'.Jimmy J. Roberts 

·over votes 

: Under votes 

• Cindy K. Roberts 

. Dawn M. Lutz 

Over votes 

Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 

PRECINCT TOTALS 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-02 Sequence#: 01-0002-01 

BL_= Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExeressVo_te 
Vote For Office 

1 REPStalll-D31 
I 

2 . REP Sta111 ~-.., 031 

-i REP County CCM Al Large 

3 i REP Delegaies ixi siaia eonv -- .. --

·, [ REP Committeman P 02 - -

Candidate 

'Randy Deibert 
f Kalicr0Wley-Johnson 
'civer~--
i Under votes 

•MarkMowry 
:Ma,Y-J. Fitzgerald 

ScottOdenbacli 
I Over votes 
'Undervotes . 

Bob Ewing 
; Rick 'Tysdal 
ertca 0oug1as 

1 aver-votes·· 
: Under votes 

1 Naomi Merchant 

David[: Gross 
'. Ellen [: GnJss 
-Meta. Halverson 
10vel'vOtf!S 
Undervotes 

---)Ayden a. Wrisley 

NathanHoogshagen 
TlioniaiiR.Nelsoii 
'.0vervote5 
uiideivoies 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV 
TS T9 no T11 T12 T13 T14 T15 T209 

:1 

;1 

,:f 
2· 

,i ·;1 

'1 

i1"" ;1 :1 -
2 ·2-

1 

11 

F 

,1 

i 

i1 

i 
i-

_ _j_ __ 

'1 2 

_:L 

:1 
!1 

111S EV 

T214 T215 T216 T217 T218 T219 T220 T221 T222 T223 T224 T482 TOTALS 
,~~ 1 f --1-- 1 8 

i ii h 

11· 

\1 

·,1·· ,:: 
'1 '1 '6 

i /1 ;1 !{ 11 ,, 
1 - - 1 1 1 i 

:, 1 2 "'1 2 
I i ! ! I 

',1 

i2 
2 -i1 

:1 

!3 
3 

,1 

i 

·1 1 ·2 ... 
1 ' ' i 1 1. 

2 . 2 ,3 

,1 
]1 ',1 

i 
,-

;1 -, 

1 

'·1 

-~ 

;j' 

,3 

i 

,1 

·1 

,1 

i 

., 
:,, 

i 

- 2 

·, 
1 

'3 

:1 

!1 
1 

Ji 

T 

,1 

'.1 

:1 11· 

1 1 

·,, 
1 

. ., 2 

i I ! i ! I I I 
,1 

1 

!1 j1 

.. ,.--
11 

,\.1 - i 
"1 · 

i 

I I i ! 

1J 

3 

:2 
:1 

1 
11 

"i 

'1 

1 

6 
11 

11 

2 
-18 -~ 
".:.::::\':.-;·: -,9 
1 '; 

3 

1] 

; 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD 
1 = Valid Mark 

~L = Bla11k, OV = Cl~erv~te, F = FoJ~E!d,_EV = ExJJ_r:e!l.sVotE! 
Vote For Office candidate 

1 ! DEM Prasldantlal candidate i Marianne Williamson 
. , JoaepiiRe1c1en Jr . 
I Dean-Phillips 

. Armando Pe,ez-5emdo -

jOvervotes 
. Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

PRECINCT NAME 

BL OV 

Precinct-02 

F NS F 

Sequence#: 02-0002-01 

F EV 
T84 TBS T86 T87 T88 T89•T90 T91 T92 T93 T94 T95 T373 T374 T375 T376 T377 T378 T379 T380 T381 T382 T383 T384 T492 .TOTALS 

11 !1 
'i 1 
:. i1 :,· (1 11· 

.. ,. !1 

!1 
f f. 

I I I i 

11 1] 

' 



JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0002 

TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-02 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
r;i D:::E::M-:-::P-re-s~ld~en-:11::-a.,-I C:::a_n_d::-ld.,..a.,..te-----,-:i M,:-a-n.,..·a-n-ne....,.,W"'il::-lia_m_s_o_n ______ == 

1 REP State Senaior 031 

i REP State Representative D31 
·-- ·--

'REP CCM At Large 

[REP Delegates iosiate Conv 

! REP Committeeman P 02 

! Joseph R Biden Jr 

! Dean Phillips 
f ArmandoPerez:serraio' 

,Over votes 

'Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 

! Randy Deibert 

Kate Crowley-Johnson 

:over votes 
. uriiier voies 

:Mark Mowry 
,-MaryJ i=itzgeraici 

! Scott Odenbach . 

:over votes 

i Under votes 

1
Bob Ewing 

: Rick Tysdal 

· Erica Douglas 
;Over votes 

; Under votes 

, Naomi Merchant 

: David L. Gross 

i Ellen L. Gross 
i Meta Halverson 
:over votes 

! Under votes 

-/Ayden Q. Wrisley 

i Nathan Hoogshagen 
Thomas R. Nelson 
:over votes 

· Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-OJ Sequence#: 01-0003-01 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = F1>ldE!d, EV= ExpressVote BL OV NS F F F EV 
Vote For Office 

1 REP Slate Senall>r D31 

2 REPSlate~D31 

REP County CCM Al La,ge 

3 i REP Delegab>s-to Staie eoriv 

--·1 I REP Committeman P 03 

1· •REP Commltlewoman P03 

Csndidate 
'Randy Deibert 
i Kite Crowley-Johnson 
Over VOie$ - - --

i u·nder votes 

- 'Marie Mowry 

iMaryTFiizgera1c1 
- ;Scott Odenbach - -

1-0vervotes 
- Underwtaii-

- ---Ewing 

!Rk:l<Tysdal 
-ErlcaDouglaa 
:Ovel"votes 

UnderVOIIIS 

\Naomi Merchant 

David L. Gross 
I Ellen L. Gross 

--Meiai-talveisori 
j0v8ivOieS 
·underviites-

·-i Richard Prezkuta 

Parrywasiieiil>Mgei 
'Over VOtes ·· 
Undervotes 

T16. T17 T18 T19 120· T21 T22 T231 T232 T233 T234 T235 T236 T237 T238 T239 T240 T241 T483 TOTALS 
1 1 1 

·-i !1 ;1 j1 if ·1 

11 ;1 ii jf ·11 
: l l ! l I : I ! I l I 

. ''"· ·12 
.2 

:1 :i 
i 

,-

,. 
I 

·;- "2--

'1 
l-·(· t1" -· '1 . !j 

1 

.2 . 

