IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President
in the General Election of November 2,
2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.

O'Connell, :
Petitioners : No. 568 M.D. 2004

CONSOLIDATED FINDINGS,
OPINION AND ORDER

On: September 20, 2004, the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania.
remanded this matter to this Court with directions to review every signature
contained in the nomination papers of Ralph Nader and Peter Camejo (Candidates) .
to determine whether the Candidates had gathered a sufficient number of valid
signatures to be listed on the Commonwealth’s general election ballot. With the
general election scheduled for November 2, 2004, and the 67 counties of this state
waiting patiently to print their ballots, this Court, immediately upon receipt of the
Supreme Court’s directive, dispatched 11 of its 13 judges' to various counties to

review the challenges to the signatures submitted byithe Candidates.

! Senior Judge McCloskey did not participate in this matter, since he was presiding over
an election challenge involving a Congtessional race, Jidge Leavitt recused, and did not
participate in the challenge to the Nader nomination papers.




President Judge Colins, Judge Smith-Ribner, and Senior Judge
Mirarchi® presided over the Philadelphia signature réview, reviewing the signatures
contained in Volumes A, B, C, D, E, and F of the Objections to the Candidates
Nomination Papers. Judge McGinley and Judge Pellegrini presided in Allegheny.
County and reviewed the challenges involving Allegheny County. Senior Judge
Kelley reviewed the challenges for the nomination papers circulated in the counties
of Armstrong, Beaver, Blair, Butler, Cambria, Centre, Clearfield, Fayette, Fulton,
Indiana, Jefferson, Somerset, Washington, and Westmoreland, and later assisted in
the Philadelphia review. Senior Judge Jiuliante: presided over the review of
signatures for the nomination papers circulated’ in the counties of Clarion,
Crawford, Elk, Erie, Lawrence, Mercer, Venango, and Warren; while Judge
Friedman presided over the review of nomination papers circulated in Bucks
County, and Judge Leadbetter presided over the nomination papers circulated in-
Montgomery County, later completing the review of Volume F of the Philadelphia
challenges. Judge Cohn Jubelirer presided over the review of nomination papers
circulated in Adams, Lancaster, Lebanon, Lehigh,: Luzerne, Lycoming, Monroe,
and Schuylkill Counties. Judge Simpson presided over the nomination papers
circulated in Berks, Bradford, Columbia, Cumberland, Dauphin, and Lackawanna
Counties, as well as those circulated in Montour, Northampton, Perry,
Susquehanna, Wyoming, and York Counties. Senior Judge Flaherty presided over
the signature review for those nomination papers circulated in Delaware and

Chester Counties. There were four counties to: which no challenges to the

% Senior Judge Mirarchi reviewed signatures that were designated as duplicates. As a
result, Judge Leadbetter and Senior Judge Kelley were later assigned portions of the Philadelphia
objections. Judge Leadbetter reviewed Volume E. Senior!Judge Kelley reviewed Volume F.
Senior Judge Mirarchi reviewed pp. 231-257 of Volume B,
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nomination papers were filed. Those counties ate Carbon (total signatures 3),
Franklin (total signatures 1), Greene (total signaturés 3), and Bergen County, New
Jersey [sic] (total signatures 1), for a total of 8 unchallenged signatures.

This line-by-line review of individual signatures was both exhaustive
and exhausting. Several Judges of this Court worked nonstop, 16 hours a day in
order to complete the Supreme Court’s mandate within a reasonable timeframe,
Our final review indicates that 1,183 pages of nomination papers were filed,
containing a total of 51,273 signatures submitted by the candidates.

By this Court’s Order of August 20, 2004, both sides were directed to-
be prepared to present their case in the various forums commencing Monday
September 27, 2004 and were told that cooperation lfrom both sides was necessary
if the review were to be done in anything approaching a timely manner and that the
Court would not tolerate intemperate or obstructionist conduct on the part of either
the Candidates or the Objectors. The Candidates,; through then counsel Samuel
Stretton, Esq., were warned that a review of over 50,000 signatures was an
ominous undertaking requiring a great deal of manpower and expense and that the
Candidates’ pre-hearing cooperation in examining challenged signatures with the
Objectors, such that potentially valid and invalid signatures could be stipulated to,
would be essential to an efficient and timely reviéw. The Candidates chose to
ignore this Court’s warning and proceeded to do as little as possible prior to the
hearings, in an initial attempt to prevent an accurate tally of the signatures.

The review of signatures in Philadelphia was conducted in three ad
hoc courtrooms that were made available to the Céurt by the Philadelphia Voter

Registration Division of the Philadelphia City Commissioners. With the assistance

3 This number differs from the Department of State’sitally of 52,398,
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of Commonwealth Court’s Computer Department, éach courtroom contained three
computer monitors on which could be displayed voter registration information and
scanned copies of voter signatures contained in the voter registration database of
the Voter Registration Division. A fourth courtroom was subsequently added. The
voter registration data reviewed by the Court wasia true and accurate record of
voter information contained in the Voter Registration Division’s database as
attested to by the Commission’s Urban Registration: Administrator, Robert Lee. A
civil service employee of the Voter Registration Division operated a computer:
terminal in each courtroom. The Objectors provided the Court and the Candidates
with three exhibits filed with the petitions to strike: exhibit 1, being a six volume
document detailing the Philadelphia Objections; exhibit 2 set forth the “Global™
challenges; and exhibit 3 set forth the forgery: challenges. Exhibit 1 was
distributed among President Judge Colins, who was initially assigned Volumes A
and B, Judge Smith-Ribner, who was initially assigned Volumes C and D, and
Senior Judge Mirarchi, who was initially assigned Volumes E and F. Prior to the
hearing date of September 27, 2004, at the direction of this Court, Robert Lee, and
members of his staff, prepared a detailed report oficach signature challenged and
prepared a detailed report setting forth their line-by-line findings regarding the
Objectors’ challenges to individual signatures. Copies of these reports were .
supplied to the candidates. The Court takes this opportunity to thank Mr. Lee and
his entire staff for their tireless work on this project. Faced with an initial lack of
cooperation from the Candidates, he and his staff produced records that were .

invaluable to this Court in resolving this matter,

* These “Global” challenges refer to challenges madeito all of the signatures contained in
one page for a single reason such as a faulty circulator’s affidavit.
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When this Court’s review began ¢n September 27, 2004, the
Candidates, in total disregard of this Court’s order of August 20, 2004, were
unprepared to respond to the allegations set forth: in the Objectors Petition and
chose instead to focus on delay and obfuscation.. From the very outset of the
Philadelphia hearings, the Candidates repeatedly, and without foundation, charged
that this Court had improperly shifted the burden of proof from the Objectors to the
Candidates, ignoring the fact that, at all times, the burden of proof would rest with
the Objectors. Rather than focus on the task at hand, the Candidates raised
groundless issues of due process violations and repeatedly challenged the validity
of our Supreme Court’s decisions in In re Nomination Petition of Silcox, 674 A.2d
224 (Pa. 1996), and In re Nomination Petition of Flaherty, 770 A.2d 327 (Pa..
2001), decisions that had been re-affirmed by our Supreme Court in opinions filed
as late as September 29, 2004, two days after these hearings began. In that
opinion, In Re: Nomination Papers of Ralph Nader, et al., No. 154 MAP 2004,
Madame Justice Newman writing for a majority of the Supreme Court, (unanimous

in reaffirming the holding of Flaherty and Silcox), héld that

The Commonwealth Court identified the correct
standards that we have mandated in Flakerty and Silcox,
regarding late registrations and the irequirements for
review of signatures and addresses. Further, Candidates’
due process rights were not violated by the Secretary’s.
rejection of signatures. Candidates’ request for
application of lesser standards may well portend their
inability to meet the requirements we have established.

Id. at 32.
After three weeks of hearings and the éxpenditure of nearly a quarter
of a million dollars of the taxpayers’ money, this Court concludes that the

Candidates have submitted only 18,818 valid signatures, and are thus not eligible




to have their names placed on the November 2004 ballot as candidates for
President and Vice-President. The following procédures were employed to reach
this conclusion.

The Candidates challenged the work product and methodology
employed by the voter registration offices. Additionally, Candidates challenged
the original election petitions, advancing the notion that there was no explanation
for “black lines” and “red lines” that allegedly ‘inexplicably appeared on the
original nomination papers. In order to address these concerns, a joint hearing was
held before President Judge Colins, Judge Smith-Ribner, and Senior Judge
Mirarchi beginning on September 27, 2004.

The Court addressed the issue by placing on the record the procedures
employed to maintain the chain of custody of the original nomination papers. The-
procedures are detailed as follows. The Departiment of State transported the
nomination papers filed by the Candidates to the Harrisburg offices of the
Commonwealth Court where the papers were immediately placed into the custody
of an armed security officer of Commonwealth Court. That official transported the
Philadelphia nomination papers to the office of this Judge. This Judge then caused
the nomination papers to be distributed to both Judge Smith-Ribner and Senior
Judge Mirarchi. At all times the papers have been in the custody and control of the
Court. Having explained that procedure to the Candidates, Candidates continued
to proffer the argument that there was no explanation of the black line or red
markings on the nomination papers. This Judge then referenced the August 24,
2004 filing of the Department of State wherein the Department set forth that it
reviewed the nomination papers and in instances where a defect was ascertained,

the Department marked the signature with an “x™ to! the left of the line and circled




the defect. This Court further noted that such is the Department of State’s usual
practice in reviewing all nomination petitions and papers it receives. (See
Department of State August 24, 2004 filed title “Reply to the Order of the Court.”)
The Candidate continued to assert that there was no: explanation for the black lines
on the nomination petitions and sought to question Mr. Lee regarding the
procedure employed for uploading information to the City of Philadelphia’s voter
registration database, and the manner employed to review signatures.

On direct examination by the Candiddte, Mr. Lee testified as to his
duties and qualifications as Urban Registration Administrator for the City of
Philadelphia. Further, he described the procedures by which voter registration
records are received and maintained by the Division. Mr. Lee testified that he
oversees the daily operations of the Voter Registration Division including
maintaining the accuracy of the voter registration: files. That process includes
maintaining a file of eligible voters that is used at ppolling places for determining
voter eligibility; a knowledge of and complianice with the National Voter
Registration Act of 1993, P.L. 103-21, 42 US.C. §§1973gg-1--1973gg-10,
Pennsylvania Voter Registration Act (PVRA), Act of June 30, 1995, P.L. 170, as
amended, 25 P.S. §§ 961.101--961.5109; and the Voting Rights Act, Act of June
29, 1982, 42 U.S.C. § 1973aa-6. (Notes of T estimdny September 27, 2004, pp. 8-
9.) Regarding the technology employed by the Division, Mr. Lee testified that the
system used is a CICS operation, with an installed imaging add-on that allows the
Division to scan and index the signatures and affidavit images to the data record
for each voter in the mainframe. This in turn eliminates paper documents. He
further explained that the system is isolated and not on the City of Philadelphia’s

computer network or any other network. There is no outside access; the system is




password protected at various levels. Only specific people in voter registration can:
access the system for maintenance and data input. (Notes of Testimony,
September 27, 2004, pp. 9-12.) Finally, Mr. Lée testified that the system is
designed so that once registrations have been entered; access is available to
individual records by name, list of voters, and addresses. Mr. Lee testified that
when preparing the reports for the Court, he did not use the original nomination
papers but rather was working from copies of the momination papers. The three
Judges all found Mr. Lee’s testimony 100% credible,

After it became obvious that the nomination papers were rife with:
forgeries, the campaign attorneys called Mr. Dominic Martino as a fact witness on
September 29, 2004. Mr. Martino testified that he is the Campaign Coordinator for
Pennsylvania. He testified that by June 2004 the campaign had gathered only
1,500 signatures on the nomination papers. (Notes of Testimony, September 29,
2004, p. 55.) John Sleven proprietor of a professional “ballot access company”
was called in to gather the remaining 24,000 signatures. That company prepared
and distributed a flyer that stated:

CASH NOw!
$100.00 to $200.00
per day
Petition to allow Ralph Nader on
The November Ballot
%k ok ow
‘We pay Daily Cash Advances! Pafid by Signature!
See Exhibit marked “Objector -2, 9/29/04, appended hereto.




Mr, Martino further explained that he and John Sleven were both:
aware that individuals were repeatedly signing the petitions, and that many of the
signatures were not authenticated. Further, he testified that he himself, and other
campaign workers, in reviewing the petitions prior to filing, “black lined”
signatures that were obviously deficient. (See Notes of Testimony, September 29,
2004, pp. 55-60.) These “blacklined” signatures were tabulated by President Judge
Colins as “withdrawn by candidate prior to submission.” (This was in direct
contravention of Mr. Nader’s attorney’s previous statements regarding the
“blacklined” signatures.)

Based on the testimony presented this Judge makes the following

findings.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. This Judge finds Mr. Lee’s testimony credible.

2. This Judge accepts the work papers prepared by Mr. Lee and’
presented to this Judge at the hearings held September 27, 28, 29, 30, October 1, 4,
5,7, 8, and 12. The findings made by Mr. Lee were reviewed by this Judge and
have been incorporated into the document appended to this opinion and order and
labeled findings of President Judge Colins.

3. Further, as to those signatures: found to be a forgery, this
Judge’s findings are based on the credible testimony of Objectors’ handwriting
expert Ms. Renee Martin, as well as the Court’s physical examination of the

nomination papers.



4, This Judge finds the testimony:of Mr. Martino credible as it
relates to the gathering of signatures, and the “black lining” of signatures by
Martino.

5. This Judge finds credible Mr. Martino’s testimony that the
campaign had knowledge that false signatures were submitted on the nomination
papers of Candidates.

6. This Judge personally reviewed évery line of those Philadelphia-
Nomination Papers occurring on Pages 4 to 230 from the whole of the nominating
papers filed by the Candidates (referred to as the Volumes A and B pages).

7. This Judge incorporates by reférence the findings of fact of.
Senior Judge Mirarchi as set forth at length as to theiduplicate signatures.

8. This Judge incorporates fully the conclusions of Senior Judge
Mirarchi regarding the fraud and impropriety involved in the Objector’s circulation
process.

9. This Judge’s findings regarding the striking of individual
signatures by page numbers and lines is set forth in the document attached hereto
and named President Judge Colins Nader Summary Totals. This Judge merged the
category of “forgery” and “signatures signed in the hand of another.” (Silcox
issue). This Judge merged the categories of Data Omitted and Printed Signatures.

10.. This Judges findings regarding the striking of signatures,

represented in totals, are as follows:

Total Signatures Reviewed 10794
Total Signatures Not Registered 2304
Total Signatures Not Registered 4t the 2100
Address
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Total Signatures Not Registered on the

Date Signed 714
Total Signatures marked Non-Existent 271
or Out of County

Total Signatures Illegible 72
Total Signatures where data omitted 237
Total Signatures deemed forgeries 568
Total Signatures marked duplicates 168
Total Signatures withdrawn by 791
Candidate at hearing _

Total Signatures Blacklined Prior to 291
Submission by Candidate

Total Signatures Stricken 7516
Total Signatures Valid : 3278

CONCLUSIONS

1. This Judge reviewed a total of 10;,794 signatures.
2. After reviewing the 10,794 signatures this Judge finds that
10,794 Signatures Revieweéd
7,516 Signatures Stricken
3,278 Signatures Valid
3. With respect to Mr. Justice Saylor’s concurring and dissenting
opinion in In re Nomination Papers of Nader, __ Pa. __,  A2d___ (No. 171
MM 2004, filed October 1, 2004), directing that we consider grounds for striking
signatures other than the fact that the electors are not registered, we report that the
following signatures were stricken only on the grounds that the elector was not
registered (2,304) (however, the Court does not make the corollary finding that all
of the electors were subsequently validly registered), not registered at the address

at the time of signing (2,100), and was not registered at the time of signing (714).
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The specific page numbers and line numbers are set forth in the exhibit marked
President Judge Colins Nader Summary Totals.

In addition, this Court wishes to commend Basil Culyba, Esquire,
admitted pro hac vice, who represented candidatesi commencing October 1, 2004
for showing the highest standards of professionalism and integrity. Mr. Culyba’s
conduct, legal knowledge, and ethics, as well asi those of objectors’ attorney,

Gregory Harvey, are of the highest caliber ever witnessed by this Judge.

COURT CONSOLIDATED FINDINGS and CONCLUSIONS
1. The President Judge finds that the Candidates and Objectors,

particularly in the nomination papers denominated the “Allegheny Petitions”
entered vatious stipulations relating to withdrawn signatures. The President Judge
finds that the total number of signatures submitted on the Candidates nomination
papers equals 51,273, 1,119 less than the recorded by the Department of State.

2. The President Judge incorporates all findings and conclusions
of the Judges of this Court which and sets forth that the totals for all nomination

papers ar¢ as follows:

Total Signatures Not Registered 7506
Total Signatures Registered After the 1470
Date of Signing

Total Signatures Not Registered at the 6411
Address

Total Signatures Data Omitted 1869
Total Signatures Information Written in 7851
the Hand of Another

Total Signatures Printed 8
Total Signatures Illegible 166
Total Signatures Forged 687
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Total Signatures Nicknames or Initials 32

Total Signatures Duplicates 1087
Total Signatures Affidavit Probléms 1855
Total Signatures Other 3513
Total Signatures Reviewed 51273
Total Signatures Stricken 32455
Total Signatures Valid 18818

3. After reviewing the 51,273 signatures this Court finds that
51,273 Signatures Reviewed
32,455 Signatures Stricken
18,818 Signatures Valid
4, With respect to Mr. Justice Saylor’s concurring and dissenting.
opinion in In re Nomination Papers of Nader, __Pa. _ ,  A2d___ (No. 171
MM 2004, filed October 1, 2004), directing that we consider grounds for striking:
signatures other than the fact that the electors are nét registered, we report that the
following signatures were stricken solely on the grounds that the elector was not
registered at the time of signing (1,470), and that adding this number to the valid
signatures would still leave the candidates 5,409 short. The specific page numbers
and line numbers are set forth in the exhibit marked President Judge Colins Nader:

Summary Totals,

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, the President Judge must state that that he has served:
longer on the Commonwealth Court than any other Judge in the Court’s history

and, as a result thereof, has reviewed more nomination petitions than any other
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Judge in the Court’s history. I am compelled to! emphasize that this signature
gathering process was the most deceitful and fraudulent exercise ever perpetrated:
upon this Court. The conduct of the Candidates, through their representatives (not.
their attorneys), shocks the conscience of the Court. In reviewing signatures, it
became apparent that in addition to signing names such as “Mickey Mouse,” “Fred
Flintstone,” “John Kerry,” and the ubiquitous “Ralph Nader,” there were thousands
of names that were created at random and then randomly assigned either existent or
non-existent addresses by the circulators.

A detailed line-by-line breakdown of the pages and lines reviewed and
the reasons for disqualification has been prepared by each judge and follows.

Accordingly, the Court enters the following

ORDER

AND NOW this 13™ day of October 2004, upon consideration of the:
Petitioner’s Petition to set aside the nomination papers of Ralph Nader and Peter:
Miguel Camejo for the Office of President and Vice-President in the General:
Election of November 2, 2004 and the hearings related thereto conducted
throughout the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, we find as follows: that the.
number of signatures required on the nomination papers for the office of President
and Vice-President is 25,697 (25 P.S. §2911). The¢ nomination papers consist of
51,273 signatures. Based on the evidence presented by Petitioner at the hearings,
and the parties’ various  stipulations, the Court:concludes that 18,818 valid’

signatures were submitted; therefore, the nomination papers contained 6,879
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signatures less than the required 25,697 signatures. iAccordingly, the petition to set
aside is GRANTED.

Further, the Secretary of the Commonwealth is directed not to certify
the names of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel Caméjo as candidates for President

and Vice-President of the United States in the November 2, 2004 general election.

(o= fiz St

}AMES GARDNER COLINS, President Judge
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Petition to allow Ralph Nader on
the November Ballot

We’re hiring RIGHT NOW! To qualify, you must be
EITHER: Registered to Vote in Pennsylvania; OR you
must have been a resident of the state for at least 30
days and otherwise be eligible to register to vote. (US
Citizen--Pennsylvania Resident--atlleast 18 years old) -

We pay Daily Cash Advances! Paid by signature!

We hire 7 days per wéek: Monday thru Friday 9am till
S5pm; on Saturdays and Sundays 12noon till. Spim.

Call or just come in: 215-552-8572
1535 Chestnut Suite 100 (2™ floor)
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Percent of reviewed lines stricken
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Information written in hand of anothe

Percent of reviewed lines stricken
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Colins 2304 714 2100 237 72 568 0 168 1353 7516 3278 10794 69.63%
McGinley & Pellegrini| 1988 325 1425 | 1132 | 1317 111 48 426 6772 5672 12444 54.42%
Smith-Ribner 1173 68 1548 180 4506 338 873 751 9437 3381 12818 73.62%
Friedman 183 9 22 9 13 0 4 0 0 0 240 909 1149 20.89%
Leadbetter (Mont] 342 13 16 21 5 5 0 0 0 402 588 990 40.61%
Leadbetter (Phila) 486 119 555 85 368 0 55 0 0 0 0 12 1680 2040 3720 45.16%
Cohn Jubelirer 12 1 4 0 0 1 3 22 5 48 162 210 22.86%
Simpson 23 2 7 1 0 1 0 1 82 3 120 135 255 47.06%
Kelley 121 9 36 23 3 0 0 0 2 4 51 10 259 632 891 29.07%
Kelley (Phila) 238 142 394 10 17 0 21 0 5 7 222 914 1970 948 2713 72.61%
Flaherty 358 1 23 18 0 3 0 0 13 0 14 0 430 522 952 45.17%
Mirarchi 240 65 255 141 1627 0 7 5 0 521 554 23 3438 270 3708 92.72%
Jiuliante 38 2 26 12 0 0 0 11 1 37 16 143 273 416 34.38%
Unchallenged 0 8 8 0.00%
TOTALS 7506 | 1470 | 6411 | 1869 | 7851 8 166 687 32 1087 | 1855 | 3513 32455 18818 51273 63.30%




President Judge Colins Page Summary Totals for Ralph Nader Nomination Papers*

Withdrawn

Blacklined By

: : Non-Existent . Total
Not Not Registered at the | Not Registered . Data . by Candidate . Total . Total %
Page No. Registered Address on Date Signed AekiEEsiotier | IS Omitted FeigEy) | PUEEE Candidate Prior to SUEE Valid Review Struck
County o . ed
at Heariing | Submission

1

2

3

4 16 21 10 0 0 7 0 0 1 55 49 104

5 29 16 6 1 1 8 0 0 61 49 110

6 18 10 6 3 0 3 0 0 23 63 17 80

7 0 0

8 14 4 5 3 1 2 2 0 31 16 47

9 53 20 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 76 24 100
10 0 0
11 23 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 20 48
12 27 10 0 4 2 2 0 0 45 55 100
13 15 12 3 0 0 2 0 0 32 18 50
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 100 100
15 43 34 7 3 0 1 0 0 88 22 110
16 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 100 100
17 31 30 1 0 0 12 2 0 76 34 110
18 28 26 14 0 0 2 0 0 1 71 39 110
19 0 0
20 0 0
21 0 0
22 23 23 4 0 0 5 0 0 2 57 53 110
23 0 0
24 0 0
25 0 0
26 0 0
27 0 0
28 0 0
29 0 0
30 0 0
31 0 0
32 0 0

*Individual Page and Line Review Follows as Appendix A (507pages)




President Judge Colins Page Summary Totals for Ralph Nader Nomination Papers*
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*Individual Page and Line Review Follows as Appendix A (507pages)




President Judge Colins Page Summary Totals for Ralph Nader Nomination Papers*

. : Non-Existent Withdrawn Blagkllned Total
Not Not Registered at the | Not Registered . Data . Prior to . Total . Total %
Page No. : : Address/Out of | lllegible : Forgery | Duplicate By . Stricken . Review
Registered Address on Date Signed Omitted : Submission Valid Struck
County Candidate . ed
by Candidates
65 15 38 4 3 2 62 32 94
66 24 22 9 1 2 2 60 40 100
67 18 30 11 1 1 1 62 38 100
68 35 19 11 3 1 5 14 2 90 20 110
69 7 8 3 2 20 13 33
70 4 6 4 1 2 9 26 20 46
71 11 36 8 6 3 64 45 109
72 13 29 17 2 1 1 63 47 110
73 9 12 6 3 30 14 44
74 22 29 10 7 4 3 5 80 30 110
75 10 5 1 16 34 50
76 0 0
77 17 10 15 3 4 19 68 42 110
78 6 8 3 1 18 12 30
79 8 11 2 0 1 1 0 0 7 30 5 35
80 27 9 6 0 0 2 0 0 44 22 66
81 9 18 7 6 0 1 0 1 42 38 80
82 17 15 1 2 0 0 0 0 6 41 23 64
83 6 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 21 32 53
84 7 5 1 1 0 2 1 0 17 13 30
85 110 110 110
86 0 0
87 7 20 17 2 0 1 0 0 47 30 77
88 9 16 2 1 0 3 0 0 13 44 24 68
89 29 17 10 11 4 6 0 0 8 85 25 110
90 18 11 8 10 0 6 0 0 53 49 102
91 8 5 13 37 50
92 28 18 6 3 0 1 0 0 56 5 61
93 100 100 100
94 6 15 7 8 0 1 0 0 2 39 24 63
95 21 17 13 1 3 1 0 0 56 47 103
96 26 8 12 4 0 2 1 0 1 54 19 73

*Individual Page and Line Review Follows as Appendix A (507pages)




President Judge Colins Page Summary Totals for Ralph Nader Nomination Papers*

. . Non-Existent A Blagklined Total
Page No. NOI NOLREGSEER RGNS || Mot Reg|s.tered Address/Out of | lllegible Dgta Forgery | Duplicate By Prlqr t(.) Stricken TOt?I Review UG
Registered Address on Date Signed Omitted Candidate | Submission Valid Struck
County . . ed
at Hearing |by Candidates

97 0 66 66

98 32 9 1 0 0 1 0 0 43 10 53

99 35 24 8 4 1 5 0 1 1 79 22 101
100 13 21 2 0 0 2 1 0 39 21 60
101 109 109 1 110
102 12 14 12 4 0 4 0 0 46 24 70
103 0 0
104 0 0
105 0 0
106 0 0
107 0 0
108 0 0
109 0 0
110 0 0
111 0 0
112 0 0
113 0 0
114 0 0
115 84 84 0 84
116 59 37 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 99 1 100
117 37 20 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 58 16 74
118 25 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 29 65
119 38 30 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 74 26 100
120 21 45 10 5 2 1 0 1 0 8 93 7 100
121 8 16 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 31 22 53
122 0 0
123 0 0
124 0 0
125 0 0
126 0 0
127 14 27 7 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 52 48 100
128 4 4 106 110

*Individual Page and Line Review Follows as Appendix A (507pages)




President Judge Colins Page Summary Totals for Ralph Nader Nomination Papers*
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*Individual Page and Line Review Follows as Appendix A (507pages)




President Judge Colins Page Summary Totals for Ralph Nader Nomination Papers*

. . Non-Existent A Blagklined Total
Page No. NOI NOLREGSEER RGNS || Mot Reg|s.tered Address/Out of | lllegible Dgta Forgery | Duplicate By Prlqr t(.) Stricken TOt?I Review UG
Registered Address on Date Signed Omitted Candidate | Submission Valid Struck
County . . ed
at Hearing |by Candidates
161 24 23 6 5 3 0 0 7 0 2 70 14 84
162 41 41 0 41
163 76 76 0 76
164 59 59 0 59
165 0 0
166 0 0
167 0 0
168 0 0
169 0 0
170 0 0
171 0 0
172 0 0
174 5 0 0 2 1 8 37 45
173 23 20 5 0 0 9 0 3 0 0 60 50 110
175 10 4 1 15 18 33
176 6 12 2 0 0 0 0 1 21 10 31
177 34 23 12 1 0 0 0 12 0 6 88 17 105
178 24 24 8 0 5 2 0 2 0 2 67 33 100
179 22 10 4 1 0 0 4 0 0 1 42 12 54
180 34 35 9 12 2 1 1 3 0 0 97 13 110
181 8 4 1 4 0 1 0 3 0 0 21 10 31
182 7 9 4 3 0 0 0 4 0 4 31 19 50
183 31 25 4 5 5 0 0 15 0 6 91 10 101
184 19 35 6 4 1 4 1 2 0 5 77 33 110
185 35 15 14 6 6 3 0 11 0 0 90 10 100
186 12 7 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 24 10 34
187 3 17 7 2 0 2 0 7 0 4 42 13 55
188 0 0
189 30 10 8 12 1 0 0 2 0 11 74 26 100
190 21 25 13 1 15 8 83 17 100
191 6 10 4 3 23 48 71
192 17 8 1 4 3 12 45 51 96

*Individual Page and Line Review Follows as Appendix A (507pages)




President Judge Colins Page Summary Totals for Ralph Nader Nomination Papers*

. . Non-Existent A Blagklined Total
Page No. NOI NOLREGSEER RGNS || Mot Reg|s.tered Address/Out of | lllegible Dgta Forgery | Duplicate By Prlqr t(.) Stricken TOt?I Review UG
Registered Address on Date Signed Omitted Candidate | Submission Valid Struck
County . . ed
at Hearing |by Candidates
193 18 39 13 11 6 3 90 20 110
194 43 17 5 1 1 12 14 93 14 107
195 11 24 6 6 4 10 5 66 44 110
196 6 13 4 1 8 4 36 15 51
197 8 8 6 6 2 1 31 22 53
198 0 0
199 25 30 1 1 1 58 52 110
200 1 15 6 1 8 4 35 1 36
201 36 26 9 1 72 38 110
202 51 20 4 10 2 3 2 92 18 110
203 7 17 12 1 4 41 69 110
204 87 87 13 100
205 2 17 4 1 7 2 5 38 31 69
206 8 26 4 1 0 5 0 0 0 7 51 40 91
207 8 19 7 1 0 3 0 5 0 7 50 53 103
208 17 19 2 0 0 1 1 2 0 9 51 15 66
209 6 24 4 4 0 4 0 2 0 1 45 15 60
210 37 23 11 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 74 26 100
211 15 10 1 3 0 4 0 2 0 1 36 5 41
212 27 12 1 1 0 2 0 10 0 9 62 8 70
213 3 21 1 25 25 50
214 64 64 0 64
215 53 39 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 98 7 105
216 7 13 20 5 25
217 4 19 9 1 1 1 1 22 58 13 71
218 110 110 0 110
219 5 8 1 3 1 18 6 24
220 0 0
221 2 1 3 3 6
222 36 29 9 8 1 4 87 23 110
223 44 21 14 3 2 5 89 21 110
224 29 30 1 1 0 7 0 3 0 1 72 38 110

*Individual Page and Line Review Follows as Appendix A (507pages)




President Judge Colins Page Summary Totals for Ralph Nader Nomination Papers*

Withdrawn

Blacklined

. . Non-Existent . Total
Not Not Registered at the | Not Registered . Data . By Prior to . Total . Total %
Page No. Registered Address on Date Signed AekiEEsiotier | IS Omitted FeigEy) | PUEEE Candidate | Submission SUEE Valid Review Struck
County . . ed
at Hearing |by Candidates
225 0 0
226 87 87 0 87
227 88 88 0 88
228 41 20 2 8 71 29 100
229 53 17 70 30 100
230 82 82 0 82
TOTAL 2304 2100 714 271 72 237 568 168 791 291 7516 3278| 10794| 0.696313

*Individual Page and Line Review Follows as Appendix A (507pages)




IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Migues Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President
in the General Election of November 2,

2004
No. 568 M.D. 2004

Filed: October 12, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.

O'Connell,
Petitioners

BEFORE: HONORABLE DORIS A. SMITH-RIBNER, Judge

Eleven days of hearings were conducted from September 27, 2004
through and including Saturday, October 9, 2004 on challenges filed by Petitioners
(hereafter Objectors) to the Nomination Papers of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel
Camejo as Candidates of an Independent Political Body for President and Vice
President of the United States, respectively. Candidates seek Pennsylvania ballot
status in the General Election scheduled for November 2, 2004. This writer heard
challenges to signature lines in pages contained in Volumes C and D of Exhibit 1
to Objectors' petition to Set aside the nbmination papers (Philadelphia nomination
pages). Volumes C and D contained 159 pages: 258 - 270, 300 - 353 (303
omitted), 355 - 374, 376 - 393, 395 - 417, 419 - 427, 429 - 430, 456 - 466 and 480 -
489, with appropriate gaps for those circulated elsewhere. The signature lines for

these volumes totaled 12,818, including those struck by the Secretary of State.'

'Wolumes A and B were assigned to President Judge James Gardner Colins. Volume E
was assigned to Judge Bonnie B. Leadbetter and Volume F to Senior Judge James R. Kelly.



Hearings were conducted in Courtroom B created at the facilities of
the Philadelphia Coﬁnty Board of Elections, Voter Registration Division, located at
540 Delaware Avenue, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, from September 27, 2004
through October 7, and at the CommonWealth Court Courtroom located in the
Widener Building, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, on October 8 and 9. Hearings
generally began at 9:30 a.m. and adjourned 9 to 12 hours later on any given day.

On Monday, September 27, 2004, a three-judge panel of the Court
(President Judge Colins, Judge Smith-Ribner an Senior Judge Charles P. Mirarchi)
convened a hearing for the sole purpose of taking testimony from Mr. Robert Lee,
Voter Registration Administrator, in connection with his office's review of voter
registration records pursuant to the September 20, 2004 order of this Court. On
Wednesday, September 29, 2004, the three-judge panel convened another hearing,
at Candidates' request, for the purpose of taking testimony from Mr. Dan Martino,
who serves as the campaign coordinator for "Nader 2004." Their testimony was
incorporated into all hearing transcripts for the Philadelphia nominating pages.
Ms. Dale Fries, Acting Supervisor of the Imaging Unit of the Voter Registration
Division, testified in Courtroom B on October 6 and on October 7, 2004 regarding
her supervisory functions in connection with the review of voter records, including
deleted data files, in connection with the Court's September 2004 order.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS (PHILADELPHIA)
(A)

1. Mr. Lee credibly testified regarding his office's review of all

registration-related challenges to the nomination papers, and he indicated his
availability along with other supervisory staff, Mrs. Dale Fries and Mr. Gregory

Irving, to testify in each of the courtrooms created for these hearings.



2. Mr. Lee credibly testified regarding the duties and functions of
his office as well as his daily oversight of the operations of his office, the current
status and accuracy of voter registration records maintained in the voter
registration division's files, the determination of voter eligibility to vote and his
knowledge of compliance with state and federal voting laws.

3. Mr. Lee described in great detail the computer system that the
voter registration division utilized as well as its date of installation and the
stringent internal security controls in place, which limit access to voter registration
records only to authorized personnel. He reviewed procedures for data entry of
voter registration records and the multi-step process for completing this function

and verifying the reliability and accuracy of the process.

4. Mr. Lee testified that he reviewed this Court's September 20,
2004 order directing a review of voter registration records in conjunction with the
objections, and he explained the process for his office's review of voter records
related to registration challenges to Philadelphia nominating pages. He noted the
availability of 12 to 14 staff persons working in some cases of up to 18-hour days
to facilitate the review of voter records with representatives of Objectors and
Candidates.

5. Mr. Lee meticulously detailed the process followed by hisl
office in preparing the Report identified as Court Exhibit 1, which included an
Excel spread sheet prepared solely by Mr. Lee showing a compilation of the
review of Philadelphia nominating pages' registration-related challenges, along
with supporting worksheets. Court Exhibit 1 represents a compilation of the

number of signers who listed a non-existent address or resided out of the county

(NA/OC), who were not registered (NR), who were not registered at the address



listed (NA), who were not registered at the date of signing (NRDS) or who were
determined to be registered voters (RV). See Court Exhibit 1 (Volumes C/D),
October 7, 2004. Mr. Lee described the added step of reviewing deleted data files
for signers not registered on the date of signing.

6. Mr. Lee's testimony was credible as to the reliability of the
voter registration record system that is maintained by his office, the procedures
followed for complying with the Court's September 2004 order and his assessment
of the accuracy of the Report that he prepared to comply with the order. |

7. Candidates were given multiple opportunities to review voter
registration records and to obtain assistance from Mr. Lee's staff during the review
process. Mr. Lee and Mrs. Fries reported to the Court and to counsel in open court
on various occasions that staff would be made available to assist Candidates’
counsel or any of their volunteers from 8:30 a.m. each day until 9:30 p.m. on most
days and until midnight on several days. Stéff was made available also to assist
any of the parties or their representatives in reviewing deleted data files in an effort
to ascertain the status of signers recorded as not registered on the date of signing.

8. Ms. Fries described the extensive multi-step process in place
for data-entry staff verification of the accuracy of voter information entered into
the computers and the process for assigning voter registration numbers to persons
who register to vote. She explained the instructions given to staff for their review
of voter records in this case, see Court Exhibit 2, and she detailed her review of
deleted data files to ascertain whether further voter information existed regarding
electors who were reported as not registered on the date of signing. Thereafter,

Ms. Fries provided a thorough analysis of the results contained in Court Exhibit 1

for Volumes C and D.



0. Mr. Martino was engaged by the campaign on June 18, 2004,
when the campaign had gathered only 1500 signatures. He provided testimony
regarding the campaign's signature gathering process and the campaign's review of
that process before filing the nomination papers with the Secretary of State.
Regarding the review of voter records, Mr. Martino asserted that the search was
incomplete as he was unaware of the deleted data file and that a thorough search
could not be performed if all of the signatures are not viewed in this file.

10.  On July 5, 2004, at Mr. Martino's behest, the Washington, D.C.
campaign headquarters engaged Mr. John Slevin, owner of a petition circulation
company, to conduct the signature gathering process. Mr. Slevin paid individuals
cash advances at the end of each day to gather signatures on the nomination pages,
see Objector Exh. 2, and when it came to Mr. Martino's attention that fraud was
occurring in this process he informed Mr. Slevin, who already was aware that
problems existed with some of the circulators. |

11.  Mr. Martino actually observed circulators signing the pages
multiple times, and he stated that the campaign attempted to get rid of some of the
bad pages either by not filing them or by drawing lines through forged names and
crossing out duplicates. See, e.g., Objectors' Exhs. 4A-4B. In one instance, he
crossed out 104 of 110 lines on page 558 because of forgeries. Objectors' Exh. 5A.

12.  The Philadelphia nomination pages show in countless instances
evidence of pervasive or massive and wholesale fraud and forgery and other
irregularities throughout nomination pages. See, e.g., Nomination page 267.

13. The evidence of fraud and forgery was established, inter alia,

by testimony from Ms. J. Wright Leonard and Mr. William J. Kelly, experts in



forensic document examination and handwriting analysis called as witness for
Objectors.

14. The evidence included, among other things, evidence of
individuals who evidently took turns signing names in cursive, printing the names
in the printed name column and inserting addresses and dates; evidence of a series
-~ or pattern of cursive signatures, printed names, addresses and numerous telephone
numbers inserted in one hand; evidence of obviously fictitious or non-existent
residential addresses, including but not limited to downtown Philadelphia office
buildings and other facilities; evidence of disguised signatures throughout
numerous pages; evidence indicating that one person filled in all of the dates on an
entire side or sides of a page; evidence of "frequent" signers throughout the pages;
and evidence of specific circulators who submitted pages that clearly were the

product of fraud.