,1 

.i '1 . 

1 :;·· ·1 

f , ·iir ,1 .2-

·1 

:1 

i1 

:1 
1· 

:;-

1 
i1 :1 

·1 

·:2 1 

! . ' I j ' j ! l l ' l ! I : 

' '2 

a· 

12 

:3 

·1 
·1 

'1 

·1· 

1 

·1 

,
·1 2 

'i '.i 
1 

2 

ll 
i1•- Ii 
. :1 

•2 

1-

,i i1 

1 

r 2· 
I I 

1· 

1 :i 
1 ·1 i 

- ·1 2. 2 

'1 
·1 

I ,-
:1 ,- -

:2 3 

\1 
-•·1 

,j 
1 

[i 1 

1 :1 

-2 -:·3 

i,1 
1 

:i ;i 

'1 
. i1 · ti 

1 

i ,2 

:1·· 

- ··2 ··- _,,--

11 
1 

'1 

r, :1 ,, 
- i -, 

5 

6 

10 
12 

- --··2 

18 

I j ! ' 1 I I I f J ' I l l I j : ! ! i 
•1 '1 

·1 ·, 1 
ii 

·1 1 

;1 ;1 
-1 1 - -·-,

. T 

:1 

.f 

------~ I I I __ 
: Paulette Washenberger 

Della Preziwta 
IOve,-VOtes 
undei"voies 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

.1 

!1 
·1 

.1 

1j 

!1 !1 
i 

·1 

1· 1· 
6'·-"i-
12 
1 
5 

1] 

~ 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-03 Sequence #: 02-0003-01 
1 = Valid Mark 

Ell = Bla_nk, OV = Ov_el",'ote, F = _Folcle~,_E_v = ~pressVote 
Vote For Office Candidate 

1 . jo~~Prelikltlntialcand_ldate_ [~~"'.'~"•_Wi~•111"."" . 
,Jooeph R Bklen Jr 

J?_<:•~_P~lli~. - . ' ' . ' ' 
'Annando Perez-8etrato 
i. Over voteS 
,Undtii votes 

I No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV F F NS F EV 
T96'T97 T98 T99 T100 T101 T102 ,T103 ·T104 T105 T106 T107 T385 T386 T387 ·T388 T389 T390 T391 T392 T393 T394 T395 T396 T493 TOTALS 

11 l : 11 
.. -- 1 1 · 1 - --,. 

.. t_, I.. ·r -l~- i 
1 ··,, 

·1 :1 

1J 1] 

~ 



.. 

Office 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0003 

TEST 

i DEM Presidential Candidate 

, REP State Senator D31 

iREP staia Fiepresiiiiiativao:i1 

REP CCM At Large 

i REP Delegates to State Conv 

'REP Committeeman P 03 

I REPCommltteewoman P 03 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-03 

Candidate 
i Marianne Williamson 

)osephR BidenJr 

! Dean Phillips 

i Armando Perez:serraio -
· over votes 

; IJncler voies 

jNo Ballot Stamp 

: Randy Deibert 

i Kate Crowley-Johnson 

!Over votes 

Under votes 

!Mark Mowry 

: Mary J. Fitzgerald 

· Scott Odenbach 

!Over votes 

' Under votes 

·,sob Ewing 

i Rick Tysdal 

i Erica Douglas 

10vervotes 
Under votes 

/Naomi Merchant 

i David L G_'"OSS 

; Ellen L Gross 

! Meta Halverson 

Over votes 

'Under votes 

' Richard Prezkuta 

! Perry Washenberger 

iavervotes 
! Under votes 

i Paulette Washenberger 

' Delia Prezkuta 

over votes 

; Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 

PRECINCT TOTALS 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-04 

F 

Sequence#: 01-0004-01 

F 

X = Crossover OR Overvote, 1 = Valid Mark 

B.L. = E!l11nk, 0\/ = <:>vervotE!, F = FC>lded, E\/ = Exp.ressV<>te 
Vote For Office Candidate 

1 RePSlalBS--D31 Raridy0eibii1 

2 REP Slala Reprasentative D31 

·2 REP County CCM-Al Large 

3 iREPiieiegates-iosiatiieoiiv 

! REP Committeman P 04 

i Kale cf'OW18Y~ohnson 
'.0ver YOles - . 
j Under voles 

l\larkMowry 
· ,Mary J. Fitzgerald 

Scott"Cldiiribac:h· 
i Over VOtes' 

uiidervoiss 

- . Bob Ewing :::.f:::u. 
10ver votes· 
'uiicier'votas 

-I Naomi Merchant 
DIIYklT.Groos .. 
i EIIE!n L:-Gross 

'MeisHaiveiiion 
jOvervoleS 
Under votes 

·,, Lloyd A. Rich 

'.0aryeoa 
10verVOtes 
i.liicieivotai, 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV F NS EV 
123:124 T25 T26 T27 T28 T28 T242 T243 T244 T245 T246 T247 T248 T249 T250 T251 T252 T253 T254 T255 T256 T257 T258 T484 TOTALS 

i1 11 
i 

- j1 T. , , ....... 
1 

:1 ,i 
1 

,2 
·2 ,f 

i1 \1 
1 

r2 
,2 

1 1 1 1 1 1 8 

ii '1 ;-· .... t,· 

I 
1 

·2 

;j 2 

'1 
. ;1· :1 

:1 

'1 

f 

:1 
i 

··~ \...{ 2 

' - 2· 

-r~ 

,1 
f1 

./ 
'1 

i 

11· 

····1 

I 2 

:1 2 

ji 

,{ 

·1 

2 

',1 
1· 

1' ,i' 

Ii \1 
1 

i 

,1 

,1 

! 

'1 

i 

i ) 

,1 

,1 11 

'1 

\1 

'?;ff;;~ 
6 

,5 

11 

:11 

2 
18 ' 

\ ' l j \ \ \ \ \ \ i I I ' ' \ ' I : \ 

i3 

,1 

1 '1 

i1 j1 ·, 

·1 1 

·3. 1 ---i1 

:1 

i1 
T 
,"1 

:2 2 .. ,. 
',1 

··1 

11 
f 

1 

-i, 

i 

·; 

'f 

,1 

;a 

I 
····1 

i1 
1 
'1 

1· 

i 
i 

';1 

i1 
· 1 

,1 

J 
'1 

T 
'1 ,1 11 -, j 

... '2 
1 

l1 

,1 

i2· ,3 

I 
11 

:1 

11 
1· 

'1 

·; 

:1 

i 

I i I I I 

11 

11 

1 

11 

;tY' 
aJ:;;;:, 
23 

~l 
,8 

8 

1] 

' • 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-04 Sequence #: 02-0004-01 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL= Blank, OV = Overv<lte, F =. Fc,lded, EV= ExpressVote 
Vote For Office 

1 ; DEM Presidential ~ 
Candidate 

fMariaMe Williamson 
. i.ioiepii R Blde11Jr 

.10eaii-Ptlli1ips·. 
·.ArmandoPen!z-6enato. 

:0ve,-vo,es 
uniiarvoteo 

!No Ballot Stamp {NS) 

.. 

BL ov F F NS F 
T108 T109 T110 T111 T112 T113 T114 T115 T116 T117 T118 T119 T397 T398 T399 T400 T401 T402 T403 T404 T405 T406 T407 T408 

!1 ,1 !1 
1 1 1 

,1 ,1 !1 11 1 
: 

"f 1 . ··T-· 1 ·1 1 j 
··1 

1 

i I I i 

1j 

EV 
T494 TOTALS 

11 

1] 

' 



Office 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0004 

TEST 

DEM Presidential Candidate 

I REP State Senator C>31 

:REP State Representative -031 

1 REP CCM At Large 

: REP Delegates to State Conv 

: REP Committeeman P 04 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-04 

Candidate 
1 Marianne Williamson 

: Joseph R Biden Jr 

i Dean Phillips 
1Armando Perez-Serrato 

,over votes 

·: Under votes 

! No Ballot Stamp 

I Randy C>eibert 

! Kate Crowley-Johnson 

Over votes 

: Under votes 

iMark Mowry 
1 Mary J. Fitzgerald 

, Scott Odenbach 

,6vervoies 

: Under votes 

:Bob Ewing 

Rick Tysdal 

: Erica Douglas 

·over votes 

Under votes 

: Naomi Merchant 

i David L. Gross 

, Ellen L. Gross 

: Meta Halverson 

iOvervotes 

, Under votes 

-: Lloyd A. Rich 

'Gary Coe 

I Over votes 

Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 

PRECINCT TOTALS 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL= Blank, OV = Overvote, F = F_olded, EY = ExpressVote 
Vote For 'Off tee Candidate 
1 :REP 8-Senalar 031 llindy Diiiert 

fK8te Crowley.Johnson 
0-votes 

: Under votes 

BL OV 
T30 T3t T32 . T33 T34 

.1 
ti" 11 

;1 

Precinct-OS Sequence#: 01-0005-01 

F F F NS EV 
T271 T272 T273 T274 T275 T485 TOTALS 

·1 1 6 

11 
,,.. 

,1 :1 

·2. ·REP-~031 
! ' f l ! I I I ' ! : : ! ! \ l l 1 I I ! ! 

2· REP CountyCCM All.11ge . 

:-REP-~ iosiatiieom, --

MarkMowry 
'Mary J. Fitzgerald 

ScottOde<lbach 
fOveiVOtes 
:Under votes 

:1 :1 
1 1 ·1 

. i2 
·2 .. . T 1. 2· 

:1 \1 
·:·,- Tl --;•f"" ,i 

·1 ... ······-. ,-i- 1 { 

·1 ···1 

··1 
,; 
:1 

'1 
1 
1· 

1 

1 

···1 

1 _'ifi; 
-14 

,a-~ ·1 1 -'l ·1 .,. BobEwing _,. __ ,_1_ ... L :1 ·1 ·,,· .1 
1 Rick Tysdal 

Enai Douglas 
avervoies· 
:uiiciiii..-
: Naomi Merchant 

DavidLGross 
1 Ellen L. Gross --~ {6vervot8S 
i.indei"°""' 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

:3 

(1" 11 
·; 

:1 
·1· ·1 

f 1 · 1 
f -,. 