15. Through various legal representatives, Candidates conceded on
many occasions that Objectors' evidence demonstrated fraudulent conduct by some
of the circulators or signers during the signature gathering process as well as
forgeries and repetitive signing of the nomination papers by particular individuals.

16. Because Candidates' agents had notice of such conduct prior to
filing the nomination papers, Candidates likewise had notice.

(B)

1. Senior Judge Mirarchi issued an interim adjudication and order
on October 7, 2004 striking duplicate signatures from nomination pages included
in Volumes C and D, more fully set forth below and adjusted accordingly in the

final rulings made regarding these volumes.



2. Senior Judge Mirarchi issued another order on October 8, 2004
striking nomination pages 399 (83 lines) and 461 (58 lines) because they were not
in the hand of the electors whose names appeared on the pages and nomination
pages 322 (51 lines) and 489 (80 lines) because Candidates withdrew the

nomination pages with prejudice due to the number of irregularities appearing in

those pages.
©)
L. Objectors initially presented evidence of the global challenges
raised to the nomination pages, including, inter alia, objections based on claims of
defective notarization or circulator affidavit and on claims of fraud and forgery and

other irregularities. The specific evidence related to these challenges is contained

in the record.

2. Counsel stipulated many of the strikes by the Secretary of State
where challenged, and when counsel could not stipulate the Court heard evidence
on the challenge or took judicial notice where the defect was apparent on its face.

3. Once Mr. Lee's Report was completed for Volumes C and D
and Court Exhibit 1 was formally moved for admission into the record, Objectors
then presented their registration-related challenges to the nomination pages.

4. Counsel for Objectors and Candidates entered into a stipulation
identified as "Joint Exhibit 1," admitted into the record on October 8, 2004. The
Joint Exhibit includes a listing for the majority of the nomination pages of all of
the registration-related challenges that Objectors raised. Several pages were not
included either because the parties could not agree or because they decided not to
review the pages in light of the extraordinary time constraints imposed upon all

participants to these proceedings. The Joint Exhibit was formulated based upon



counsel's review of Court Exhibit 1, and it includes another listing "IDF=NRA"
intended by counsel to refer to voters who were located in the deleted data file but
who Candidates acknowledge were not registered at the address listed.

5. Objectofs then moved the Court to strike all registration-related
challenges to the signature lines in the nomination pages from Volumes C and D
that were identified in the Joint Exhibit, and upon review of the parties' stipulation
as to the preparation of this document and the limitations therein along with the
objections stated for the record by Candidates, the Court granted Objectors’ motion

to strike all of the lines so identified in the Joint Exhibit.

6. Candidates raised objections throughout the hearings, among
other matters, to the Court's consideration of Objectors' challenges to lines where,
for example, the elector was not registered on the date he or she signed the
nomination page but was registered at some later date; where the elector listed an
out-of-county residence but nevertheless resided in Pennsylvania; where the elector
listed an address identified as a homeless shelter although clearly no signature was
invalidated for that reason; where the elector appeared by his or her signature to be
elderly or disabled; or where the elector's residence in the voter registration records
did not match the address listed on the nomination page. Candidates raised global
objections to the creation of the Report (Court Exhibit 1) by elections officials.
Candidates also claimed that they were prevented from adequately reviewing voter
registration records despite repeated offers made by Mr. Lee and by Ms. Fries to
make themselves available along with many other staff as often as 7 days per
week, beginning at 8:30 a.m. and ending as late as midnight on some days, to assist

Candidates in their review of voter registration records in general and the deleted

data files in particular.



(D)

1. Based upon the credible evidence of record the Court concludes
that Objectors met their burden to prove a substantial portion of their challenges to
Candidates' nomination pages as more fully set forth hereafter.

2. Where a particular signature line was struck at hearing and it
was included as well in the Joint Exhibit or among the duplicates, it was counted -
only once as being struck. The listing hereafter uses underscoring to identify the
entries that were not counted more than once. Due to time constraints, Objectors

rested on the Joint Exhibit and/or duplicates for their remaining challenges to

nomination pages not presented at hearing.

3. The rulings for each nomination page include the identification
of each page number challenged, the total number of lines for each page, the lines
struck at hearing based on the global and/or fraud and forgery related challenges or
other irregularities, the lines struck due to registration-related challenges pursuant
to the parties' Joint Exhibit, identification of the lines struck due to duplicate
signatures pursuant to Senior Judge Mirarchi's October 7, 2004 order, the total tally
for each category and, finally, the total tally for valid signatures remaining on each

nomination page. The Court hereby makes the following rulings:

Page 258 (50 lines) 21 valid

Struck at Hearing: (9/28) 10, 11, 12, 13, 46, 47 : (6)
(10/4)1, 2, 5, 18, 28, 29, 30, 36, 37, 39-42, 47 (14)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 12,42

NRA 2,4,5,18,28,29,30,36,37,39.40

NRDS 9 not otherwise listed

IDF =NRA 1 6+ 14 + 9 = 29 struck

Duplicates: 3,4,6,7,19, 20 50 lines — 29 struck = 21 valid



Page 259 (54 lines) 21 valid

Struck at Hearing: 22, 24-27, 32-34, 36, 41, 48-50, 54, 55 (15)
2,3,5,10,12, 15,21, 23, 30, 31, 37, 40, 43, 46, 47,

, 48,52,53 (15)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 24,25,26,32,33,34,36,54
NR 3,21,23,30
NRA 2.5,12,37,40,43, 46,52, 55
NRDS 19 3 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 15+ 15+ 3 =33 struck
Duplicates: 1,4 ' 54 lines — 33 struck =21 valid
Page 260 (100 lines) 42 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1, 2, 6, 11, 33, 34, 58, 61, 62, 64, 73-76, 82, 84, 85 (17)
3-5,7-9, 14-17, 23, 24, 32, 38, 43-49, 51-53, 59,

67-69, 72, 78,79, 82, 83, 87, 90, 91, 95, 97, 98, 100 (40)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS 1 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 17 +40 + 1 =58 struck

Duplicates: 31 100 lines — 58 struck = 42 valid

Page 261 (52 lines) 20 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-3, 6, 7, 10, 31-32, 40, 41, 50 (11)
8,12,14, 15,17, 19 2u, 21,22,25,28,29, 30, 33,
3,43,4,4,49 - (19)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: '

NA/OC 1.2.3,8.29. 30,49

NR 10,12,20,21,22,31,44

NRA 14, 15,17,25.28,32,33,43,46

NRDS 2 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 11+ 19+ 2 =32 struck

Duplicates: 23,24 52 Lines — 32 struck = 20 valid

Page 262 (102 lines) 36 valid

Struck at Hearing: 24, 31, 35, 46, 51, 58, 59, 73, 81-84, 95, 96 (14)

14589 13 1522252729 32 34 36, 39, 40, 45,
52,55, 56, 61 63 65,70-72,75, 77, 78 85- 89, 91, 92, 101,

10



102 | 47)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
NR

NRA

NRDS
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

Page 263
Struck at Hearing:

5,9,16,19, 21,32, 39,40, 55, 63, 65, 72, 77, 82, 86, 95, 98,

99, 101, 102
1.4,8,13. 15, 17182027282936455261 70,71, 75,

78, 85,87, 88,91, 96

34,56 5 not otherwise listed
22,25,35,89,92 14 +47 + 5 = 66 struck

30 102 lines — 66 struck = 36 valid
(102 lines) 37 valid

10, 25 35, 36, 38,39, 41, 48, 49, 57, 57, 84-86, 88, 98-100

(18)
7-9, 11-16, 20-23, 26-33, 37, 40, 44, 52, 53, 55, 56, 60,
62. 63, 65-67, 69, 75, 78.80, 87, 90, 91, 92, 93, 102 (44)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
NR
NRA

NRDS
IDF=NRA
Duplicates:

Page 264

Struck at

VI AL L

CD
-
R

Joint Exhibit No. 1

01‘11’\(\"
CLE .

NA/OC
NR

NRA
NRDS
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

Page 265

Struck at Hearing:

37,57
11,26, 55, 60, 78
9, 10, 15, 20, 21, 27, 30, 39, 40, 44, 49, 52, 54, 58, 65, 67,

7,
8,
75,79, 80, 85,91, 93, 98, 99
62

3 not otherwise listed

12.28.32.33.40.87.90,96 18 +44 +3 =65 struck
102 lines — 65 struck = 37 valid

(57 lines) 15 valid

2,6-9, 11, 13,19-26, 31, 32, 34, 36, 39-44, 46, 51, 54, 55, 57
(30)

1,2,3,8, 29,30, 49

10,12, 20,21,22,31,44

14, 15,17, 25, 28, 32, 33, 43, 46

(105 lines) 3 valid

1-26, 28-51, 53-67, 69-105 ’ (102)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

11



NR 4,5.8,10,18,19,23. 24, 26, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 36, 38, 50,
51,57,58, 61,63, 66, 67, 69. 70, 75, 76. 79, 80, 85, 86, 89, 90,
91,94, 95,97, 99,101, 102, 105

NRA 9,20, 31, 35,37,.39. 40, 43. 46,48, 64, 65,72, 74, 82, 83, 92,
93,100

NRDS 0 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 14 105 lines — 102 struck = 3 valid

Duplicates: 1,2.7,12.49,71,77, 87,103 ' '

Page 266 (52 lines) 21 valid

Struck at Hearing: 4, 8, 13, 26, 32, 39, 47 (7)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 21,28, 33, 40

NR 11, 12,24, 30,52

NRA 3,5,6,10, 16,20, 22, 38, 45, 46, 48, 50

NRDS ' 24 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 2,14,15 7 + 24 = 31 struck

Duplicates: 52 lines — 31 struck =21 valid

Page 267 (51 lines) 2 valid

Struck at Hearing: 7-9, 11-15, 17-29, 31-41, 45, 47-51 (38)
3-6, 10, 16, 30, 42-44, 46 (11)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 3,11, 12, 13, 15,17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 33,
34,36,37,38,40,49. 51

NRA 5,6,7,.8,10,14, 25,32, 35,39,42, 44, 45, 47, 48, 50

NRDS

IDF = NRA 38 + 11 =49 struck

Duplicates: 51 lines — 49 struck = 2 valid

Page 268 (110 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-110 (110)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC '

NR 6, 7. 10, 11, 12,29, 22. 24, 26, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 38, 40, 42,
' 43.5459. 67, 70,76.77,78.79. 81, 82, 87,89, 91, 102, 109

NRA 2.8.13,14,27.30.35,37,45,46. 47,48, 49, 50, 51, 62, 63,

64,71, 74.75. 80, 83, 85, 86, 88, 92, 95, 96, 97, 101, 105, 108
NRDS 18

12



IDF = NRA 16,36, 39,44, 53, 56, 65 110 lines — 110 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates: 1,3.4.9.15,23.41,52.100,106, 110

Page 269 (101 lines) 5 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-5, 7, 8, 10-13, 18-39, 41, 44, 46, 48-54, 56-59, 63-67,
69-71, 73, 75, 77-80, 83-94, 97, 98, 100 (76)
6,9, 14, 15, 42, 43, 47, 55, 60, 61, 68, 74, 76, 82, 95,
97-100 (19)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 2.41.42.59,63,65,67,70,71,73,77,78,79, 80, 83, 88, &9,
90,91, 92. 97

NR 24.26.31,32. 37,38

NRA 4.6,13,18,20,22.29. 44,50, 60, 61, 68, 74, 82, 87. 93, 95,
98,99, 100

NRDS 23.56,94 1 not otherwise listed

IDF = NRA 7.11,19. 53,55 76 + 19 + 1 =96 struck

Duplicates: 8,9,28.72 101 lines — 96 struck = 5 valid

Page 270 (110 lines) 8 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-7, 9-39, 41-47, 49-53, 55-87, 89-97, 99, 100, 102-108,
110 (102)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 2.3.13,21,28.35,37,38.42,46,79,90,94, 95,102, 110

NRA 4.5.6,9.11,16,17,20.25,27,33,34,39,41,44. 49, 55. 57,
66.71,77.78, 83, 85.89,92.97,99, 100, 103

NRDS 14.32. 64, 65,69

IDF=NRA 45,58

Duplicates: 10, 15,51 110 lines — 102 struck = 8 valid

Page 300 (110 lines) ‘ 3 valid

Struck at Hearing: 7-10, 14-15, 16-17, 19-30, 44-52, 57, 62-63, 67, 69-70,
75-85, 87-90, 95, 97-103, 106-110 (63)
1-6,11-13, 18, 31-42, 53-55, 58-61, 64-66, 71-74, 86,
91-94, 96, 104, 105 (44)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC ‘

NR 4.27.34. 39,40, 41, 45, 47, 48, 53, 55, 58, 62, 64, 70, 75, 79,
85, 86. 87, 89, 90, 93, 94, 95, 96, 99, 100, 102, 103, 106, 109,
110

13



NRA 8,16, 17,19, 20, 25, 26, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 42,
' 44,49, 50, 52, 54, 60, 63, 66, 71, 72. 73, 76, 78, 80, 82, 92, 97,

101, 107

NRDS

IDF=NRA 51 63 + 44 = 107 struck

Duplicates: 2.5,7.9. 84, 88, 98 110 lines — 107 struck = 3 valid

Page 301 (100 lines) 1 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-7, 9-23, 25-60, 62-66, 69-73, 76-78, 80-83, 85-89,
91-93, 95-100 (88)
8,24,61,67,68,74,75,79, 84, 90, 94 (11)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 33,34

NR 34. 36,39, 40, 42,57, 60. 61, 66, 67,69, 70,72, 73, 74,76, 77,
87, 88.90,92, 95,97

NRA 35.37.38. 44,46, 49,51, 54,55, 58. 59, 64,65, 75,78, 82, 86.
91,93, 94, 96, 98, 100

NRDS 47,85 - 88 + 11 =99 struck

IDF=NRA 100 lines — 99 struck = 1 valid

Duplicates: 20. 30, 46, 48. 56, 63, 78,79, 81, 83

Page 302 (110 lines) 5 valid

Struck at Hearing: 6, 7, 10-14, 16, 20, 21, 28, 29, 36, 37, 41, 46, 47, 51-55,
59, 60, 63, 64, 70, 71, 76-79, 82, 89, 91, 92, 94, 95, 104  (39)
1,2,4,5,8,9, 17,19, 22-27, 30-35, 38-40, 42-45, 50,

56, 58, 61, 62, 65, 66, 72, 73, 80, 81, 83-88, 90, 93, 96-103,

105, 110 (60)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC ,

NR 13,21,22.24,27.31,32.33. 34, 37,44, 46, 53, 58, 59, 62, 63,
64, 65,71.72. 86,90, 105

NRA 1,7.12.17.23,26.28.29.30,36,38,39,42,47, 51,52, 54,
56, 66, 78.79. 81. 83. 85,95, 97,98, 107, 108, 110

NRDS 106

IDF=NRA 19, 35. 45,70, 73, 84, 87, 89, 100

5.9.19, 31, 35,36,37.38.40, 42, 43, 44, 48, 50, 54, 57, 58,
69, 73. 83. 88,93, 98, 105, 107 6 not otherwise listed
39 + 60 + 6 = 105 struck

110 lines — 105 struck = 5 valid

Duplicates:

14



Page 304 (63 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-63 (63)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: ~ _

NA/OC 40

NR 4,12,15,16,23,28,39,42, 43,45, 48, 50, 63, 89

NRA 2.3.5,7,10,17.18.19,20,21,25,44,49,51,53.55

NRDS :

IDF=NRA 100 63 lines — 63 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates: 38

Page 305 (100 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-100 : (100)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 18,46

NR 8.10.12.15,17,19.20,21.41,47, 48,49, 50,51, 52, 54, 55,
57.58,60.,61,63.65,68,69,70,71.,72, 74,75, 76, 82, 83, 84,
87, 88, 89,90, 96,97, 100

NRA 4,5.6,7,9.16,25.27,28.29, 31, 32,34, 36,40,42.43. 45,
53.56.59, 62, 64, 66, 67,73.77.79, 80, 81, 85, 86, 92, 93, 94,
95 98,99

NRDS 51

IDF=NRA 28,43 100 lines — 100 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:

Page 306 (54 lines) 1 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-24, 26-28, 30-53 (51

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 15,21,23,26,27,36,37,41,52

NRA 2.8.9.10,11,17,18,24.30,32,32, 33,34, 35,42, 46. 48, 49

NRDS 51

IDF=NRA 28.43

7.8.9.10,11,12,14,19.20, 21, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 39, 40, 44,
47,51,52 2 not otherwise listed

51+ 2 =153 struck

54 lines — 53 struck = 1 valid

Duplicates:

Page 307 (110 lines) 8 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1-44, 47-49, 51-66, 69-95, 97, 98, 100, 102-107, 109, 110 (102)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

15



NA/OC 63,73

NR 2.4,5, 8,18, 29, 40, 66, 69 75,81,82,91,93, 100, 102

NRA 1,6,7.9.12.16,61,71,74,76. 83, 84, 86, 87, 89, 94, 95, 109

NRDS - 23.30

IDF=NRA 15,22, 33,58,77,85 110 lines — 102 struck = 8 valid

Duplicates:

Page 308 (92 lines) 10 valid

Struck at Hearing: 4, 5, 8-10, 12, 13, 15-18, 20-26, 29, 30, 34-36, 38-42, 48-51,
58-62, 67, 70, 76-80, 82, 86-92 (52)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 90, 92

NR 5,7,11,16. 17,24, 29, 52, 53, 55, 56, 60, 61, 62, 67, 68, 69,
: 76,77, 80, 81, 83, 84, 86, 88

NRA 2,3,12, 18232630394344484951 57585964
66, 70,79, 82. 85, 89,91 30 not otherwise listed

NRDS 15 52 + 30 = 82 struck

IDF=NRA 1, 6,38,50 92 lines — 82 struck = 10 valid

Duplicates: 1,2.6,7.18.31,32,33,36,37,40,41, 42,43, 44, 45, 46, 47,
50,51, 65

Page 309 (49 lines) 6 valid

Struck at Hearing: 9-26, 31, 36, 42, 48,50, 51, 101, 102 (26)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: ,

NA/OC 10

NR 7,15,16,17,19, 20, 24,27, 40, 49

NRA 18,22. 26,28, 30, 33, 38,39,43,47,52, 53

NRDS 25 17 noT otherwme listed

IDF=NRA 26 + 17 = 43 struck

Duplicates: 8,9,26.32,35,46,52 49 lines — 43 struck = 6 valid

Page 310 (57 lines) 14 valid

Struck at Hearing: 4, 6, 17, 19-21, 28, 36, 43, 44, 45, 47 (12)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: 31 not otherwise listed

NA/OC 31 : 12 + 31 =43 struck

NR 15, 16, 18, 57 57 lines — 43 struck = 14 valid

NRA 2891314222627303233343842464856

NRDS 25

IDF=NRA

Duplicates: 1,3,4,7,8,10, 19, 21, 24, 25, 28, 39, 41, 48

16



Page 311 (107 lines) 31 valid

Struck at Hearing: 32, 46, 56, 83-85, 95, 98, 99, 107 (10)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 79 ,

NR . 1,4,5,6,9,11, 12,13, 15, 16, 17, 24, 26, 30, 33, 35, 38, 39,

41,42, 43, 47,49, 50, 53, 54, 55, 57, 59, 62, 64, 67, 69, 75, 76,
77,78, 81, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 97, 100, 104, 106

NRA 3, 8,14, 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, 52, 58, 72, 73, 96, 102

NRDS 66 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 10 + 66 = 76 struck