I 

- .1 ·;2 

2· 2 

r 

11 
1 

'i 

i /1 /1 
1 .. f T 

.1 "}" 

i1 
T 
11· . 11 

i 1 
11 ... i1 

-, . i ·f -·--·- 1 

i 

2 

.. ff 1 
····1 

!1 
T 

1 

_j 

-1 

: 
2 

··,--

'1 
j 

:1 

Tf 

,i 
·1 

·11 
-··,-

il 
i 

i 
j 

,1· ·2 

;1 

i 
'1 

(1 
r 

:1 

i 

··1 

i_ 

·1 

,.. 

i 

11 

···11· 

:1 
·1 

11 

13 
· 14 
·2 

12 

a',<: 
20 

1] 

,;. 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD 

. BL, = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = ExpressVote 
Vote For Office Candidate 

1 f OEM -Prisidential Candidata I Marianne Williamson 
. .ioeepi, R Bic1en Jr. 

-10ean·Phi11iP5 
. ·ArmancioPanii-serrato' 
lOverVOtes 
lJndor..,.. . 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

PRECINCT NAME 

BL ov 
T120 T121 T122 T123 T124 T125 T126 

•1 

1 
i-1 

:i 
;; . 

Precinct-OS 

F 
T127 T128 T129 T130 'T131 'T409 T410 T411 

11 
'j 

•i 
i "'i 

Sequence#: 02-0005-01 

NS F F 
T412 T413 T414 T415 T416 T417 

EV 
T418 T419 T420 T495 

!1 

1 
1j :1 

1 f 

1j 

X = Crossover OR Overvote, 1 = Valid Mark 

1] 

" 



• 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0005 

TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-OS 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
~ID:::E:;M-:-P::re---sl;-;d-en--=ti:-a:-IC::a-n-,d::-id:-a;-te-----..,.,!M-:-a-n:-.a-nn_e..,W=m::-ia_m_s_o_n _______ =;!..,_= 

i REP State Senator D31 

' REP State Representative D31 

I REP CCM At Large 

! REP Delegates to State Conv 

: Joseph R Biden Jr 

'Dean Phillips 
Armando Perez-Serrato 

:Over votes 
I uncier votes-

jNo Ballot Stamp 

iRandy Deibert 

i Kate Crowley-Johnson 

iOvervotes 

'Under votes 

iMark Mowry 

! Mary J. Fitzgerald 

; Scott Odenbach 

iOvervotes 
; Under votes 

;Bob Ewing 
'Rick Tysdal 

: Erica Douglas 
;over votes 

I Under votes 

·; Naomi Merchant 

i David L. Gross 

.. i Ellen L Gross 

1 Meta Halverson 

:Over votes 

! Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 



TEST JURISDICTION Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-06 
1 = Valid Mark 

BL= Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = E:xl)ressVote 
Vote For Office 

1 REP-~031 

2 REP S1ata ~ 031 

Candidate 
RandyDeibert 
·Ka18"Crfiwle)'~Oi-mson ·--fiJndei votes 

·MarkMowty 

t Mary rFitzgerald 
- Scott Odanbach -
: Ovei-v0l8s 
uiiderwias . 

BL OV NS F 
T37 T38 T39 T40 T41 ~42 T43 T276 T2TT T278 T279 -

·-1 '' 

- ~ T1-

•1 

-~ 
:1 ,1 

j2 

)1 

,1 

:1 
11 

·11· 11 . ---~~-

• 11 . 
Ji 

'i 

·2 --- -·· :1· ···1 2· --------,- ... 1· 

1 
--n· 

F 

Sequence#: 01-0006-01 

F EV 
T285 T286 T287 T288 T289 T290 T291 T292 T486 TOTALS 

ii .f 

-1 .. 
11 

··'1· · 1 

[1 

:1 
!{ 

j1 

t ;1 
-T 

,1 

·1 

i 
Cf 

i 
--·i1 

:1 
'1 ; · 

·:;-·· 

·1 

:1 
1 

.l2 

,f 
·; 

:'i 
i 

; 
2 ... REPCounty.CCMAlLa,ge 

I 1 : 1 ! ! l I 1 1 ! 1 1 I 1 1 , ' i 1 

- .. .. . 

-3 -,REPDeiega1eSiasiii1e·eonv· -

;REP cciminlitiiwomiiii P 06 

:BobEwing 
· 1 Rick Tysdal 

Erica-Douglas. 
: Over votes" . 
utiderY01eS 

· Naomi Merchant 

David I.. Gross 
· Ellen L. Gross 
-Meta Hiiiveison 
;c5ver~t8s 
"Unclerwtes 

AmiM Keller 

&iian Johnscin 
\ ever ~votes 

. UnderV018$. 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

·2 

'1 
~1r :r 

j 

2 1 1 ,2 

,, 11 -, ·; ' 

i ,i j"1 
,----~1 - f :, 

13 
:3 'i 2 'f'" 

11 j1 
·1 

·1 ,, 
; · 1 

i 

j 

i1 
·1 

1 .1 

'; 

11 
·; 

·;1 )1 
f . 

,1 ,2 

,. 1 ·; 

1J 

,1 

r,·- [i . -
1 1 

. ; 

I 
11 

,,-- j1 
-, 1 T 

-1 :i"' 

,1 
11-

'1 

1 
,; 

,1 

1i - . 
,- f 

:1. 

I 

:1 
f1" !1 

f 1 T 
I 
2 

:1 

'; 

I :1 
:; 
i 

f 

f. 

,"i 
i 

1 1 
,--:,-

I ; 

T 
ij 

·7 

13 
1s· 
'2 
'11 

'lf{ii-
11 

'~~!.~f:~~;:/ 
15 

1] 

• ., 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME 

BL_= Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, E\/ = ExpressVote BL OV 

Precinct-06 Sequence#: 02-0006-01 

F F F NS EV 
Vote For Office candidate T132 T133 T134 T135 T136 T137 T138 T139 T140 T141 T142 T143 T421 T422 T423 T424 T425 T426 T427 T428 T429 T430 T431 T432 T496 

1 iDEM Prasldantial Ce~ !Marianne Williamson 
. Josepl,R sidei, Jr . 

: 'oeaO Phii~ps 
.. iAiinaniloPariiz-sem,,,, 

jbverVOt8S. -
-Under ... 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

:1 

11" !-1 :1 

;1 

11 !1 '1 

j 

' 
:1 

.,. .Tf T ·1 

,.. 
' , I , 
I ! 1 l 

1j 

TOTALS 

1] 

.. ., 



Office 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0006 

TEST 

; DEM Presidential Candidate 

i REP State Senator 031 

1 REP State Representative 031 

. REP CCM At Large 

1 REP Delegates to State Conv 

, REP Committeewoman P 06 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-06 

Candidate 

! Marianne Williamson 

I Joseph R Biden Jr 

'Dean Phillips 

'Armando Perez-Serrato 

,Over votes 
1 Under votes 

jNo Ballot Stamp 

i Randy Deibert 

i Kate Crowley-Johnson 

;over votes 

I Under votes 

!Mark Mowry 

1 
Mary i Fttzgeratcr - -
i ScoUOdenbach 

'Over votes 

I Under votes 

:sob Ewing 

; Rick Tysdal 

i Erica Douglas 
10vervotes 

j Under votes 

i Naomi Merchant 

I David L Gross 

1e11en-c:aross 
! Meta Halverson 

rover votes -

i Under votes 

jAmi M Kellar 

f Susan Johnson 

!Over votes 

[ Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 

PRECINCT TOTALS 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-07 Sequence#: 01-0007-01 

BL= Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, EV= ExpressVote 
Vote For Office Candidate 

1 REPS11118Senamr031 RandyOeibert 

'REP Sla1a Fiepni.,11a11ve oaf -

·2 REP County CCM Al Large 

3 ! REP Delegates to Slate Conv 

-1 . ; REP Committeman P 07 

i 1<8_18 crowl~~h~son .Qw,r~, ,_ , 

! UndE!r VOtes 

, ', - Mowty 

/M8,YJ.-Fitt9el'a1d· -
ScoltOc:lenbach, 
!Overvot8S 

uncier "°""' 
BobEwlng 

\R1ci,Yysdal 
Erica Douglas 

fOve,-votes--· 
'Uncieivotes 

( Naomi Merchant 
:David i:: ciioss 
;-euen i. .. GroSs 
MelaHalverson 
:Over-votes 'u•._.· 

-- -!Joseph Palmer 

Roni,icj J, Moeller 
!0vervotes 
uiider..;ie,, 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL av F F NS F EV 
T44 T45 T46 T47 T43 T49 T50 T293 T294 T297 T298 T299 T300 T301 T302 T303 T304 T305 T306 T307 T308 T309 T487 

1 1 ·1 

'1 
r1 -:1 ,i ;1 ,1_ ff 11-· ,i ii ·,; 

:1 , '':i' 11 

1 I i , 1 j 1 1 \ 1 i I j l : 1 1 

;2 
·2 

1 ◄ d 1 1 .1 ,1 •1 :1 

:i 
'1 

i 'f 

'"1 ,i 
1 

I 
'1· 

i1 . :1 
, f' i 

'!1 
! 

'1 
f , 1" 

i 

11 i 
'1 

:'i 
'1 f 

i 

\1 

f' 

6 

j j j ! l ! ! I ' I I ' I ! I I l I l l I 

i1-

j2 
' ;f , T-, 'i ----'1 

i j 

,1 :1 '1 

1 1 ·,-

;:! 
:3 2 'i 

r, '1 
i 

'1 

•;· 

,1 ·:2 

'1 

:1· 

i1 j1-
f f 

j 

'.1 
:, 

2 

,1 

\i \1 

j 

j1 
i T 

i1 i1 
i 

1 · ·1 

-T 

11· 

i 

'1 
·,- "'1 

.-, 

if :1 
f 1 

j 

·-;,
i 

·, ·r· 

l1 

'2 2 
i I I 

.1 

i 1' ,1 
J1_ 11 

f 
I 

i 
,1 

- ___ }_ 

1 
11 

-!1 T~-

I ! I i 

1J 

·1 

'1 

,; 
i" 

6 
12 
15 
2 

13 

,,,,,:1: 

-;{r~:::: 

4 

1] 

" 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Fo.lded, EV = ExpressVote BL OV 
Vote For Office 

1. . jDEM Pratllclentl,Jl~ndldata 
·Candidate 

! Marianne Williamson 

:.ioseph R Blden Jr 

-~~~~~~-~!!~~ . -·-·-- ··-· 
;-Perez-Sem,to 
[6vefYOt85 
Under-

T144 T145 T146 T147 T148 
'1 

:1 
:1 

Precinct-07 

;j I 

Sequence#: 02-0007-01 

F 

-·- ·1--·1-

NS F F EV 
T438 T439 T440 T441 T442 T443 T444 T497 

j1 
. j 

\1 
T 

I I i i I 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 1j 1] 

r 



JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0007 

TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-07 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
,,;:o:;:E:-;-M-;-P;:;:re=s1;:;d::en:;ti;::.a-;-I C;:;:a::n:-:d;;:ld'-a::te:-----,;IM7a:-:n;::.a::nn::e~W=m;;:ia::m:-:s::o::n--------:= 

REP-State Senator 031 

!REP State Representative 031 

REP CCM At Large 

REP Delegaies ioState Conv 

! REP Committeeman P 01 

: Joseph R Biden Jr 

i Dean Phillips 

!Armando Perez-Serrato 

iOvervotes 
, Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 

! Randy Deibert 

! KatecrowleY~JohnsOrl 
.Over votes 

! Under votes 

!Mark Mowry 

! Scott Odenbach 
,! OVer v0i8ii"- .. , 
: Under votes 

!Bob Ewing 

i Rick Tysdal 

! Erica Douglas 

/Over votes 

1 Under votes 

jNaomi Merchant 

i David L. Gross 

· Ellen L. Gross 

! Meta Halverson 

jOvervotes 
·! Under votes··· .. 