Duplicates: 6 107 lines — 76 struck = 31 valid

- Page 312 (96 lines) 43 valid
Struck at Hearing: 9, 13, 17, 19, 26-29, 35 36, 38-40, 42, 43, 68, 72, 82, 91, 94 (21)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 7, 94
NR 2,610,22,37,44,51,57,61,69, 79, 80, 883
NRA 1,3,7,11,15,16,21,49, 58, 63, 70, 75, 83, 84, 90
NRDS 5 32 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 21+ 32 =53 struck
Duplicates: 86, 90, 93 96 lines — 53 struck = 43 valid
Page 313 (53 lines) 6 valid
Struck at Hearing: 3-6, 14-16, 21, 22, 36, 37, 39-43, 49, 50-52 (20)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC
NR 2,7, 10,20,23,24,25,26,28,29,30,31, 33,34, 35,44, 46
53,54
NRA 8,12,17, 18, 19, 32, 38, 47
NRDS 27 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 20 + 27 =47 struck
Duplicates: 53 lines — 47 struck = 6 valid
Page 314 (100 lines) 60 valid
Struck at Hearing: 5, 6, 8, 9, 29, 41, 52, 65-68, 76, 86, 89, 99, 100 (16)
35, 39 2)
Joint Exhibit No. 1: '
NA/OC 71,79, 99
NR 28,45, 63, 87,95
NRA 1,5.6,8.9,11, 15, 29, 37, 38, 40, 42, 50, 57, 60, 61, 64,70, 76

17



- NRDS - 56 22 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 84 16 +2 + 22 =40 struck
Duplicates: 100 lines — 40 struck = 60 valid

Page 315 (101 lines) 5 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2-5, 9-21, 23, 25-29, 32, 34-41, 43-47, 49-53, 55, 57, 58, 60-65,
67,68,70-101 (88)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 16

NR 1,2.19, 20,35, 51,52

NRA 7,8, 10, 14,15, 17,18, 21, 23, 26, 28, 31, 33, 38, 39, 41, 48,
49. 50 8 not otherwise listed

NRDS 11,30 88 + 8 = 96 struck ,

IDF=NRA 6,12 101 lines — 96 struck = 5 valid

Duplicates: 1.3.6,9,11,16,27,29,30,31,33,36,37, 39,101

Page 316 (48 lines) 5 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2-6, 14-18, 25, 26, 29, 34 (16)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 1,8,9,19,23,30,31, 33, 36, 38, 40, 41, 42, 45, 47

NRA 10, 11, 15, 20, 22, 24,27, 32, 35,37 39, 48

NRDS 27 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 13 16 + 27 =43 struck

Duplicates: 48 lines — 43 struck = 5 valid

Page 317 (92 lines) 76 valid
Struck at Hearing: 4, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 24-26, 30, 34, 43, 57, 58,76, 77 (16)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA 92 lines — 16 struck = 76 valid

Duplicates:

Page 318 (106 lines) 12 valid
Struck at Hearing: 3-8, 10, 12-15, 17, 23,25-32, 35, 38-43, 46, 47, 52, 53, 55-58,
60-63, 65, 67-69, 71-73, 75, 76, 79-106 _ (78)

18



Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 2,19, 20,21, 24, 34, 54, 64

NRA 16, 18, 36, 37,45, 49, 66, 70

NRDS 16 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 78 + 16 = 94 struck

Duplicates: 106 lines — 94 struck = 12 Valid

Page 319 (100 lines) 14 valid
Struck at Hearing: 15-17, 23, 27-29, 35-37, 47, 49, 50, 53, 55, 73, 74, 91, 96,
99, 100 (21)
Joint Exhibit No. 1: ' ,
NA/OC 22,32,60, 63,71
NR 8, 25,31, 34,57, 58, 59, 61, 62, 69, 70, 80, 81, 82, 83, 85, 86,
87, 88,90, 98, 100
NRA 1,2,3,5,7,9,12, 13, 14, 19, 20, 21, 30, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44,
: 45,51, 53, 54, 56, 65, 66, 68, 76, 78, 84, 89, 93, 94, 95
NRDS 65 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 21 + 65 = 86 struck
Duplicates: 4,6,9, 14,33, 36,37, 38, 40, 65 100lines - 86 struck = 14 valid
Page 320 (110 lines) 29 valid
Struck at Hearing: 2-6, 14-18, 25, 26, 29, 34 (16)
Joint Exhibit No. 1: 4 65 not otherwise listed
NA/OC 16 + 65 = 81 struck
NR 110 lines — 81 struck = 29 valid
NRA 1,2,3.6,8 10,11,12, 14,15, 16, 18,20, 25, 28, 29, 30, 35,
36, 39, 43, 46, 48, 49, 51, 54, 59, 60, 61, 64, 66, 67, 73, 74, 82,
84, 86, 87, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 95, 96, 98, 99, 100, 101, 106
NRDS 32,57,72 '
IDF=NRA 9,33,37,38,65,69,70,71
Duplicates: 1,2,11,12,21, 23,29, 33, 36, 38, 44, 48, 50, 51, 53, 57, 63,

69, 76,93, 95,98, 99. 100, 101 106

Page 321 (110 lines) 12 valid

Struck at Hearing: 17, 18, 27, 29, 49, 51, 54-110 (63)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 3,5,6,8, 11,16, 19,21, 24, 25, 28, 33, 34

NR 4,7,12,13, 23, 35, 36, 41, 43

NRA 9, 10, 22, 26, 30, 31, 37, 38, 42, 44, 46, 47
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NRDS 35 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 14 63 + 35 =98 struck
Duplicates: 110 lines — 98 struck = 12 valid

Page 322 (51 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1, 2, 4, 11 13,17, 23, 29, 30, 35, 36, 39, 40, 50 (14)
Joint Exhibit No. 1: _

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA 51 lines — 51 struck = 0 valid
Duplicates: 27.30,36

Page 322 struck in its entirety by stipulation per order of Judge Mirarchi.

Page 323 (60 lines) 14 valid

Struck at Hearing: 13, 18, 35, 39, 48, 54, 56 (7)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 5,6,8,15,16,27,38,42, 44, 50, 57

NR 6, 19 22 23 28 41 42, 43 46 50, 55,57, 58

NRA 9,11, 12, 29, 30, 36 37,45,47, 49,59

NRDS 39 not otherw1se listed

IDF=NRA : 7 +39 =46 struck

Duplicates: 1,2,5,7,59 60 lines — 46 struck = 14 valid

Page 324 (110 lines) valid

Struck at Hearing: 12, 16, 17, 21, 32, 39, 40, 53 63, 64, 90 (11)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 7,8, 10, 15, 23, 25, 26, 27, 30, 33, 48, 56, 60, 62,73, 82, 85,
88 95 96 97 102 103 106 107

NRA 249111319223436495158666770727489
91,92, 93, 94, 99, 100, 101, 104, 105, 109

NRDS 17,20, 29, 31,44

IDF=NRA 3,41, 83

5,7, 19 22.36, 40, 41,42, 45, 48, 63, 65,70, 83, 96, 97, 99.
101 67 not othervwse hsted

11 + 67 =78 struck

110 lines — 78 struck = 32 valid

Duplicates:
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Page 325 (110 lines) 15 valid
Struck at Hearing: 7, 13, 15, 17, 19, 20, 22, 24, 42, 45, 46, 57, 68,70, 71, 76, 82,

103 106 (19)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC '

NR 13568910111214162526272831333437
40, 41, 43, 44, 47,49, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 60, 61, 62, 63, 65,
66, 67,77, 79, 80, 84, 85, 87,90, 91, 92, 95, 97, 98, 99, 100,
101 102 105, 1()7 108, 110

NRA 48, 50, 59 64,69, 72, 73 75,78, 83, 86, 96, 109

NRDS 29 76 not otherw1se listed

IDF=NRA 4 - 19 + 76 = 95 struck

Duplicates: 58,59, 69, 74, 78 110 lines — 95 struck = 15 valid

Page 326 (45 lines) 11 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 3, 24, 27, 28, 36, 40 (7)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: |

NA/OC 27,28

NR 4,5,7,17,18,19, 20,31, 32, 33,37, 39, 42, 45

NRA 12, 14, 16, 21, 22,35,37, 39,45

NRDS 6,11 27 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 30,34 7 + 27 = 34 struck

Duplicates: 45 lines — 34 struck = 11 valid

Page 327 (60 lines) 14 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-3, 10, 16, 28,41, 51, 54, 55 (10)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 5,9,11, 17, 18,22, 24, 30, 32, 33, 34, 37, 39, 42, 43, 44, 46,
48,49, 52,59

NRA 6,7,8,13,14,23,27,31, 47,56, 58, 60

NRDS ,

IDF=NRA 15 36 not otherwise listed

Duplicates: 2.3,4,16,57 10 + 36 = 46 struck

60 lines — 46 struck = 14 valid

Page 328 (65 lines) 5 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1, 2, 11, 12, 15-17, 23, 26-28, 31, 36, 37,39, 48,57,65 (18)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 4, 6,31, 34, 35,36,42, 57, 62, 64, 65
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NR 6,10, 29, 32, 33, 41, 43, 44,45, 52, 53, 55, 56, 61

NRA 5,8, 13 18 21 30 40 46 47 49 60 42 not otherwise listed

NRDS 18+42 60 struck

IDF=NRA 9 65 lines — 60 struck =5 valid

Duplicates: 3,5,12,13,20, 21, 25, 29, 34, 36. 37, 38, 40,41, 49, 50

Page 329 (100 lines) 22 valid

Struck at Hearing: 5, 6, 10-12, 21, 23, 24, 36, 37, 40, 42, 47, 51, 57, 59, 62, 68-70,
72 75 78, 79 81 83 89 95, 98 100 (30)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 3,47, 63,67

NR 2,43, 44, 45, 53, 54, 56, 58, 60, 64, 77, 88, 90, 91, 92, 93, 99

NRA 1,4,7,13, 15,20, 22,26, 29, 30, 35, 38, 46, 49, 76, 81 84, 94

NRDS 48 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 31,61,73, 85,96 30 + 48 = 78 struck

Duplicates: 2.3.6,19,28,80,85,8 100 lines — 78 struck = 22 valid

Page 330 (100 lines) 16 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1, 2, 7, 9, 10, 12, 16-19, 22, 24, 27-29, 32, 33, 38, 40, 42, 44,
45,48, 52,53, 69, 70, 72, 81, 88-90, 94, 96, 100 (35)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 11,18

NR 3,5,6,41, 46,49, 50, 58, 63, 67, 75,77, 78, 82, 86, 90, 93,
95, 98

NRA 13, 14, 15,23, 25, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39,47, 57, 59, 60, 61, 62,
66, 68, 71,73, 74,76, 79, 85,87, 92,97

NRDS 49 not O’fb erwise struck

IDF=NRA 26, 83 35 + 49 = 84 struck

Duplicates: 93 100 lines — 84 struck = 16 valid

Page 331 (53 lines) 5 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1, 3, 4, 5, 10, 12-15, 17-19, 21, 24-26, 28, 30-32, 35, 37, 39-43,
48 53 (30)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 9,11, 29

NR 6,8,9,11,20,31,34,43,49,50

NRA 7,23,33, 36,44, 45,51

NRDS 2 18 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 16 30 + 18 =48 struck

Duplicates: 53 lines — 48 struck = 5 valid

22



Page 332 (104 lines) 40 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1-5, 8,9, 11, 13,20, 31, 32, 36, 37, 47, 53, 59, 63, 71, 81-84,

89, 91 94 99 102 104 (29)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 99
NR 6,23, 25, 48, 69, 96
NRA 10 14 15 16 17 19, 24, 28, 35, 39, 40, 44, 46, 54, 55, 56, 67,
74,77, 88,92,95, 97, 98
NRDS 29 35 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 22,30, 50 29 + 35 = 64 struck
Duplicates: 101 104 lines — 64 struck = 40 valid
Page 333 (103 lines) 49 valid
Struck at Hearing: 26, 27, 37, 38, 44-47, 51, 54, 55, 65, 67-70, 73, 74, 79, 80, 83,
88-90, 93 (26)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 65, 83,90
NR 8,19, 35,49, 78
NRA 4,5,7,16,18,28,33,41,43,52,75, 84, 87 -
NRDS 22,24 28 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 13, 25,59, 66 26 + 28 = 54 struck
Duplicates: 1,2,3,4.59.67. 68,102 103 lines — 54 struck = 49 valid
Page 334 (81 lines) 46 valid
Struck at Hearing: 40, 50-53, 78-81 9)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC
NR 1,4,12,26,29,31,32,46,47,63,73
NRA 20, 21, 28, 33, 34, 41, 43, 48, 65,71, 81
NRDS 27 26 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 16, 25, 80 9 + 26 = 35 struck
Duplicates: 10 81 lines — 35 struck = 46 valid
Page 335 (93 lines) 30 valid
Struck at Hearing: 9, 17, 18, 21-26, 30, 34, 35, 39, 53, 61, 65, 66, 74, 80, 82,
91 (21
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 22.82.91
NR 8, 10, 11, 12, 22, 23, 28, 29, 37, 44, 55, 67, 84, 93
NRA 2345614 15, 1921 33 38, 45 52 57, 58 63, 64, 68,
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70,71,79, 88,90

NRDS 56, 78 42 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 41, 69, 92 21 + 42 = 63 struck

Duplicates: 77, 83, 89 93 lines — 63 struck = 30 valid

Page 336 (110 lines) 47 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-3, 7-10, 15-17, 32-34, 37-40, 42, 44-49, 51, 52, 55-57, 72,73,
75-78, 86-91, 96, 97 (43)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 59, 82

NRA 4,12, 18,19, 23,29, 62, 84, 85,92, 95, 105

NRDS 41 20 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 27,58, 66,79, 100 43 + 20 = 63 struck

Duplicates: 110 — 63 =47 valid

Page 337 (105 lines) 102 valid
Struck at Hearing:
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA 3 not otherwise listed

Duplicates: 1, 7,22 105 lines — 3 struck = 102 valid

Page 338 (51 lines) 20 valid

Struck at Hearing:
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 1,11, 12,13, 18,39

NRA 5,6,8,9, 10, 16,17, 30, 32, 33, 44, 49, 50

NRDS 25 31 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 51 lines — 31 struck = 20 valid
Duplicates: 6,11, 12, 16, 33, 35, 36, 37,38,42,51

Page 339 (53 lines) : 51 valid

Struck at Hearing:
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
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NA/OC
NR
NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS
IDF=NRA 2 not otherwise listed

Duplicates: 1,41 53 lines — 2 struck = 51 valid

Page 340 (45 lines) 15 valid

Struck at Hearing:

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC ,

NR 1,2,3,8, 14, 15, 20, 29, 30, 33, 36, 45

NRA 4,12, 18,19, 22,23, 26,31

NRDS 30 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 11 45 — 30 struck = 15 valid

Duplicates: 8,10, 11, 14, 16, 18, 19, 26, 28

Page 341 (110 lines) 0 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1-110

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
NR

NRA , _
NRDS 110 lines — 110 struck = 0 valid

IDF=NRA
Duplicates:

(110)

[N

B>

Page 342 (71 lines) . 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-71

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS 71 lines — 71 struck = 0 valid
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

(71)

Page 343 (105 lines) 13 valid |
Struck at Hearing: 8, 12-17, 24-105 (89)
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Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA 7

NRDS 3 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 4,9 89 + 3 =92 struck

Duplicates: 105 lines — 9 struck = 13 valid

Page 344 (110 lines) 36 valid

Struck at Hearing: 3, 7,9, 11, 15, 18, 19, 30, 37, 39, 64, 65, 69, 74, 79, 80, 89, 90,
93,95 (20)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 7, 8,46, 80, 83,95

NR 13,23, 24,29, 32, 35,38, 43, 45, 49, 57,58, 62, 66, 67,73, 34,
87,105,106, 110 ,

NRA 4,5,6,21,25,26,27,34,42, 48, 50, 54, 59, 70, 75, 76, 78, 83,
88, 92, 96, 98, 100, 103

NRDS 54 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 36, 55, 56, 63,91, 97 20 + 54 = 74 struck

Duplicates: 110 lines — 74 struck = 36 valid

Page 345 (36 lines) 10 valid

Struck at Hearing: 21, 23-26, 31, 32 (7)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 2,25

NR 1,4, 13, 14, 16, 19, 20, 29, 33, 36

NRA 8,10, 11,12, 15,22,30

NRDS 19 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 7 7 + 19 = 26 struck

Duplicates: 36 lines = 26 struck = 10 valid

Page 346 (100 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-100 (100)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 31,34,43.49,71, 75,99, 100

NRA 7.8.9,11,14.16,18,19,20,21, 27, 29, 33. 38,39, 40, 53, 59,
‘ 60, 74. 79, 88

NRDS 28,35

IDF=NRA 17, 84 100 lines — 100 struck = 0 valid
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Duplicates: 6

Page 347 (110 lines) 71 valid

Struck at Hearing: (0)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: '

NA/OC 20,21, 38, 40, 53, 88

NR 10, 19 30 31,21, 49 , 57, 66, 72,78, 83, 90, 104, 106

NRA 16, 23, 26, 28 34 54 56 58, 59, 60, 65, 74,75, 77, 97, 98

NRDS 87

IDF=NRA 29,102 39 not otherwise listed

Duplicates: 110 lines — 39 struck = 71 valid

Page 348 (110 lines) 23 valid

Struck at Hearing: 8, 13, 18, 24, 36, 37, 42, 44, 45, 50, 60-63, 65, 68, 69, 80, 83,
97 100 (21)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 1,3,5,11, 14, 15,27, 28, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 41, 43, 46, 49, 51,
52,53,57,58,66,67,73,79, 81, 82, 84, 87, 89, 91, 92, 94, 99,
102, 103, 104, 106, 108, 109

NRA 2,4,10,21,22,29,30,31, 40, 47, 48,70, 71, 75, 77, 86, 88, 93

NRDS 16 66 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 9,90 21 + 66 = 87 struck

Duplicates: 2,6,9,38,47.48,77.93,95 110 lines — 87 struck = 23 valid

Page 349 (64 lines) 14 valid

Struck at Hearing: 4, 6, 7-14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 23, 24, 27, 30-32, 34, 38-40, 42, 43,
47,48, 50-53, 59-62 (36)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 36, 40

NR 7.10,21,22,35,41,43,52,63

NRA 1, 3, 4 9, 14, 15, 16,20, 29, 31, 34, 55, 60

NRDS

IDF=NRA 8,13,53,58 14 not otherwise listed

Duplicates: 1,2,3,64 36 + 14 = 50 struck

64 lines — 50 struck = 14 valid
Page 350 (103 lines) 2 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1-63, 65-81, 83-103 (101)




Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 3,8.9,14.15.19.23,24.32,37,38, 46,48, 53, 58. 68, 69,
75,76, 83,98, 100 |

NRA 12,47, 67

NRDS 77

IDF=NRA ' 103 lines — 101 struck = 2 valid

Duplicates:

Page 351 (25 lines) 2 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 5, 6, 13, 22, 23 (6)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: :

NA/OC 19, 24

NR 2,3,8,10,25

NRA 4,7,9,14,15,16,17,20,21

NRDS 11,12 17 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 6 + 17 = 23 struck

Duplicates: 12 25 — 23 struck = 2 valid

Page 352 (50 lines) 14 valid

Struck at Hearing: 4-10, 12-15, 17, 19-24, 26-32, 34-38, 43-45, 47,49, 50 ~ (36)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA 50 lines — 36 struck = 14 valid

Duplicates:

Page 353 (110 lines) 67 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 3-6, 8, 10, 12, 14-16, 18-25, 28, 30, 33-41, 45, 46-48, 50, 59,
67,76, 85, 95, 98, 104-107 (43)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included 1n Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA ' 110 lines — 43 struck = 67 valid

Duplicates:

28



Page 355 (106 lines) 14 valid
Struck at Hearing: 5, 15, 21, 22, 31, 32, 43, 44, 48, 51-53, 57-60, 62, 64- 66, 74,

75.77. 81-87, 103, 105, 106 (33)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 10, 15,20, 21,22, 31, 32,42, 44, 45, 50, 51,52, 53, 54, 57, 58,

59.60. 62. 64, 65, 66, 74. 75,77, 78, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86. 87,
93,101, 103, 105, 106