, Joseph Palmer 

! Ronald J. Moeller 

rover votes 

, Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-OB Sequence#: 01-0008-01 

F _B~ = Blank, O_V = Overvote, F = Folded, EV = Expres~Vote 
Vote For Office 

1 REP 51ateSenllor 031 

-2 REPS-~D31 

2 - REP Coun1¥ CCM Al Large 

3 i REP Delegates 1D Stata Ccm, 
---· ----- --· 

iREP Cooiniiitsinari P ·oa· 

, REP Commitlawoman P 08 

Candidate 
Randy
!-Kate-crowifJijohnson 
·0ve,voiiii,··· . -

i under votes 

,MantMowry 
i M&!Y:i. Fiizg8f8id 
. Scou Oclenbach 
iOvervotes 
"Under-

Bob Ewing 

! Rick Tysdal 
Ericallouglas 

I aver-voteS 
Under-

1 Naomi Merchant 
. Davk!LGioso . 
·:e:i1eri-L Gross 

Meta Halverson 
,Over votes 
. Under-Wies 

:Justin Tupper 
0ave·s.mue1son 
;OverYOtes 
Undervoias 

:Valerie Samuelson 

Ma,y J Filzgerald 
'Over votes 

undeivoies 

!No Ballot Stamp 

BL OV F F NS EV 
T51 T52 T53iT54 T5S T56 T57 T310 T311 T312 T313 T314 T315 T316 T318 T319 T320 T322 T323 T324 T325 T326 

:1 :i 
:1 

11 !1 

-1 
1· t" 

2 
!2 

1 .. j :i :1 -~,---
' 1 I 1 ! l I ! ' . I 1 ' I j I l 1 l I 

•1 .1 
: 1··-- .~r- i"1- 11 Tl [1 11·· 

1 1 1 - 1 cc 
12 

·2 - - i . i ;2 :·,- --- L __ •. 
:1 1 

.:i 

. 
·1 -

,-·r--:-1 I I ! i 
11 
1 
1· ;1 :1 

i j f 
:i 

- i 2 ·2 -

'1 

1 
'; 

11 
j 

:1 

11 
.1 .. ,. 

11 '1 
,.. j 

:1 ,i 
f ·,- ·; 

;1 . ··.2• .j 

11 
1· ··1 'j i 

2 

;1 

:i 
·,- f 

·1 

,,-- :1 
1 i 

:1 

1 

;1 

i 

'1 

··11 l 
f f 

-:1 

11 

1 ·,1 

11 ,1 

-1 

.1 

i1 
1 

1 

Ii 

\ 
- .1 -:2 -

11 

.6 
i1" -- 11· 13 
,i 1 . 15 

2 
·-1:f 

:1 
- i 

i 
·1• - -1 

-1 
--1 -i13 

I I I I 
11 :1 

·1 1 i ·-1 

-1C 

;1 .l!;l,,,:',i 
13 

1] 

,,. 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County' SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-08 Sequence#: 02-0008-01 

BL_= Blank, OV = Ov!!rvote, F = Fold_El<I, EV= ExpressVo_t_e 
Vote For Office Csndidale 
'1 j DEM _, Csndldate j Marianne Williamson 

.... ··-- .- - --- \iooep11Ff81den.ii 

1 oe~n Phiiiips 
. 'Ann8ndo Peraz-Senm 
:Over·Yotes 
:u•iiotas 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

BL OV 
r~n~nssn~noon~n~n53TI54T~ 

,1 
.L 

'1 :1 ;1 
1 t 

'1 

F NS F F EV . . 

T166 TI67 T445 T446 T447 T448 T449 T450 T451 T452 T453 T454 T455 T456 T498 

:1 l1 
·1 

i1 

l ! ! ! I ! 

11 1] 

~ 



JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 
Sequence #: 0008 

TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-OB 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
r:D==E==M=P-res--:--:ld,-en-:ti-:-a-:--1 c=a_n_d::-ld:-a-,-te------:-:iM7 a_r,..ia-nn-e""'w=m""ia_m_s_o_n _____ __,-::-,-

i REP State Representative D31 

; REP CCM-At Large 

: 
; REP-Delegaies io-siaie Conv 

REP Committeeman P 08 

REP Committeewoman P 08 

iJoseph R Biden Jr 
; Dean Phillips 

· Armando Perez-Serrato 
10vervotes 

ii]nciervotes 

I No Ballot Stamp 

i Randy Deibert 

i Kate Crowley-Johnson 

!Over votes 

j Under votes 

:Mark Mowry 

i Mary J. Fitzgerald 

' Scott Odenbach 

:over votes 

· under vci1es · 

•Bob Ewing 

'Rick Tysdal 

. Erica Douglas 

:over votes 

i Under votes 

i Naomi Merchant 

' David L. Gross 

'Ellen L. Gross ·· 

/ Meta Halverson 

jOvervotes 

: Under votes 

!Justin Tupper 

i Dave Samuelson 

'Over votes 

/ Under votes 

'Valerie Samuelson 

; Mary J Fitzgerald 

!Over votes 

Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME Precinct-09 Sequence #: 01-0009-01 

BL = Blank, OV = Overvote,F = .~olded, EV = ExpressVote 
Vote For Office 

T ·~REPSIBla-031 

-- -- •• I - - •••• 

2 .. REPS..~031 

I 
. . . 2 REP cauntyi::cM Al La,ge . 

3 :REP lieieiii,tiiiitiislat8 Ccinv. 

:REP c:orriniiiianian P ~ . 

REP~·PO!I 

Candidate 

Randy Deibert 
;iatec·row1ey:JohnsoO 

·- Over voiei 
Ju~rvot9S 

:MarkMowry 
! M8iy J. Fitzgerald 

Scol!Odonbach 
tOveivot8S Under-... 
'Bol>Ewir!O 
;RiCkTysd81 
Eriai Douglas . 

i Over votes -

. Under-

---! Naomi Merchant 

David L Gross 
i"Ell80 i.: Gross .. 
MelaHalvniii 
'0v8rvotes 
Undervoies 

'Dahl H. McLean 

Trislen Rhcxfen. 
i Over· voles -

Undiirvotes 

Kalen Lemmel 

AnnaP.Marrs 
Ovef'voles 
lJndervotes 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS} 

BL OV 
T58 .T59 · T60 T61 T62 T63 T64 T327 

;i 

• 
, 12 
2· 

,2· 
2 

:3 
3 

11 

1 

1 1 
:1 ·1 

-1 
·1 

iT - rr-: -
··1 1 ···,· 

·1 2 

-i1- ,1 
1 

I ' ·--, . 'i ;f 

:1 
1 1 ... 

1 

i 

:1 

f 

.i 1· 1 

i 1 ·1 
T :f 

1 

1 2 2 •• -'1 '1 

1 1 

1 f 

··1 

\ 

-T 

.. -, 
1 

---1-:1 Ji ,· .T 

[1 

ji 
1 

.1 .2 -11 

~1 

a· 

·1 

F F F NS EV 
T333 T334 T335 T336 T337 T338 T339 T340 T341 T342 T343 T489 

'1 i1 

'1 
·1 :1 

·1·· :, 

: 
T 

1 
Ti. T T i 

11 

1 

1 ·1 
·1 

.. 1 

:1 
j . 

·1 ·r1 , ,j 

i T i 

. . T ,2 

!1 

11 
··1 

:1· :, 
1 . j 

,i 

,1 

11 

1 
·:1·· 

;:1··. 

·1·· 

,2 

1 ~ 

·1 

Ii 

;1 
1 

;1 

[i 

'1 

1 

;,
·1 

-,,.,;; 
'& i1· _____ '"'t*~{:;:t~,: 

1 ·15 

:1 
i 

~ ,7 

13 
1s· 

·i 
,11 

,1 :1 

.1 -j 
14 

! ! , ! I I ! ! I I I I 
11 i1 !1 11 ,1 

··1 ·•; '1 ··,- j f 
,1 

I i ! I 

,1 1] 

.,, 



TEST JURISDICTION 
1 = Valid Mark 

Lawrence County, SD PRECINCT NAME 

BL= Blank, OV = Overvote, F = Folded, _ _E',,' = ExpressVole BL OV 

Precinct-09 

F NS F 

Sequence #: 02-0009-01 

F EV 
Vote For' Office Candidate n~r~rmnTirmnnnunnnnnnnnrmn~n~n~=n~n~n~n~n~n~~~n~n~ 

1 ! DEM Prasidentlal Cendidata ! Marianne Williamson 
, Joseph R Blden Jr 

;0ea-n"Phmip$ . 
• Armando Perez-5emito 
1,0vervoles 
,Undervoceis 

!No Ballot Stamp (NS) 

'1 ;1 11 
·1 

:1 :i !1 
1 \-- . --+--

;1 
-1-···· 

! I i i I I 

11 1] 

... 



' 

JURISDICTION 

PRECINCT NAME 

Sequence #: 0009 
TEST 

Lawrence County, SD 
Precinct-09 

Office Candidate PRECINCT TOTALS 
r:;D:;;E:;Mc;-;:P:-re-s""id7e:-n-:;tl::-al:-:C::-a:-n:-d;;cld;-a7te----,-,-,,,-:-M:-a""ri,..a-nn-e""""W"'il:::-lia_m_s:-o-n--------,,;=== 

! REP state Representative 0:11 

: REP CCM Ai Large 

iREP Delegates to State Conv 

! REP Committeeman P 09 

i REP corrimitieewornari P 09 

1 Joseph R Biden Jr 

'. Dean Phillips 

: Armando Perez-Serrato 

:over votes 
: Under votes 

I No Ballot Stamp 

[ Randy Deibert 
: Kate Crowley:Johnson 

'Over votes 

: Under votes 

!Mark Mowry 

I Mary J, Fitzgerald 

! Scott Odenbach 
10vervotes 

! Under voies 

··:sob Ewing 

: Rick Tysdal 

: Erica Douglas 

!Over votes 

! Under votes 

'Naomi Merchant 

I David L. Gross 

i Ellen L. Gross 

; Meta Halverson 
:Over votes 

:Under votes 

: Dahl H. McLean 
-~.----·-···--··--
I Tristan Rhoden 

overvoies 

I Under votes 

! Kalen Lemmel 
: Anna P. Marrs 

'Over votes 

: Under votes 

!No Ballot Stamp 



STATE OF SOUTH DA KOT A 

COUNTY OF: Lawrence 

) 
) 
) 

CERTIFICATE 

We, Robert Ewing, Brandon Flanagan, Richard Tysdal, Richard Sleep, Eric Jennings, the 
County Board of Canvassers in Lawrence County for the Primary Election held on June 4, 
2024, hereby certify that the foregoing is a true abstract of the votes cast in the jurisdiction of 
Lawrence County, South Dakota, at the election as shown by the returns certified toJhe 
person in charge of the election. 