NR ‘3456711162324252627282933353639
40, 41, 43, 48, 55, 61, 67, 68, 69, 71, 73, 88, 89, 91, 92, 95,
97, 100

NRA 1, 8,12, 14, 19, 34, 38, 46, 47, 49, 63, 70, 90, 94, 99, 104

NRDS 13 5 9 not otherw1se hsted

IDF=NRA 33 + 59 = 92 struck

Duplicates: 106 lines — 92 struck = 14 valid

Page 356 (59 lines) 54 valid

Struck at Hearing: ' (0)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRA
NRDS 5 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 59 lines — 5 struck = 54 valid
Duplicates: 24,25, 39, 58,59

Page 357 (55 lines) 28 valid
Struck at Hearing:
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

-~
O
~

NA/OC 14, 45, 50

NR 1, 10 23 40, 48

NRA 259131822242526282930394446474955
NRDS

IDF=NRA 27 27 not otherwise listed

Duplicates: 55 lines — 27 struck = 28 valid

Page 358 (35 lines) 7 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1, 6, 14, 23,24 (5)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 12, 18
~NR 3,7,9, 10, 26, 27
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NRA 5,15,16,17,19, 20, 25, 28, 30, 31

NRDS 8,29 23 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 21 5+ 23 =28 struck

Duplicates: 5,23,35 35 lines — 28 struck = 7 valid
Page 359 (48 lines) 9 valid

Struck at Hearing: 11, 13 (2)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 7,8,12, 16, 18,23, 24, 25, 26, 30, 31, 37, 40, 42, 46, 47
NR 2,3,4,6,10, 27,34, 36,38, 44, 48

NRA 5,17,20,21, 33, 41,43

NRDS 9,22 37 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 29 2 +37 =139 struck

Duplicates: 48 lines — 39 struck =9 valid

Page 360 (50 lines) 0 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1-50

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS
IDF=NRA 50 lines — 50 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:

(50)

50 lines) 29 valid

. 4-8,15-17,24-27, 32, 36, 38-43, 45 (20)

Page 361

Struck at Hearing:
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC

NR
NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1 1 not otherwise listed

NRDS 20+ 1 =21 struck ,
IDF=NRA v 50 lines — 21 struck = 29 valid

Duplicates: 10, 45

ot AN

Page 362 (50 lines) 32 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1,2, 7, 10-13, 17, 19, 21, 28, 29, 32, 34,35, 43,44, 50  (18)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
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NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1
NRDS
IDF=NRA 50 lines — 18 struck = 32 valid

Duplicates:

Page 363 (58 lines) 11 valid

Struck at Hearing: 6, 17-19, 21, 33, 34-36, 38, 42, 44, 46, 49 (14)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 7,14,22,23,45,51, 53,58

NRA 12,23, 26, 28, 39, 40, 47, 48, 52, 54, 56

NRDS _

IDF=NRA 4,5,15,29 33 not otherwise listed
Duplicates: 6,8,9,10,11, 13, 16,24, 50,55,57 14+33 = 47 struck

58 lines — 47 struck = 11 valid

Page 364 (34 lines) 11 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1 , » (1)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 9

NR 8, 11, 19, 26, 27, 34

NRA 7,10, 12, 13, 14, 20, 29 22 not otherwise listed
NRDS . 1 +22 =23 struck

IDF=NRA ' 34 lines — 23 struck = 11 valid
Duplicates: 15,17, 18, 21, 22, 23, 25, 31

Page 365 (60 lines) 34 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-8, 11, 18, 23, 24, 34-36, 41-44, 47, 49, 50, 52, 55-57  (26)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS 60 lines — 26 struck = 34 valid
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

Page 366 (53 lines) 33 valid
Struck at Hearing: 24, 30, 31, 33, 36, 37, 40, 49-51, 53 (11)
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Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
'NR 19,21, 23

NRA 25,32, 34, 38, 42, 48

NRDS 9 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA : 11 + 9 =20 struck

Duplicates: 53 lines — 20 struck = 33 valid

Page 367 (80 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-80 . (80)
Joint Exhibit No. 1: .

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS
IDF=NRA 80 lines — 80 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:

Page 368 (61ines) 22 valid
Struck at Hearing: 2-5, 9, 12, 13, 16, 18-20, 24-31, 33-38, 40-44, 50-55, 58-60 (39)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA 61 lines — 39 struck = 22 valid

Duplicates:

Page 369 (95 lines) 29 valid

Struck at Hearing: 4, 24, 25, 29, 45, 58, 61, 69, 71, 76, 93, 94 (13)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 15

NR 19, 22,27,28,40, 42,43, 68,72, 87

NRA 3, 14, 16, 20, 25, 26, 32, 33, 35, 41, 46, 47, 51, 53, 58, 59, 64,
81, 89,91, 95 53 not otherwise listed

NRDS 18,31, 36, 66, 80 13 + 53 = 66 struck

IDF=NRA 8, 50, 60 95 lines — 66 struck = 29 valid

Duplicates: 2,7, 10,30, 67, 74, 75,78, 79, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 88
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Page 370 (110 lines) 43 valid

Struck at Hearing: 53, 104 (2)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 106

NR 12, 18, 20, 33,44, 45,57,70, 87,93

NRA 56781922242627283031394042464854
: 59, 60, 62, 63, 74, 66, 68, 69, 71,72, 73,74, 75, 76, 79, 82, 85,

88, 89, 90, 92,97, 99, 100 101 103,110

NRDS 65 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 2 + 65 =67 struck
Duplicates: 2,3,4,11,13,32,51,61,91 110 lines — 67 struck = 43 valid
Page 371 (35 lines) 13 valid

Struck at Hearing: 8, 9, 10, 13, 23, 32, 35 (7)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 8,10,23,27

NR 1,5,20

NRA 4714 15, 16, 18, 25, 26, 28, 31

NRDS 15 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 3 7 + 15 =22 struck

Duplicates: 35 lines — 22 struck = 13 valid

Page 372 (110 lines) 26 valid

Struck at Hearing: 71, 75, 94, 99, 104 %)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 7

N 3,9, 14, 15, 18,26, 27, 28, 33, 39, 44, 49, 52, 54, 60, 62, 64,
72,774,717, 78, 80 84, 85 87 88,93, 98

NRA 25681017192125293035363840434647,
58, 61, 65, 66, 81, 82, 83, 86, 90, 95, 96, 97, 101, 102, 103,
105 106, 107

NRDS 37 .79 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 4,20, 50, 51,68,79,91 5+79=284 struck

Duplicates: 1,2, 6 22 31 59 110 lines — 84 struck = 26 valid

Page 373 (40 lines) 25 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 5, 6, 7, 28, 33, 39, 40 (8)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR
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NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS , 7 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 8 + 7 =15 struck

Duplicates: 17,21, 22,31, 32, 34, 36 40 lines — 15 struck = 25 valid

Page 374 (104 lines) 32 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 8, 10, 18, 19, 21, 26, 30, 32, 42, 44, 51, 61, 62, 63, 72, 73,
78,79, 80, 81, 94, 101 , (23)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 55

NR 16, 34, 39, 43, 48, 54, 59, 68, 85, 87, 96, 98, 100

NRA 9,15, 17,20, 22,24, 27,29, 40, 41, 45, 46, 56, 58, 60, 66, 70,
76,77, 88,99 49 not otherwise listed

NRDS 4 23 +49 =72 struck

IDF=NRA 11, 23, 38,90 104 lines — 72 struck = 32 valid

Duplicates: 44,50, 61,62, 63, 64, 65,67,69,71, 72, 82,93

Page 376 (110 lines) 46 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1, 13, 14, 15,21, 23, 24, 26, 27, 33, 34, 36, 37, 38, 42, 58, 69,
70,79, 100 (20)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 35,49, 53, 81, 86, 88, 99

NR 4, 8,28, 30, 32, 60, 63, 76, 84, 85, 89, 104, 105, 106

NRA 12, 17, 44,47, 54, 61, 72, 80, 87, 95, 97, 102, 103, 107, 109,
110

NRDS 5 44 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 10, 22, 25, 39, 64, 66 20 + 44 = 64 struck

1171 L NANL X

Duplicates: 110 lines — 64 struck = 46 valid

Page 377 (110 lines) 0 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1-110

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR Not included in Joint Ex. 1
NRA 110 lines — 110 struck = 0 valid

NRDS
IDF=NRA
Duplicates: 27,30, 34, 35, 40, 55, 56, 58, 68, 70

(110)
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Page 378 (110 lines) 16 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1, 9, 30, 31, 34, 35, 37, 46, 47, 49, 57, 62, 63, 68, 69, 78, 79

80 86 87, 98 101, 107 (23)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: '

NA/OC

NR 6,10, 11, 12, 15, 25, 28, 33, 36, 38, 43, 51, 52, 53, 56, 59, 60,
61, 65, 66, 67,72,73, 81, 82, 84, 85, 89, 90, 92, 95, 97,
100, 102, 103, 104, 108, 109

NRA 3,8, 13,14, 18, 22, 27, 29, 40, 41, 44, 48, 50, 55, 64,70, 71,
74,75, 77, 83, 91, 93, 94, 96, 105, 106, 110

NRDS 7 71 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 23 + 71 = 94 struck

Duplicates: 4,17, 20,23 110 lines — 94 struck = 16 valid

Page 379 (100 lines) 100 valid

Struck at Hearing:

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA 100 lines — 0 struck = 100 valid

Duplicates:

Page 380 (100 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-100 (100)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: :

NA/OC

NR 2.5.8,12.14, 15,19, 20, 28,30, 31, 34, 41, 45, 46, 56, 38, 64,
68. 69. 73, 74, 75, 80, 86. 89, 91, 94, 95. 96, 99, 100

NRA 4.10,18,27,43, 48, 57

NRDS

IDF=NRA 100 lines — 100 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates: '

Page 381 (110 lines) 52 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1, 3, 7, 8, 10, 20, 21, 33, 34, 36, 37, 64, 68, 81, 92, 99, 100,
106 (18)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 101
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NR
NRA

NRDS

IDF=NRA
Duplicates:

Page 382

59,75, 78, 86, 87
416,17, 18,23, 28, 52, 58, 60, 62, 63, 65, 67, 69, 71, 76, 77,
79, 82, 83, 85, 89, 90, 91, 94, 98, 102, 104, 108, 109
40 not otherwise listed
6, 19, 70, 88 18 +40 = 58 struck
110 lines — 58 struck = 52 valid

(100 lines) 30 valid

Struck at Hearing: 9, 10, 11, 12, 16, 27, 3, 35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 60, 61,

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
NR
NRA

NRDS
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

62, 63, 64, 65,72, 81, 88, 89, 92, 94, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100 (33)

79, 84
17,47, 48, 54, 55, 56, 66, 83
15, 18, 20, 21, 23, 24, 30, 36, 44, 46, 50, 51, 52, 53, 67, 68,
69, 76, 78, 82, 85, 86, 87, 91
37 not otherwise listed
13, 25,73 33 +37 =170 struck
' 100 lines — 70 struck = 30 valid

Page 383 (60 lines) 36 valid

Struck at Hearing: 5, 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 30, 34, 37, 53 (14)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 15,31,42

NRA 33, 38,40, 41, 45

NRDS 10 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

Page 384

11, 44 14 + 10 = 24 struck

2 LU

60 lines — 24 struck = 36 valid

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

(110 lines) 7 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 8-14, 17-53, 54-74, 75-78, 84, 86, 88-90, 96-100, 103,
105,110 (86)
14, 48

NA/OC
NR
NRA

NRDS
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

2.4, 15,18, 30, 38, 49, 58, 62, 69, 80, 110
3,7,19,21,27,36,42, 43, 46, 53, 60, 65, 68, 71, 79, 81, 82,
83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88,91, 96, 98, 107, 109

17 not otherwise listed

6,10, 92,97, 103 86 + 17 = 103 struck
45,59 110 lines — 103 struck = 7 valid
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Page 385 (110 lines) 8 valid

- Struck at Hearing: 2, 3, 11, 12, 15-53, 54-100, 101-107, 108, 109 (96)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR - 2,5,8,14,18. 20, 22, 24.27.31,33,47,52, 58,59, 60, 63, 65,
67,68, 69,71, 72.73. 80, 88, 90, 97, 99, 103

NRA 1,3,4,6,15,21,26,28, 29, 34,40, 41, 44, 53, 55,61, 104,
105, 106

NRDS | 6 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 43.49.62,74,92, 93 96 + 6 = 102 struck

Duplicates: 32,102 110 lines — 102 struck = 8 valid

Page 386 (82 lines) 58 valid

Struck at Hearing: 5, 10-11, 13, 14, 26-30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 41, 42, 52, 53, 56, 57,
65,67,71, 72 (24)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA 82 lines — 24 struck = 58 valid

Duplicates:

Page 387 (55 lines) 25 valid

Struck at Hearing: 23, 24, 26-28, 30-32, 34, 37, 45,46, 53 - (11)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 34

NR 5,7,9,11,13,31,37,40, 44, 46

NRA 6, 14, 15, 16, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 38, 48, 49, 54

NRDS 19 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 4 11 + 19 =30 struck

Duplicates: 55 lines — 30 struck = 25 valid

Page 388 (110 lines) 29 valid ;

Struck at Hearing: 8, 23, 35, 43,44, 51,53, 61, 74,91, 95, 102 (12)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 84

NR 1,5, 15, 20, 24, 36, 39, 41, 42, 45, 46, 54, 56, 72,75, 78, 80,
90, 96, 100, 108, 109 .

NRA 3,4,6,11,13, 14, 18, 25, 26,27, 28, 29, 31, 34, 48, 49, 50, 59,
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NRDS
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

Page 389
Struck at Hearing:

62, 63,70, 79, 82, 83, 85, 93, 94, 104, 107

69 not otherwise listed
33, 40, 55, 58, 66, 67, 87, 98, 103 12 + 69 = 81 struck
16, 19, 35,37, 51, 57, 60, 69, 76, 81 110 — 81 struck = 29 valid

(53 lines) A 10 valid
20, 44 (2)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
NR
NRA

NRDS
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

Page 390
Struck at Hearing:

42

3,8, 41,45, 46,47, 48, 52

2,5,6,9,10, 11, 12, 16, 19, 21, 23, 24, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 35,

36,37, 38, 40, 43,50, 51, 53
: 41 not otherwise listed

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
NR

NRA

NRDS
[DF=NRA

1inlicate
o

a-
L{-HJ.L AL .

Page 391
Struck at Hearing:

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
NR

NRA
NRDS
IDF=NRA

Dup licates:

1,7, 26,39, 49 2 + 41 =43 struck

15 53 lines — 43 struck = 10 valid

(110 lines) 28 valid

5,19, 21, 28, 29, 50, 52, 53, 66, 73, 85, 90, 95, 96 (15)
37

3,11, 12, 18, 25, 35,47, 48, 49, 54, 63, 67, 68, 70, 71, 77, 81,
84, 86, 91, 93, 94, 99, 100, 105, 109, 110
9,15, 17,24,26,27,31,36,41,43,44, 45,56, 57,59, 60, 62,
72,74,75,79, 83, 87, 88, 89, 97, 101, 102, 107

67 not otherwise listed

7,20, 23, 30, 51, 58, 61, 69, 82, 108 15+ 67 = 82 struck
110 lines — 82 struck = 28 valid

1L L\Vv

(110 lines) 38 valid
10, 20, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 42, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52,
53,61, 62, 63, 66, 68, 69, 72, 73, 76, 78, 80, 85, 86, 87, 88, 91,

92,93, 95, 96, 97, 105, 109, 110 (42)

6,12, 17

2,7,37,41, 44,57, 58, 106

1,9, 15,32, 34, 35, 36, 54, 59, 60, 74, 75, 81, 82, 83, 84,94
30 not otherwise listed

39,98 42 + 30 = 72 struck

‘1 10 lines — 72 struck = 38 valid
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Page 392 (106 lines) 57 valid
Struck at Hearing: 27, 28, 33, 38, 39, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 68, 93, 94, 95, 96,

98, 106, 108, 109, 110 (21)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 18, 87, 99
NR 16, 19, 35, 67, 83, 90, 97, 104
NRA 9,10, 12, 13,17, 37, 46, 61, 88,92, 101
NRDS , 1 28 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 8,21, 30, 42, 66 21 + 28 =49 struck

Duplicates: 106 lines — 49 struck = 57 valid

Page 393 (61 lines) 43 valid

Struck at Hearing: 29, 30, 49, 50, 54 (5)
Joint Exhibit No. 1: :

NA/OC

NR 13 not otherwise listed
NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1 5+ 13 =18 struck

NRDS 61 lines — 18 struck = 43 valid
IDF=NRA

Duplicates: 3,6,8,18,20,23,24,26,37, 38,53, 56,57

Page 395 (60 lines) 34 valid

Struck at Hearing: 30, 32, 39 (3)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 5,13, 16, 24, 25,27, 31, 36,45, 58, 59

NRA 17,18, 26,28, 38,43,50, 53

NRDS 23 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 22,41, 44,52 3 + 23 =26 struck

Duplicates: 60 lines — 26 struck = 34 valid

Page 396 (52 lines) 26 valid

Struck at Hearing: 13, 14, 25, 31, 37, 38, 43 (7)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 12,15,22,27

NRA 3,4, 11, 16, 17, 18, 20, 30, 40, 41, 47, 50

NRDS 19 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 9, 39 7 + 19 =26 struck

Duplicates: 42 52 lines — 26 struck = 26 valid
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Page 397 (41 lines) 12 valid

Struck at Hearing: 5, 34, 35 (3)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 1 -

NR 10, 11, 18, 25, 29,37, 38, 41

NRA 4,7,12,13,14, 17,19, 21, 24, 26, 28, 30, 31, 40

NRDS '

IDF=NRA 2

Duplicates: 32,36

Page 398 (53 lines) 3 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 7-11, 14-19, 24-29, 31-40, 42-44, 47, 51 (33)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 31,49

NR 14, 15, 16, 50

NRA 2,3,5,9.10,11,12,13,17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 29, 34,
35,37,41,45,48,51,52

NRDS 17 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 42 33 + 17 = 50 struck

Duplicates: 53 lines — 50 struck = 3 valid

Page 399 (83 lines) 0 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1-83

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS ,
IDF=NRA 83 lines — 83 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:
Page 399 struck in its entirety by stipulation per order of Judge Mirarchi.

(83)

Page 400 (110 lines) - 108 valid

Struck at Hearing: 52, 53 (2)
Joint Exhibit No. 1: ‘
NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS
IDF=NRA . 110 lines — 2 struck = 108 valid
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Duplicates:

Page 401 (88 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-88 - (88)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS
IDF=NRA . ‘ 88 lines — 88 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:

Page 402 (53 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-53 (53)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 19,27, 34

NR 2,6,14,21,22, 26,28, 29

NRA 1.3,4,5.7.10,11, 12, 16, 24, 25, 30, 32, 33

NRDS

IDF=NRA 53 lines — 53 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:

Page 403 (110 lines) 24 valid

Struck at Hearing: 32, 35, 39, 42, 83, 90, 91, 103 (&)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: :

NA/CC 9, 10, 12, 20, 25, 80, &4

NR 1,19, 30, 31,41, 43 47,49, 50, 55, 64, 65, 68, 69, 71 72,73,
76 77 78 79 81 82 85 87 93, 95 96 105

NRA 2,11, 21, 2226272829333436373840444546
48, 51, 52 53, 54, 56, 57, 58, 60, 61, 62, 63, 74, 75, 86, 88, 89,
92,99, 100, 104 106 109 78 not othervwse hsted

NRDS 8 + 78 = 86 struck

IDF=NRA 110 lines — 86 struck = 24 valid

Duplicates: 13,59

Page 404 (53 lines) 38 valid

Struck at Hearing: 3, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 27, 28, 51 (9)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
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NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1
NRDS 6 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 9 + 6 =15 struck
Duplicates: 1, 5,10, 20,21, 53 53 lines — 15 struck = 38 valid
Page 405 (62 lines) 50 valid
Struck at Hearing: 6,9, 11, 13, 16, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 59, 60 (12)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC
NR
NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1
NRDS
IDF=NRA 62 lines — 12 struck = 50 valid
Duplicates: 59
Page 406 (110 lines) 30 valid
Struck at Hearing: 3, 4, 5, 7, 12, 15, 35, 40, 48-51, 53, 56, 69, 70, 71, 72, 76,
103 (20)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 109
NR 11,39, 41, 42, 43, 44, 47, 64, 73, 74, 80, 83, 85, 86
NRA 2,6,13, 14,16, 18, 20, 21, 24, 26, 30, 31, 33, 34, 36, 37, 45,
59, 60, 78, 79, 81, 82, 84, 87, 93, 94, 95, 96, 110
NRDS 57,65
IDF=NRA 22,62,63,75
Duplicates: 4.5,8,9,10, 19,38 51, 55,56,99,102, 105
60 not otherwise listed
20 + 60 = 80 struck
110 lines — 80 struck = 30 valid
Page 407 (100 lines) 6 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1-3,7, 11, 12, 14, 20, 22, 26, 29, 31, 42, 45, 48, 50, 51, 57, 58,
60, 70, 72, 86, 87 (25)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 17,18, 24, 25,53, 69, 99
NR 8,13, 19, 27, 30, 37, 40, 49, 55, 56, 61, 69, 83, 85, 90, 92, 94
NRA 4,16, 21, 23,28, 33,34,35, 38,41, 44, 46,47, 54, 64, 65, 67,
71,75, 81, 84, 88, 89, 90, 93, 95, 96, 97

NRDS 5,36,73
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IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

32,39,52,62,63

16791012 13,22.29.57,60,72,76,78, 79, 80, 91, 98
69 not otherwise listed
25 4+ 69 = 94 struck
100 lines — 94 struck = 6 valid

Page 408 (48 lines) 18 valid

Struck at Hearing: 16, 17, 19, 22, 25, 33, 39, 41, 45 ‘ (9)
Joint Exhibit No. 1: '

NA/OC 7

NR 4,6,8,9,11, 14, 29,31, 35,46

NRA 5,30, 38, 43, 44

NRDS 21 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 9 + 21 = 30 struck

Duplicates: 1, 13, 26, 36,42 48 lines — 30 struck = 18 valid
Page 409 (106 lines) 7 valid
Struck at Hearing: 6, 22, 30, 41, 46, 50, 105, 106 (8)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 9,33, 38, 39,61, 76,8395
NR 3,11, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 28, 43, 45, 52, 54, 55, 57,
58, 62, 63, 65,74, 75, 80, 82, 84, 87, 93, 98, 99, 100, 103
NRA 1,2,4,8,19,26,27,29, 31,33, 34, 36,37, 40, 42, 44, 47, 48,
51,53, 56, 59, 60, 64, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71,72, 73,77, 78,79,
81, 85, 88, 90, 92, 94, 96, 104
NRDS 91 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 10, 49, 86, 97 8 + 91 =99 struck '

Duphcates. 5,7,101, 102 106 lines — 99 struck = 7 valid

Page 410 (58 lines) 7 valid

Struck at Hearing: 11, 14, 35, 50-52, 55, 56, 49 9)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 2,9,15, 16,17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, 33,
34, 36, 37 38 39, 40 42, 46,48, 49, 53, 54, 57

NRA 7, 12, 13, 29, 41, 44, 45, 47

NRDS 4 42 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 20 9 + 42 = 51 struck

Duplicates: 6,8 58 lines — 51 struck = 7 valid
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Page 411 (84 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-84 (84)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC
NR
NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1
NRDS , :
IDF=NRA 84 Lines — 84 struck = 0 valid
Duplicates:
Page 412 (50 lines) 9 valid
Struck at Hearing: 3, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, 23, 28, 37, 43, 44,
46-48 . (19)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC
NR 9,12,17, 19, 24,32, 33,42, 49
NRA 22,29, 34, 35, 36, 39, 41, 50
NRDS 22 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 30 19 + 22 =41 struck
Duplicates: 4,5,10, 15 50 lines — 41 struck =9 valid
Page 413 (53 lines) 14 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1, 5, 6, 9-12, 16, 21, 22, 25-30, 37, 38, 40-46, 58 (26)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 36
NR ’ 31, 34, 35
NRA 8,17, 33,57
NRDS 13 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 26 + 13 =39 struck
Duplicates: 3,4, 19,59, 60 53 lines — 39 struck = 14 valid
Page 414 (36 lines) 8 valid
Struck at Hearing: 15, 16, 20, 28 4)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 4,23,24,25,31
NR 6,12, 30, 34
NRA 19, 29, 32, 35
NRDS 14 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 33 4 + 14 = 28 struck

Duplicates: 36 lines — 28 struck = 8 valid
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Page 415 (88 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-88 (88)
Joint Exhibit No. 1: _ ‘
NA/OC 5.14,71,78. 79, 80, 81, 87

NR 18.36,39.40.52. 61, 64, 66,67, 68,72

NRA 1,13, 34,41, 46.47.53,54,55,57,58, 62, 65, 69

NRDS

IDF=NRA 88 lines — 88 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:

Page 416 (110 lines) 24 valid
Struck at Hearing: 2, 3, 5, 17, 19-23, 34,37, 41, 42, 44, 45, 47, 48, 50, 55-57,
' 60-62, 64-73, 80-82, 84-102, 105-110 (73)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 12
NR 1,2.3,7,8,13, 15,16, 35, 38, 39, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 83,

| 101, 107, 108
NRA
NRDS 105 13 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 73 + 13 = 86 struck

Duplicates: 110 lines — 86 struck = 24 valid

Page 417 (30 lines) 5 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 3, 5, 6, 12-21, 23-26, 28-30 (21)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 7,11

NRA 8,10 ,

NRDS 4 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 21 +4 =25 struck

Duplicates: 30 lines — 25 struck = 5 valid

Page 419 (53 lines) 0 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1-53
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 52

NR 6.12.14.19.21.24,28.32,34,35,37.39,40,41

NRA 2.3.4.5.10,16.17,20.26,27, 30,33, 36,38, 47,49, 51
- NRDS

IDF=NRA 53 lines — 53 struck = 0 valid
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Duplicates:

Page 420 (73 lines) 25 valid
Struck at Hearing: 4, 5, 25, 26, 33, 48, 53, 68 (8)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC
NR 1,2,3,14,22,29, 30, 32, 36, 45, 49, 51, 63
NRA 7,10, 12, 13, 15, 31, 35, 40, 44, 47, 50, 55, 56, 57, 66, 69,
. 70,73
NRDS 11, 64 40 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 16 8 + 40 = 48 struck
Duplicates: 18,28, 34, 39, 58, 65 73 lines — 48 struck = 25 valid
Page 421 (50 lines) 1 valid
Struck at Hearing: 2, 5, 8-10, 19, 24-31, 33, 38, 39, 42, 45 (20)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 1,13, 14,18
NR 13,15, 16, 17,20, 21, 22, 34, 35, 43, 48, 49, 50
NRA 3,4,7,11,12, 23, 32,36, 37, 44, 46, 47
NRDS 40 29 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 20 + 29 =49 struck

Duplicates: 50 lines — 49 struck = 1 valid

Page 422 (100 lines) 10 valid

Struck at Hearing: 4, 7, 13, 26-28, 33, 39, 42, 46, 54-100 (57)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 20, 25, 41

NR 2,15,17,18, 22,23, 32, 45, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53

NRA 6, 14, 16, 21, 24, 30, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 40, 44, 47, 52

NRDS 20 33 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 3,5 57 + 33 =90 struck

Duplicates: 28 100 lines — 90 struck = 10 valid

Page 423 (110 lines) 52 valid

Struck at Hearing: 6, 12-14, 16-22, 24-28, 31, 36-38, 43, 44, 46, 55-59, 62, 65, 66,
68, 70, 74-76, 81, 84, 85, 87, 88, 90, 92-103 (54)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 5
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NRA 1,2, 4

NRDS 4 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 54 + 4 = 58 struck
Duplicates: 110 — 58 struck = 52 valid
Page 424 (110 lines) 22 valid
Struck at Hearing: 5, 6, 9, 11, 12, 14, 15, 17-20, 26-28, 30, 32, 36-38, 45, 52, 59,
64, 66, 83, 88, 106 27)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 34, 35, 54, 65, 67,78, 92
NR 7,8, 16,21,22,23, 29,31, 33, 40, 55, 60, 70, 77, 79, 87, 89,
. 94,99, 100, 101, 104, 105, 107
NRA 2,3,4,10, 13,42, 44, 46, 47, 53, 57, 58, 62, 81, 82, 90, 93, 95,
97,110
NRDS 39, 48, 72, 84, 85, 98, 103 61 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 1,25 27 + 61 = 88 struck
110 lines — 88 struck = 22 valid
Duplicates: 30, 88, 108
Page 425 (110 lines) 14 valid
Struck at Hearing: 3, 7, 13-15, 25-27, 31, 36-110 (84)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC
NR 8,12, 21,22,30,32,38,43,51,52,62, 69,71, 72, 76, 87, 94,
104,106, 110
NRA 11, 24,27, 34, 38, 70, 86
NRDS 9,10, 44, 61 12 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 50 84 + 12 = 96 struck

Duplicates: 110 lines — 96 struck = 14 valid

Page 426 (101 lines) 68 valid

Struck at Hearing: 4, 6, 10, 12-14, 27, 29, 37, 38, 46-49, 52, 53, 62, 65, 73, 78, 83,
86, 87,93 96 (25)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1 8 not otherwise listed

NRDS 25 + 8 =33 struck

IDF=NRA 101 lines — 33 struck = 68 valid

Duplicates: 3,10,67,69,71,77,79, 92, 99
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Page 427 (103 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-103 (103)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA 103 lines — 103 struck = 0 valid
Duplicates: 19, 90

Page 429 (103 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-103 (103)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS ‘

IDF=NRA 103 lines — 103 struck = 0 valid
Duplicates:

Page 430 (100 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-100 (100)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 1.3.4.12.13,14,16,17.24.29.32, 33,34, 42,48, 49, 59. 65,
67,70 '

NRA 2.15. 19 26.35. 58,60, 62, 69

NRDS ,

IDF=NRA 100 lines — 100 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:

Page 456 (62 lines) 11 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2-4, 7-16, 20, 21, 24, 25, 54, 55 (19)

Joint Exhibit No. 1: :

NA/OC 27,28,43,44,45,57,59

NR 2, 4, 25, 29 30 31 51 52

NRA 156172226 33 34 35,37, 38,46, 47, 48,49, 50, 53, 58,
60, 62

NRDS 32 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 19 + 32 =51 struck
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Duplicates: 62 lines — 51 struck = 11 valid

Page 457 (40 lines) 3 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2-6, 9-12, 16-33, 35-39 (32)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 18,20,22,27,29,30,31,40

NRA 12,13, 14, 21,23, 24,25, 28, 32, 34, 38, 39

NRDS 5 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 32 +5 =37 struck
Duplicates: 1,2,6,14,15, 16, 36, 39 40 lines — 37 struck = 3 valid

Page 458 (53 lines) 11 valid
Struck at Hearing: 1, 4, 13, 14, 26, 28, 30, 31, 33, 35-38, 43, 45, 46, 52 (18)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 8,9,20 '

NR 7,11,12,15,17,25,27,28,32,37,41,47, 48, 50

NRA 2,5,6,13,14,23,24,34,49, 53

NRDS 24 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 16, 36, 38 18 +24 =42

Duplicates: 43 53 lines — 42 struck = 11 valid

Page 459 (100 lines) 2 valid

Struck at Hearing: 8-100 : (93)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC 37

NR 6,7,9,12.13,16,17,18,20,21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29, 30,
31,32.33.35.39.40.41,42. 44, 45,46, 48, 51, 61, 62, 63, 65,
67, 68,69, 73,76, 78.79. 81, 82, 84, 87, 88, 89, 90, 92, 93, 95,
96, 98, 99, 100

NRA 4,5,8,10,11,14,15,19, 28, 34, 36, 38, 43, 47, 49, 50, 52, 53,
54, 55.56,57,58,59, 64, 66,70, 71,72, 74,75, 77, 80, 83, 85,
86,91,97

NRDS 5 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 93 + 5 =98 struck

Duplicates: 3 100 lines — 98 struck = 2 valid

Page 460 (57 lines) 43 valid

Struck at Hearing:
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Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 6, 32,50

NRA 2,4,8,14,24,27,33,52,53

NRDS 14 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 1 57 lines — 14 struck =43 valid
Duplicates: 7 '

Page 461 (58 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing:

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS
IDF=NRA 58 lines — 58 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates: 49
Page 461 struck in its entirety by stipulation per order of Judge Mirarchi.

Page 462 (51 lines) 30 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 6, 11, 15, 16, 18, 23-27, 30, 31, 34-37, 40, 42, 48 (20)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR
NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1
NRDS 1 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA 20 + 1 =21 struck

T i = 41 STTUCK

51 lines — 21 struck = 30 valid

Duplicates: 51

Page 463 (72 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-72 (72)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 13,28.32.34. 35,39, 43,46, 55, 61, 65, 68

NRA 2.3.9.11.14.15.16.17.19. 24, 25,26,37,41, 49, 50, 53,
54, 60, 63

NRDS :

IDF=NRA 48 72 lines — 72 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:

50



Page 464 (98 lines) 30 valid

Struck at Hearing: 5, 15, 30, 44, 61-63, 79, 91 (9)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 26, 80
NR 16,17, 23, 25, 26,27, 28,29, 31, 32, 37, 38, 40, 41, 42, 45, 68,
| 72,78, 85, 86, 87,93, 94, 95, 97
NRA 2,9, 10, 14, 18, 20, 24, 34, 35, 36, 39, 46, 52, 54, 69, 70, 77,
82, 83, 84, 92, 96, 98
NRDS 8 59 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 3,6,7,21,47 9 + 59 = 68 struck
Duplicates: 43,55 98 lines — 68 struck = 30 valid
Page 465 (61 lines) 14 valid
Struck at Hearing: 4-8, 11, 14, 18, 28, 32, 48, 49, 55, 57, 59, 61 (16)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC 36
NR 15,17,23, 25,26,27,29, 30, 34, 35, 37, 42, 43, 45, 56, 50
NRA 2,3,9,24,33,40,41, 44, 52, 53, 54
NRDS 31 not otherwise listed
IDF=NRA 16 + 31 =47 struck
Duplicates: 1,10, 12, 28, 32, 56, 60 61 lines — 47 struck = 14 valid
Page 466 (110 lines) 24 valid
Struck at Hearing: 5, 7, 9, 10, 21, 27-32, 39-42, 47, 51, 54, 66, 69, 76, 84, 85, 95,
100, 103, 105, 110 (28)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC :
NR 18,19, 20, 23, 26, 35, 36, 44, 46, 48, 49, 50, 52, 53, 56, 67, 73,
77, 83, 86, 88, 102, 104, 108
NRA 2,8,11, 12,13, 22, 59, 60, 61, 71, 72, 75, 78, 80, 81, 82, 87,
90, 91, 101, 106, 109 |
NRDS 57
IDF=NRA 107
Duplicates: 1,6,9,10, 14, 15, 16, 17, 25, 33, 34,79
58 not otherwise listed
28 + 58 = 86 struck
110 lines — 86 struck = 24 valid
Page 480 (102 lines) 24 valid
Struck at Hearing: 9, 11-13, 23, 25, 27, 28, 32-36, 38-102 (78)

51



Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
NR

NRA
NRDS
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

Page 481

Not included in Joint Ex. 1

102 lines — 78 struck = 24 valid

(55 lines) 11 valid

Struck at Hearing: 11, 13-55 (43)
Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRA 1 not otherwise listed

NRDS 43 + 1 =44 struck

IDF=NRA 55 lines — 44 struck = 11 valid

Duplicates:

12,20, 23.30,32,40,47, 51, 52

Page 482 (52 lines) 20 valid

Struck at Hearing: 2, 6, 9, 10, 18, 25, 26, 31, 32, 34, 39, 43-46 (15)
Jomt Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NR 17 not otherwise listed

NRA 15+ 17 =32 struck

NRDS 52 lines — 32 struck = 20 valid
IDF=NRA

Duplicates: 1,3,4,5,7,11,12, 13,15, 16, 17, 19, 35, 37,47, 50, 52
Page 483 (100 lines) 61 valid

Struck at Hearing: 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 16, 29, 30, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 45, 47, 48,

52,57, 58,63, 69,70, 73, 74, 77-81, 87-89, 92, 93, 96, 98 (38)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC
NR

NRA
NRDS
IDF=NRA

Duplicates:

Not included in Joint Ex. 1
1 not otherwise listed

38 + 1 =39 struck
1 - 100 lines — 39 struck = 61 valid

52



Page 484 (71 lines) 36 valid
Struck at Hearing: 2, 3, 5,7, 8, 9, 16, 18, 22-24, 30-40, 43, 44, 47, 49, 51-53,

59, 62, 66, 67, 71 (34)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS 1 not otherwise listed

IDF=NRA : 34 + 1 =35 struck

Duplicates: 50 71 lines — 35 struck = 36 valid

Page 485 - (64 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-64 (64)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRA

NRDS 64 lines — 64 struck = 0 valid

IDF=NRA

Duplicates: 1-5.8.9. 12,14, 17,19, 20,22, 24. 26, 35, 38, 39, 42, 50, 53,
56.59, 63

Page 486 (110 lines) 0 valid

Struck at Hearing: 1-110 (110)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR

NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS

IDF=NRA 110 lines — 110 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates:

Page 487 (110 lines) 34 valid

Struck at Hearing: 7, 8, 12, 16, 26-35, 38, 44-47, 49, 51, 54, 58, 59, 62-66,
68-72,75, 81, 84,93, 94, 104, 108-110 (42)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC

NR 9,11, 14, 23, 24, 40, 48, 50, 53, 73, 79, 83, 87, 95, 105, 106,
107

NRA 1, 6,39, 52, 56,57, 61,70, 85,92, 96

53



20.37.41,42,103 34 not otherwise listed

NRDS
[DF=NRA 99 42 + 34 = 76 struck
Duplicates: 110 lines — 76 struck = 34 valid
| f
Page 488 (110 lines) 20 valid
24-28, 30, 33, 34, 38, 40-53, 57, 59, 60-62,

Struck at Hearing: 2, 4-7, 9-11, 13- 22,
| 65- 79, 81, 83, 85, 86, 88- 90 94, 96, 98, 102-104, 106-110 (81)

Joint Exhibit No. 1:

NA/OC Not included in Joint Ex. 1
NR 9 not otherwise listed
NRA 81 + 9 =90 struck
NRDS 110 lines — 90 struck = 20 valid -
IDF=NRA
Duplicates: 3,12, 16,18, 19,23, 29,31, 32, 39, 56, 64, 90
)
Page 489 (80 lines) 0 valid | |
(0)

Struck at Hearing:
Joint Exhibit No. 1:
NA/OC

NR A
NRA Not included in Joint Ex. 1

NRDS
IDF=NRA =~ 30 lines - 80 struck = 0 valid

Duplicates: 4
‘Page 489 struck in its entirety by stipulation per order of J udge Mirarchi.

|

————— T ——
T ———

4 The number of lines included in nomination pages ranging from }

258 - 489 in Volumes C and D total 12,818, the number of lines struck total 9,4%7

St ot

B’ORJS A. SMfTH—RlBNER, Tudge

and the number of valid lines total 3,381.

Certified from the Record
0CT 1 2 2no4
anq Order Exit
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HIRTN

O'Connell,

IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYI.VANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph

Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as

Candidates of an Independent Political

Body for President and Vice President  : No. 568 M.D. 2004

in the General Election of November 2, : HEARD: September 27-30 and

| 2004 - October 1-2, 4-5, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets, : -
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti, - : , —
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott, : )
Donald G. Brown and Julia A, : .