Sworn to before me this 

7 

County Auditor 

Lawrence County, South Dakota 



Marianne 

Precinct Name Williamson 

11.bsentee Precinct 15 
Precinct-01 8 

• 0recinct-02 7 
0recinct-03 8 
Precinct-04 3 
;>recinct-05 0 
Drecinct-06 2 
;>recinct-07 3 
Drecinct-08 2 
Drecinct-09 10 
Precinct-10 11 

Primary Election - June 4, 2024 
Lawrence County 

Presidential Candidate 
Democratic 

Joseph R Dean 
Armando 

Perez-
Biden Jr Phillips 

Serrato 
189 4 3 
51 9 4 
52 5 2 
82 5 1 
38 3 2 
22 0 4 
6 2 0 
26 3 1 
6 0 0 
26 4 2 
44 4 2 

1 of 9 



Precinct Name 
~bsentee Precinct 
Drecinct-01 

• Precinct-02 
Precinct-03 
Precinct-04 
brecinct-05 
r>recinct-06 
:>recinct-07 
:>recinct-08 
Precinct-09 
Precinct-to 
Total 

• 

Primary Election - June 4, 2024 
Lawrence County 

State Senator District 31 
Republican 

Randy Kate 
Crowley-Deibert 
Johnson 

452 265 
182 103 
178 104 
267 135 
107 57 
58 31 
19 24 
113 97 
45 25 
116 143 
287 264 

1,824 1,248 
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.. Precinct Name 
f\bsentee Precinct 
Precinct-OJ 
Precinct-02 
Drecinct-03 
0recinct-04 
Precinct-OS 
Precinct-06 
Precinct ·07 
Precinct-OB 
Precinct-09 
Precinct-10 

rrotal 

• 

Primary Election - June 4, 2024 
Lawrence County 

State Reoresentative District 31 
Republican 

Mark Mowry Mary J Scott 
Fitzaerald Odenbach 

298 387 534 
112 161 217 
123 164 199 
162 216 332 
65 99 126 
42 46 53 
18 17 32 
105 100 152 
34 34 41 
153 92 198 
294 243 437 

1,406 1,559 2,321 
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.. 

• 

-. 

• 

" J 

, 

Precinct Name 
1/1.bsentee Precinct 
Drecinct-01 
Drecinct-02 
Drecinct-03 
t:>recinct-04 
'recinct-05 
Precinct-06 
Precinct-07 
Precinct-OB 
t:>recinct-09 
t>reclnct-10 

il"atal 

Primary Election - June 4, 2024 
Lawrence County 

Count. Commissioner At Laroe 
Republican 

Bob Ewing Rick Tysdal Erica 
Doualas 

444 389 339 
164 178 131 
183 173 116 
246 229 184 
101 90 85 
47 37 51 
21 20 30 
105 86 133 
40 30 33 
129 98 163 
331 284 292 

1,811 1,614 1,557 
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Naomi 
Precinct Name Merchant 
Absentee Precinct 332 
Precinct-01 118 
breci nct-02 130 

• Precinct-03 181 
Precinct-04 89 
'recinct-05 40 
Precinct-06 26 
Precinct-07 92 
Precinct-OB 29 
Precinct-09 117 
Drecinct-10 270 
Total 1,424 

• 

• 

't 

Primary Election - June 4, 2024 
Lawrence County 

Deleoates to State Convention 
Republican 

David L Ellen L. Meta 
Gross Gross Halverson 
269 259 270 
97 89 93 
102 93 100 
150 122 141 
77 68 69 
34 31 27 
15 9 21 
86 77 84 
30 29 22 
93 73 154 
172 148 222 

1,125 998 1,203 
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Precinct Name 
~bsentee Precinct 

• 'recinct-01 
Precinct-02 
Precinct-03 
Precinct-04 
'reclnct-07 
Precinct-OB 
Precinct-09 
Precinct-10 

Total 

Primary Election - June 4, 2024 
Lawrence County 

Precinct Committeeman 
Precinct Committeeman Precinct-02 

Precinct Committeeman 
Precinct-01 Precinct-03 
Republican Republican Republican 

Jimmy J. Ayden Q. Nathan Thomas R. Richard Perry 
Donald Lutz 

Roberts Wrisley Hoogshagen Nelson Prezkuta Washenberg 
er 

34 9 4 37 31 31 33 
111 62 

8 152 63 
150 124 

145 71 12 189 94 181 157 

Precinct Committeeman 
Prednct-04 
Republican 

Uoyd A. Rich Gary Coe 

15 16 

74 62 

89 78 

6 of 9 



Precinct Name 
~bsentee Precinct 

• 0 recinct-01 
0 recinct-02 
0 recinct-03 
t>recinct-04 
Precinct-07 
Precinct-OS 
Precinct-09 
Precinct-10 

!Total 

,. 

., 

Primary Election - June 4, 2024 
Lawrence County 

Precinct Committeeman Precinct Committeeman Precinct Committeeman 
Precinct-07 Preci nct-08 Precinct-09 
Republican Republican Republican 

Joseph Ronald J. Justin Dave Dahl H, Tristen 
Palmer Moeller Tupper Samuelson McLean Rhoden 

31 44 a 5 27 10 

61 90 
31 39 

142 97 

92 134 31 44 169 107 

Precinct Committeeman 
Precinct-10 
Republican 

Timothy A. Richard D 
Braithwait Sleep 

110 94 

255 264 
365 358 
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