Pctitioners

BEFORE: CHARLES P. MIRARCHI, JR., Senior Judge

INTERIM ADJUDICATION AND ORDE R

AND NOW this 7th Day of October 2004, after hoarings )

held in the above-captioned matter before the undcrs1gncd on Septembm ‘

: 27th 28™, 9'h 30, and October 1%, 2 4™ and S¥, 2004 on Petitioners’

-objections to the Nomination Papers of Ralph Nader and Peter Mlguel

Camejo Cand1dates of an Independent Polmcal Body for President and Vice
Prcmdcnt in the General Election of November 2, 2004 (Candidates), filed in

the Clty of Phlladclphm, and upon conmderatmn of Peutloners challenges to_

| ccrtam signatures, i.e., SLgnatures which were signed by individuals morc

than once or affixed by someone other than those individuals, the Court

makes the following findings.




| 1. At the hearings, counsel for the Candidates conceded that
| all the signamres challenged by Petitioners as duplicate‘ signatures, except
approx1mately 80 signatures, should be stricken as mvahd

2. Counsel for the Candidates further shpulatcd that the
individuals who s1gned the Nomination Papers five times or more committed
fraudulent acts and that all signatures of those individuals should be stricken.

3. Based on the parties’ concession and stipulation and the
credible evidence presented at the hearing, this Court finds that the
following signafures should be stricken as invalid duplicate signatures. In
the event that the same signatures invalidated in this order have been or will
be siricken on any other ground, they will be counted only once in

calculating the total signatures stricken by this Court:

Page Line
‘Number Number
5 27
5 " B8
8 10
15 a3
34 11
34 12
34 . 13
34 14
34 17
34 23
34 - 24
34 75
34 - 28
34 - 35
34 g1
35 66
48 55
48 63
48 80
49 10
57 20
‘57 - 29
57 30
57 32
57 37




57
58
58
58
58
58
B6
68
68
68
69
71
A
71
72
72
72
72
72

72

72
72
72
T2,
72
72
72
72
72
T2

72

73

73

74

7T
77

77

78

19
79

79

79
79
79
79
80
80
' 80
81
87

38
11
89
100
103
104
20
26

110
16
21
22

108

14
27
30
33
34
36
. 36
M
42
44
57
60
70
74
81
91
21

25
25
66
75

10
11
12
14
15

78
3r




88
B8
88
88
B9
89
88
89
92

96
96
aB
99
fs]e}
99
93
89
29
100
100

101 -

102

© 118

119
119
119
119
119
120
120
120

- 120

120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
120
121
121
121
121
121
127

50
54
62
64

42
55
79
40
23
15

36
25
57
73
83
92
93
29
38
12
59

22
24
46
33
79

13
17
18
22

24

31

32
33
40
42

45

94
o7

15

17
28
40




138 87

139 10
139 79
160 81
161 3
161 4
161 5
161 ]
181 14
161 26
161 43
161 49
181 84
173 1
173 42
173 84
178 7
177 5
177 6
177 18
177 20
177 t 28
177 29
177 30
177 31
177 33
177 24
177 36
177 39
177 41
177 73
177 76
177 104
178 78
178 88
180 1
180 .22
180 54
181 1
181 2
181 4
182 1
182 4
182 &
182 9
183 4
183 16
183 19
183 22

183 26




183

183

183

183
183 -

183
183
183
183

183

185
185
185
185
185
185
185

186

185
185
185
180
186
187
187

187

187
187
187
187
189
189

190

190
190

180
190

190

190
-180

120

190"
190 -

190
190
190
190
194
194
194

28
29
31
39
46
48
54
67
88
93

12
15
50
63
64

67

70
&8

29

29
38
40

61
a5

11
15
17
58
80
63
70
75
78
a7
83
94
96
97




194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
185
195
195
195
195
195
195
185
195

185

198
196
196
186
196
196
196
196
198

189 -
200

200
200
200

200

200
200
200
202

202

202
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204




204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
205
205
207
207
207
207
207
208
209
209

211 .

211
212

212

212
212
212
212
212

212
212
212

215
216
215
217

217 .
217

217
217
217
217
217
217
247
217

27
30
34
38
44
45
47
55
58

61

65
67
68
74

40

35

80
5

65

59
60
32
39

11
21
25
32
33

36
37
38
86
- 87
103

11
12
13
21
22

25

30
58
62




217
217
217
218
218
218
218
218
218
218
218
218
218
219
219
219
220
224
224
224
238
236
237
237
239
239

239
239
239
239
239
239

239 -
239
239

240

240

240
240
240
240
240
240
240
240

241

241
241
241
242

63
65
70

36
43

54

61
65
75
85

109

110

u"a



242
242

242

242
242

242

242
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
243

. 243

244

244

244

244

244

244

244

244

244

244

244

244
244
244
244
244
245
245
245

248 -

248
248
248
248
248

248
9248 .
248"
249:
249

248
248
249
249

12
21

23

25
38
42
47

56
57
71
87

83

84

69

10

42

43
47

48

50
52
61
65
68
&7
80
83
90

82

54
60
82
10
27
a7
48
49
51
7T
g7
99
22
25
31
70
80
91

10




248

249
121
121
121
121
127

138

139
139
160
181
161
161
161
161

161

161
161
161
173
173
173
176
177

177

177
177
177

177 -

177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
177
17e
178
178
180
180
180
181
181
181
182
182

99

11




182
182
183
183

183

183
183
183
183
183
183
183
183
183
183
183
183
185
185

185

185
185

185

185
185
185

185

185

186 .

186
187

187
187

187

187
187

189
189

100 ..

190

100

190

190

190

190

190

180

190
190

12




190
190

100

190
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194

194

194
194
194
195
195
195
195
195
195
195
195

195
195

196
196

196
196
196
186
196
196

188

199
200
200
200
200
200

200

200
200
202
202
202

204

204

13




204
204
204
204
204
204
204

204 .

- 204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
204
205
205
207
207
207
207
207

. 208

209
208

211

211
212
212

212
212

212

212
212

212
212
212
215
. 215
215
217
217
217

12

13
15
20
21
27
30

34

38
44
45
47
55
58
61
65
67
88
74

40

35
80
95
65
59
60
32

39

11
21

.25
32

33
34
36

37

38
86
a7
103

11

14




217
217
217
217
217
217
217
217
217
217
217
218
218

218

218
218
218
218
218
218
218
218
219
219
220
224
224
224
238
236
237
237
239
239
239
239

239

239
239
239
239
239
238
240
240
240
240
240
240
240

12
13
21
22
25
30
58
82
63
65
70

36
43
54
81
85
75
8BS
109
110

15
37

17
56
B85
100

o w—=N-

10

12

16
17

18

20"

A

32
37
38
40
41
45

15




240
240
240
241
241
241
241
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
242
243
243
244
244
244
244

244

244
244
244
244

244

244

244

244

244

244
244

245

245
245
248
248
248
248
248
248
248

46

48
49
25

60

88
89

12
21
23

25

38
42
47
54
56
57
71

87

93
24

69

10
42
43
47
48
50
52
61
65
66
67
80
83

80.

92

54

60
82
10
27
a7
48
49
51
77

16




248
248
249
249
249
249
249
249
249
249
251
252
252
252
252
2563
254

256

256
256
257
258
258
258
258
258
258
259
259

260

281
261
262
265

265

265
265

265 -

265
265
286
265
- 268
288
268
268
268
268
268

268

97

99
22
25
31
T0
20
91
97
a9
35

29
30
104
42
14
24
43
103

17




268
268
268
269
269
269
269
270
2790
270
300
300
300

300

300
300
300
301
301

- 3401
301
301
301
301
301
301
301
302
302
302
302
302

302 -

302
302
302
302
302

302
302

302
302
302
302
302
302
302
302
302
302

100

106
110

18




302
302
304
306
308
306
3086
306
306
306
306
- 308
306
306
306
306
306
308
306
308
306
308

306.

308

308

308

308

308
308

308

308

308 .

308
308
308

308
308

308

308
308
308
1308

308 -

308
309
309
308
309
309

208

1%




309
309
310
310
310
310
310
310
310
310
310
310
310
310
310
310
311
312
312
312
315
315
315
315
315
315

315

315
315
315
315
315
315

315

315
319
319
319
318
319

318

319
319
319
319

320 -

320
320
320
320

101

14
33
36
37
38
40
85

11
12

21

20




320
320
320
320
320

320
- 320

320
320
320
320
320
320
320
320
320
320
320
320
320
320

322 .

322

322 -

323
323
323
323
323
324
324
324
324
324
324
324
324
324
324
324
324

324

324
324
324

324

324
325
325
325

23
29
33
36
38
44
48

- 50

51
53
57
83
69
76
93
95
98
98
100
101
106
27
30
36

—

~ O R

59

19
22

36.
40 -

41

42

a5
48
83
65
70
83
96
g7
g9
101
58
59
69

21




326
325
327
327
327
327
327
328
328
328
328
328
328
328
328
328

328
328
328
328
328
328
328
329
329
329
329
329
329
329
329

330

332
333
333

333

333
333

333
333

333 -

334

335

335
335
337
337
337
338
338

102
10

77
B3

g

22

11

22




338
338
338
338
338
338
338
338
338
339
339
340
340
340
340
340
340
340

340

340
346
348
348
348
348
348
348
348

348 -
- 348
349

349
349

349

351
356
- 356

- 356
356
356

368
358

358
381
361
363
363
363
363
363

23




\

363
383
383
383
363
363
364
364
364
364
364
364
364
364
369
369
369
369
369
369
369
369
389
369

389

389

368 -

388
368
370

370
370

370

370 -
. 370

370

370
370
372
372
372

372
- 372

373
373
373
373
373
373
373

13
16
24
50
58
57

15

17
18
21

22

23
25
31

10
30
67
74
75
78
79
g2
83
84
85
88
B8

11
13

- 32

51
61

91

22
31
59

17
21
22
31
32
34

24

%)

= 2L

fVVUG




373
374
374
374
374
374
374
374
374
374
374
374
374
374
ar7
377
377
ar7
377
377
377
377
377
377
378
378
378
378
384
384
385
385
388
388
388
388
1388
388

- 388

388
388
388
389
383
393
393
383
383
393
383

36

50
61
82
63
64
65
67
69
71
72
82
93
27
- 30
34
35
40
55
56
58
68

70

17
20
23
45
59
32
102
16
19
35
37
51
57
60
69
76
81

16,

18

20

23
24

25

st

(e




383
303
393

393

363
393
356
397
397
403
403
404
404
404
404
404
404
408
406
406
406
406
406
406

406

4086
406

406
406

406
408
407
407
407
407
407

407
407 -

" 407

407

407
- 407
407
407
407
407
407
407
407
408

26

g

= —';'\“"I"""r?'\'fl\"l vvo d




408
408
408

408

409
409
409
409
410
410
412
412
412
412
413
413
413
413
413
420
420
420
420
420
420
422
424
424
424
426
426
426
426

426"
428 -

426
426

426

427
427
| 457
- 457
457
457
as7
457
457
457
458
459

13
26
36
42

101
102

108

10
67

6S -

71
77
78
.92
a9
18
oa

14
15
16
38
39
43

e
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460
461
462
464
464
465
465
465

465

485
465
488
466
466
. 466

466

466
466
466
466
466
466
466
486
481

481 -

481

481

481
481
481

481
481

482
482
482

482 -

482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482
482

49
51
43
55

10
12
28
32
56
60

10

14
15
16
17
25
33
34
79
12
20
23
30
32
40
47

52

N B

11

13
15
16
17
19
35
37
47
50
52

R TV U O d




483"

483
484
485
485
485
485
485
485
485

485
485
485
485
485

485

485
485
485
485
485
485
485
485

485.

485
ABS
488
488
488
488
488
488
488
488
488

488

488
488
488
489
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514
514

29




514
514
517
518
518
518
518
518
518
518
518
518
518
518
518
518
518
519
519
519
519
519
519
520
520
520
520
520
520
520
522
522
522

523

523
523
523
523
523
523
523
523
523
523
523
523
523
523
523
523

109

30




523
523
623
523
523

523 .

523
523

523

523
523
523
523
523
524
524
524
524
524
524
524
524
524
524
524

524

524
524
524
524
524
524
524
525

528

525
525
526
526
526
528
526
526
526
526
526
528
526

527 -

527

31




527
527
527

- 827

527
529
531
531
531
533
636
535
535
535
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President
in the General Election of

November 2, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,

Donald G. Brown and Julia A. No. 568 M.D. 2004
O'Connell, : Heard: September 27-30 and
Petitioners : October 1-2, 4-5 and 7, 2004

BEFORE: HONORABLE CHARLES P. MIRARCH]I, JR., Senior Judge

ORDER

AND NOW, this 8th day of October, 2004, pursuant to stipulation of
the parties made during the hearing on October 7, 2004, the Nomination Papers of
Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo of an Independent Political Body for
President and Vice President in the November 2, 2004 General Election

(Candidates) filed in the County of Philadelphia are disposed of as follows:

1. The following Nomination Papers are stricken for the reason that
they are in the hand of the circulators or other persons, not in the electors whose
names appear in the Nomination Papers: #117 (74 lines); #162 (41 lines); #163
(75 lines); #164 (59 lines); #244 (101 lines); #248 (101 lines); #249 (100 lines);
#251 (84 lines); #253 (49 lines); #399 (83 lines); #461 (58 lines); #681 (110 lines);
#1000 (33 lines); #1031 (80 lines); #1032 (110 lines); and #1042 (75 lines).



2. The following Nomination Papers are stricken for the reason that
the circulators filled in the electors’ information: #245 (100 lines); #246 (110
lines); #682 (110 lines); #683 (100 lines); and #643 (100 lines).

3. The signatures on lines 7 through 110 of the Nomination Paper
#1112 are stricken for the reason that the circulator filled in the electors’

information.

4. The following Nomination Papers are withdrawn by the
Candidates with prejudice due to a number of irregularities including the electors’
information filled in by the circulators: #198 (44 lines); #218 (110 lines); #322 (51
lines); #489 (80 lines); #536 (60 lines); #571 (105 lines); #580 (109 lines); and
#583 (53 lines).

CHARLES P. MIRARCHI, JR., Sem@l i lﬁge
Certified from the Record
ocT - 8 2004

and-drder Exit



IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
- Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President : No. 568 M.D. 2004
" in the General Election of November 2, : HEARD: September 27-30 and
- 2004 - ~: October 1, 2,4, 5, 7and 8, 2004 -

- Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,

Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,

- Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.

- O'Connell,

Petitioners

BEFORE: CHARLES‘ P. MIRARCHI, JR., Senior Judgé
" FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets, Ronald Bergman, Richard
Trindis‘ti, Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott, Donald G.'Brown and Julia A.
O’Connell (Petitioners) have filed objections to the Nomination Papers of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo. (Candidates) as Candidates of an Independent
' 'Political Body for President and Vice President of the United States in the General
Election'schedﬁled for November 2, 2004. This opinion disposes of challenges to
nomination papers circulatéd in the City of Philadelphia (Philadelphia Nominating
Pages) assigned to this Judge, as more particularly described in the Findings of
Fact.

INTRODUCTION
On September 29, 2004, Dominic Daniel Martino, the 2004 Campaign

Coordinator in Pennsylvania for the Candidates testified before a three-judge panel



of this Court, including the undersigned. With great passion, he explained his
belief in the necessity of third—party participation in the national and local political
process to insure that competitive and innovative views are available to.the
electorate. These are indeed laudatory ends. Mr. Martino and th@ Candidates,
however, should take heed that in a genuine, mature, and functioning ldémocracy,
thc ends are not justified by the means; rather the ends are inherent m the means.
During ten days of hearing before the undersignedQ_aVidenéé has come
to light of fraudulent and/or other impropér Behavior in the “creation” of many if
'not most of the nommatmg papers pertammg to Phﬂadelphm electors sublmtted by
the Candidates, in a scale, boldness and transparency never before w1tnessed by
‘-this- Judge in-his thirty-three years on the bench. - On October 7, 2004, the
. undersigned entered an IntverimAdjudicaﬁon and Order striking as void from the
‘Phﬂadelphia Nominating Papers, 1549 duplicate signatures, that is, signatures
which were 81gned by individuals more than once or affixed by someone other than
those md1v1duais (Duplicate S1gnatures). What that Tnterim Adjudlcatlon and
Order did not set forth, for reasons of brevity, is the fact that many of these
: Duplicate Signatures were signed in great numbers by persons who were also
circulators for the Candidates, at least 37 times by one individual alone. Moreover,
evidence established that certain circulators and other individuals set forth by their
hand, on many of the Philadelphia Nominating Papers, the critical data r,eqmred to -
be written by the electors pursuant to the Pennsylvania Election Code (Election
Code).! An interim Order entered by the ﬁndersigned on October &, 2004, and
Court rulings from the bench voided many vPhﬂadelphia Nominating Papers on

these grounds, as more particularly described in the below Findings of Fact. Some

U Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. §§2600-3591.



signatures were clearly forged. The following Findings of Fact detail only some of

the fraudulent activity by persons procuring signatures for the Candidates revealed

during the hearing.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1) Hearrugs were held by the uudersrgned on September 27, 28, 29,
and 30, and October 1, 2, 4, 5, 7 a:ud 8, 2004 in the above matter.

2) Three witnesses testified b'efore rhe undersigned ‘Dale Fries,
1 Supervrsor of the Motor Vehicle Division of the Couuty Board of Elections for the
= Crty and County- of Phrladelphla (Board of Elecuous) testified regarding the
procedures takeu by the Board of Elections to review the Petitioners’ ehallenges to
* the Phrladelphra Nominating Pages and the creation by the Board of Elections of
~ Petition Page Worksheets, Whieh set forth the records of the Board of Elections
‘pertammg to each elector whose signature the Petitioners had challenged. William
T. Dolbow III, Voter Registration Trades Helper of the County Board of Elections, |
brought forth computer data from the records of the Courrty Board of Elecuons in |
_the undersrgned s courtroom during the ten days of hearings and tes’uﬁed with
respect to the data requested by the Court and the parties. Wﬂham J. Keﬂy,
handwriting expert employed by the Petitioners, testified uvith respect to whether
certain ele'ctors completed signature lines in their hands or whether information
was supphed by other hands. He further testified as to whether circulators supplied

or completed information that was requrred by the Elecuou Code to be set forth by

the electors on such pages.



3) The undersigned finds the testimony of Ms. Fries, M, Dolbow,

and Mr. Kelly to be credible and persuasive.

4) Robert Lee, Voter Registration Administrator of the County Board
of Elections, and the aforesaid Mr. Martino testified before a three—judge panel
conbmmg of President Judge Colins, Judge Smith-Ribner, and the under grled
Mr. Lee testified with respect to the security system and procedures regardmg the
voter registration records of the County Board of Elecuons and further testified
Wrth respect to the review by the County Board of Electrons of the challenges
made to the Philadelphia Nommatmg Pages and the creation of the aforesaid
Worksheets setting forth the data regardmg electors whose srgnatures had been

challenged. The undersigned ﬁnds the testrmony of Mr. Lee to be credible and

persuasive.

| 5 ) The under sr gned was or1g1r1a11y assrgned to review those
Philadelphia Nominating Pages occurring on Pages 514 to 1189 from the whole of

the nominating papers filed by the Candrdates (sometlmes referred to as the

Volumes E and F pages).”

6) The undersigned made rulings on several Volume E arld F pages,

as described in subsequent Findings of Fact. The balance of the Volume E pages

2 The challenges made by Petitioners from Western Pennsylvania were divided into six
volumes for convenience of the parties and the Court: Volumes A, B, C, D, E, and F. For
convenience, this Court has referred to the Philadelphia Nominating Pages in relation to the
Volume in which such pages appear. Thus, challenges to pages 514 to 1189 of the Philadelphia
Nominating Pages are set forth in Volumes E.and F.



-was thereafter assigned to Judge Leadbetter, and the balance of the Volume F

pages was subsequently assigned to Senior Judge Kelley for disposition.’

7) On the afternoon of the first day of hearing, September 27, 2004,
" “the undersigned was directed by our President Judge to:po;stpoﬁe a page and line
~review of Pages 514 tu 1189 of the Phﬂade}phia-,Nonﬂna_ting Pages and to

- immediately undertake an examination of Duplicate Signatures occurring within all |
of the Philadelphia Nominating Pages originally assigned not only to the
ﬁhder‘si_gned (those Philadelphia No‘minatin‘g Pages found from-Pages 514 to 1189)
but also to those Phﬂadelpﬁia Nominating Pages origirialllyv‘ ass-igned to President
] udgefColins and Jﬁdgé Smith-Ribner tthose Phﬂadelphi_a.No_min’ating'Pages found

collectively frbm Pages 1 to 513, or sometimes referred to as the Volumes A, B, C,

and D pages).

8) An exhaustive review of signatures Chaﬂehged as invalid Duplicate
Sigﬁatures resulted in the striking as void of 1549 Duplicate'Signafures, pursuant
to the undersigned’s Interim Adjudication and Order ﬁled in this matter on October
7, 2004. The Page and Line numbers for each stricken Duplicate Signature are set

forth in the undersigned’s Interim Adjudication and Order filed on- October 7,

2004.

9)  All but approximately &0 of the Dﬁphcate Signatures Were.
- conceded by the Candidates to be invalid Duplicate Siﬁgnamrés. Many of the

“stricken Duplicate Signatures were stipulated by the parties to be invalid Duplicate

3 The Volume F pages commence on Philadelphia Nominating Page 686.



Signatures, and the Court accepted such stipulation. Further, credible evidence of
record supported the striking as invalid of all of the 1549 Duplicate Signatures set
forth in the undersigned’s: Interim Adjudication and Order filed in this matter on
October 7, 2004. All but approximately 10 of the Duphcate Slgnature challenges

melde:by Petitioners were sustained by the undersigned.

lO) ~ Although the undersigned was striking Dupllcate S1ghatures
throughout the Whole of the Philadelphia Nominating Pages contemporaneously
with: the vo;dmg by Preadenl Judge Cohns and Judge Smith-Ribner of some of
these same. signatures on other grounds, the tabulauon of strlcken signatures
maihtal_ned by this Court (Court Daily Tallies) only registered the s_tnkmgof a

page and line number one time.

11) Thus, the uudefsigned recorded in the Court Daily Tallies only
those Duplicate Signatures stricken against Pages 514 to 1189 of the Philadelphia

Nominating Pages, and only if such page and line numbers had not been preyiously

stricken on other grounds.

12)  When Judge Leadbetter and Senior Judge Kelley thereafter,
commencing October 7 and §, 2004, respectively, conducted their page and line
review of these Volume E & F signatures, they did not record in the Court Daily

Tallies those Duplicate Signatures previously stricken by the undersigned.

13) Many individuals signed, or their names appeared on the

Philadelphia Nominating Pages' more than one time. Many individuals signed five

or more times (Serial Signers).



14) In an effort to distance themselves from the evidence of |

- fraudulent activity that was emerging from the undersigned’s review of the
_ Philadelphia Nominating Pages, counsel for the Candidates agreed that the

" signatures of all persons signing five or more times, the Serial Signers, should be

stricken as void.

15) Forty-four Serial Signers, and those who merely signed the

.- Philadelphia Nominating Pages four. tumes, were,_:.'al«so-,,ciroulators‘ of the

Philadelphia Nomina_ting'Pages. Their identities are s‘gt forth below, setﬁng forth
~ the mymber of times they signed Philadelphia Nominating P'ages,' the page numbers
. of the Philadelphia Nominating Pages they circulated, and whether they also

signed a page or pages that they circulated:

Alan Andrews (signed 21 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 1000, 1031, and 1032 (signed L. 47)

‘Daryl Baird (signed 13 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated page 194 4 :

Barl Boone (signed 11 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 217 and 219

Edward Chappell (signed 19 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 177 and 189

LeRoy Curtis (signed 12 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated page 196 ' '

James Bennett (signed 8 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated page 374 ,

Ravenna Bey (signed 4 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 978 and 1001



Michael Costner (s1gned 9 Philadelphia Nommatmg Page Lines),
Clrculated pages 98, 119, 300, 306, 318, 321, 552, and 856

‘ Yolanda DeLeon (signed 9 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 386 and 387

. Kevin Dickson (signed 12 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lmes)
- Circulated pages 198 and 583

- Kim Dow (signed 7 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 301, 302, and 1037 '

Terri Glenn (signed 12 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lmes)
C1rcu1ated page 244 (signed L 66) _

“James Glover (signed 20 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lmes)
Circulated pages 309 and 310

~ Michael Gross (signed 11 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lihcs), ‘
Clrculated pages 242 696, 697, and 991 o

-Gregory Hamlett (signed 8 Philadelphia Nommatmg Page Lmes)
Circulated page 524

Janet Hawkins (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 457, 458,459, and 522 '

Donzel Henderson (sigﬁed 4 Philadelphia Nominaﬁng Page Lines),
Circulated pages 72, 90, 263, 520, 529, 530, 531, and 970

Juan Hill (signed 7 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 239 (signed L. 1) and 391

George Hunt (signed 9 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 182 and 240 (signed L. 49)

Quintincy Hunt (signed 7 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 97, 342, and 597 ' . “

Thomas Jimenez (signed 15 Philadelphia Nommatmg Page Lines),
Circulated page 523 (signed L. 8) :

Anthony Johnson (signed 11 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),



Circulated page 35 6 (signed L. 50)

Bobby J ohnson (signed 11 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 356 and 357

Nuri Jones (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 95, 203, 204, 206,210, 753, and 1166

Anthony Kearse. (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Liﬁes),
Circulated pages 48, 175, 257 (signed L. 29), 351, 369, and 601

Dan Lindsey (signed 23 Philadelphia Nominating Page Linesj,
Circulated pages 67 and 333

MalikHarper (signed 4 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 525, 526, and 527 o

Willis Petty (éigned 6 Philadelphia Nominating Pagé Lines),
Circulated pages 329 and 413 - R

Michael Reed, Sr. and Michael Reed, Jr., (together signed a total of 67
Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),* S v
Circulated pages 338, 339, 404, 405, 481, 482, 514, 579, 586, 1035,
and Michael Reed, Jr. signed Page 338 at Line 12. '

Roosevelt Rivers (signed 12 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated page 485 (signed L. 4)

Valerie Rogers (signed 6 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 68, 70, 80, and 633

Larry Russell (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 578 and 587

Andrew Shaw (signed 15 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated page 328

4 Michael Reed, Sr. signed approximately 37 times, and Michael Reed, Jr. signed
approximately 30 times. These individuals did not always affix the “Sr.” or “Jr.” to their
signatures, however. They are both registered at the same address, and they are by far our

“champion” Serial Signers.



Note: Andrew Shaw was not registered to vote when he circulated
Page 328 or affixed his signature to 15 Philadelphia Nominating Page

Lines.

Barry Shaw (signed 6 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 308, 315, 532, 560, 567, and 573

Note: Barry Shaw was not registered to vote at the address he set
forth when he signed or circulated the Philadelphia Nominating Pages.

~~ Annette Smith (signed 23 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines); -
Circulated page 556 (signed L. 29) .

Troy A. Smith (sigﬁed 9 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 131 and 984 (signed L. 3)

‘Lola Thompson (signed 11 Phﬂédeiphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated page 551 '

Hvectlor Torres (signed 7 Philadelphia Nominating Page Linés),
Circulated pages 16, 268 (signed L. 23), 557 (signed L. 10),559

William Ward (signed 17 Phﬂaddphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated page 686 (signed L. 15)

Chris Watson (signed 14 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 207 (signed L. 14), 400, and 401

Earl Watson (signed 12 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated page 420 ' '

Gregory White (signed 28 Philadelphia .Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 79 and 218 (signed L. 11)
Note: Gregory White signed as circulator at a different address than

"as an elector on the same date. In fact, he signed petitions under three
different addresses all within a three-day period.

Daniel Williams (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines),
Circulated pages 58 and 550 (signed L. 1)

‘ 16) The undersigned personally viewed each of the signatures of the
Serial Signers/Circulators identified in the preceding Finding of Fact, further

10



noting that the address set forth by their signatures matched, except in the case of

Gregory White. His signature., however, matched for all 28 times he signed

Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines.”

| 17) Other individuals, not circulators, 'signéd five or .;tnore times, as
- well. The following is a partial list of these individuals: R
faie LaVéHeCampbell (signed 10 Philadelphia Nonﬁﬁaﬁng Page Lihes) |
Carl Fletcher (signed 19 Philadelphia Nominating Pagé Lines) -
Keith Grant '(signed 23 Philadelphia Nominating Page L’ihes) |
~Lindsey Mackie (signed 14 Phiiadelphia Nominating P'e-lge‘Lian_)
" Samuel Johnson (signed 15 Phﬂadelphia Nominating Paquinés)

Sanniyyah Jones (signed 8 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Charles Martin (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Charles McCready (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
James Poindexter (signed 10 Philadelphia Nominating Page Linesj
Charles Ray (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Ricardo Rivera (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Brian Rosell (signed 8 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Donniece Roundtfee (signed 11 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Charles Sarlo (signéd 9 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Robert Simmons (signed 8 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lineé)
Leon Spann (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)

5 The Page and Line numbers for each of these individuals, together with all other Serial
Signers, are set forth in detail in the Notes of Testimony from the hearing before the undersigned
occurring September 27—October 4, 2004.
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Jasmine Speller (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Thomas Spruill (signed 5 Phﬂadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Aaron Taylor (signed 6 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
Robert Terrell (signed 8 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)
o Anthony Walker (signed 12 Philadelphia Nominating Page ’Linels.)‘ ’
T Ale'x Walley (signed 11 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines) -
| \‘D‘a‘rili‘én Wérdlaw (signed & Phﬂadélphia Nominating Pagé. Linef,s») i
Chris Watson (signed 14 Phil adelphia Nominating Page Lines) “
~ Darnell Webb (signed 5 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)’ ‘
: Ray Williams (signed 17 Philédelphia Nominating Page “Lihes) B
Marc Wise (signed 11 Philadelphia Nominating Page Lines)

18) A review of the Duplicéte Signatures revealed that many of the
~ Serial Signer/Circulators and other Serial Signers signéd many of the same
Philadelphia Nominating - Pages, giving evidence that such pages were
“manufactured” rafher than .circulated émong the electoraté, at least in significant
‘part, if not in whole. See, e.g., Philadelphia Nominating Pages 34, 58, 72, 80., 81,
88, 102, 120, 177, 181, 190, 195, 200, 204, 212, 239,.244, 306, 308, 310, 327, 328,
333, 369, 480, 485, 514, 519, 523,559, 1029, 1032, and 1035.°

6 Reference is sometimes made in the Petitioners’ challenges to Philadelphia Nominating
Page 1033. - Evidence deduced at our hearings revealed that there is no Page 1032. Rather,
Petitioners’ challenges are more accurately to Page 1032. It appeared that when the"Candidates
were numbering their nominating pages for submission to the Department of State, they
inadvertently marked side 2 and side 4 of Page 1032 as “1033” and thereafter marked the
immediately following page “1034.” Thus, this Court permitted the Petitioners to amend their
challenges to Page 1032, transferring those challenges originally lodged against Page 1033.
Candidates’ counsel agreed to this amendment. '

12



19) Evidence at the hearing, based on the credible testimony of Mr.
Kelly, also established that data required to be filled out by the electors was filled
vout in the hand of certain circulators or other unknown individuals. This led to the
withdrawal of many of the Philadelphia Nominating Pagevs. by the Candidates or

their stipulation on the record that many other such pages should be stricken.’

- 20) The Philadelphia Nominating Pages withdrawn, ,011( 'recbrdj at the
hearings before the undersigned on October 7 and 8, 2004 by the Candidates, are
as follows: Pages 12, 101, 115, 198, 218, 226, 227, 230, 322, 489,,_53’6, 552, 571,
580, and 583, | | " | : |

21) Because these pages were under assignment to Judges other than
* the undersigned, the undersigned did not report the stricken lines in the Court
- Daily Tallies, but supplied the information to the Judges assigned to dispose of

these pages for proper accounting.

'22) The Philadelphia Nominating Pages stricken for fraud or other
jrregularities, based on the stipulation of the parties on record before the
- undersigned at ﬂle hearings on October 5 and 7, 2004 by the Candidates, are as
follows: 117, 162, 163, 164, 239, 244, 245, 246, 248, 249, 251, 253, 399, 461,
519, 643, 681, 682, 683, 1000, 1031, 1032, and 1042. Additionally, Lines 7
through 110 of Page 112 were stricken by stipulation because the circulator filled

in the electors’ information.

7 Please refer to the Notes of Testimony of the hearings held before the undersigned on
October 4, 5, 7 and 8, 2004 for testimony describing the evidence that certain circulators and
others affixed information required on the Philadelphia Nominating Pages to be set forth by the
electors pursuant to the Election Code.



23) The undersigned accepted the stipulations of the parties to strike
the Philadelphia Nominating Pages set forth in the immediately preceding Finding
of Fact. Furthef, the undersigned’s review of these pages clearly establishes that

the stipulations to strike these pages were appropriate.

© ...24) On October 8, 2004, the undersigned ﬁied an Order in-this matter .
disposing of Philadelphia Nominating Pages 117, 162, 163, 164, 244, 245, 246,
248,249, 251, 253, 399, 461, 643, 681, 682,683, 1000, 1031, 1032, and 1042,_and'
Lines®7-through 110 of Page 112. Prior to filing this order, the undersigned
j requested that counsel for the p.arties review the order for accuracy as to its

_ representation. Counsel for both parties consented to the filing of this order.

" 25) Because some of the pages étricken by stipulation wére— under
assignment to Judges other than the undersigned, the undersigned reported only the
number of signature lines stricken pertaining to those Philadelphia Nominating
Pages assigned to him in the Court Daily Tallies, and supplied information
~ regarding the other pages to the respective Judge assigned to dispose of these pages .

for proper accounting.

~ 26) The Philadelphia Nominating Pages strickén by stipulation that
were assigned to the undersigned are as follows: 239, 244, 245, 246, 248, 249,

14



251, 253, and 519.87‘ A subsequent Finding of Fact will detail the number of

signature lines stricken by the undersigned.

27) Because the proceedings before the undersigned established a
broad picture of pervasive fraud in the creation of the Philadelphia Nominating
?Pages which involved (1) many serial signers, (2) circulators that were also serial
signers; and (3) circulators and others who 11tera11y filled in the blanks on many
Philadelphia Nominating Pages, the Candldates agreed to withdraw or have

*. stricken many.thousands of signature lines and whole pages. -

- 28) Although the following “Rulings on Pages Assi‘gnedit‘o Senior
| Judge Mirarchi” reflect a review and di8posél of 2970 signature lines, the
“undersigned in actuahty rev1ewed and disposed of many thousands’ more signature

" lines, as indicated by the preceding Findings of Fact. . The signature lines not |
addressed in the following “Rulings on Pages Ass1gned to Semor Judge M1rarch1”
are dealt with under the Findings and Conclusions of ,the, other four Judges

assigned to review the Philadelphia Nominating Pages.
RULINGS ON PAGES ASSIGNED TO SENIOR JUDGE MIRARCHI

29) The following Philadelphia Nominating Papers are struck as
invalid because the Affidavit of Qualified Elector (Circulator’s Afﬁdavit) on such

papers lacked the acknowledgment by a notary public or another person qualified

8 On October 4, 2004, the President Judge assigned to the undersigned Philadelphia
Nominating Pages found among the nominating pages 231-257 for review and disposition of

challenges made thereto.
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‘to take acknowledgments. Counsel for the Candidates conceded that these

Philadelphia Nominating Papers be stricken on that ground.

Page 518: 21 signature lines
Page 534: 36 signature lines
Page 537: 110 signature lmes
Pége}v598:” 26 signéture lines
N' Pa,ge 681: 110 signature lines

Running Total: 303 signatures reviewed; 303 signatures stricken, 0 valid

signatures

30) - For informaﬁonal purposes only, the Philadelphia Nominating

Papers - described .in the immediately preceding Finding of Fact éohtairied
numerous Duplicate Signatures, which were not reported for the Court Daily
Tallies, as the page and line mimbers were already stricken for the reasons set forth
in the immediately preceding Finding of Fact. These Duplicate Signatures are as
follows: | | ‘
© On Page 518: Lines 1‘, 2,5,6,7,8,9,10,12, 14,15, 18, 19, 20

On Page 534: 0 Duplicate Signatures o

On Page 537: Line 82

On Page 598: 0 Duplicate Signatures

On Page 681: 0 Duphceite Signatures

~31) The number of Duplicate Signatures appearing on pages 514
through 1189 of the Philadelphia Nominating Pages, and stricken as invalid by the

undersigned as such, except where such signatures had been previously stricken, is

476.
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Running Total: 779 signatures reviewed; 779 signatures stricken, 0 valid

signatures

. 32) The following Philadelphia Nominating Papers were struck as
nvahd by the undersigned on the basis of fraudulent activity of the c1rcu1ators or
Senal Signers of_ such pages, based upon credible evidence placed on the record

Page 515: 100 signature lines '
‘Page 556: 30 signature lines

~ Page 557: 70 sig.nature lines
Page 686: 28 signature lines

33) The Court previously stfuck as invalid Duplicate Signatures on

" the pages described in the immediately preceding Finding of Fact as follows:

Page 515: 0 Duplicate Signatures , ,
Page 556: 8 Duplicate Signatures (Lines 1-3, 8, 12 13,19, and 29)
Page 557: 5 Duplicate Signatures (Lines 3,5,10, 49, and 59)

© Page 686: 7 Duplicate Signatures (Lines 1,3, 5, 8, 15, 16, and 26)

34) Accordingly the signatures stricken for the pages described m fhe
two immediately preceding Finding of Fact are as follows:
- Page 515: 100 signature lines
Page 556: 22 signature lines
Page 557: 65 signature lines
Page 686: 21 signature lines

Running Total: 987 signatures revxewed 987 signatures stucken, 0 valid

signatures
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35) Lines 1, 2, and 4 on Page 556 are also invalid on the grounds that
the individuals who signed on those lines set forth a date one day after the

circulator and notary completed the Circulator’s Affidavit on this Page.

36) Wlth ]eSpect to Page 515, handwriting expert Edwa1d J. Kelly
credibly testlﬁed that information concerning the address, date of signing, and even
printed name of the electors appearing on numerous lines on this page were elther ”
set forth in the hand of the mroula‘cor David Otero, or in the hand of other
md1v1duals rathe1 than the elector. These lines are as follows: 2, 5,6, 8,9, 10,12,
13, 14, 15, 23 24,25, 26, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 42 43, 44‘
45, 55 , 57,. 60, and 90. Other lines probably had such defects as well. Counsel for
the Candidatés_[c»onceded that Page 515, Lines 2, 5, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 23, 24, 253,_31, _
~ and 32 should be stricken on the grounds that the evidence -establiéhed that eithef‘
the circulator, David Otero or other individuals, not t’heA*electors, set forth -

informationr.egarding‘ address, date, or, in some instances, the name of the elector. .

37) Because the circulator,” David Otero, and other unknown
individuals clearly affixed informa.tion represented to be that of many of the
electors on Page 515, Mr. Otero’s Circulator Affidavit is rendered unreliable_, a
Violation' of his swomn affidavit, aﬁd fraudulent. Accordingly, the. entire '

Philadelphia Nominating Page 515 is invalid.

38) With respect to Page 556, credible evidence established that the
circulator and affiant of this page, Annette Smith not only swore to the C1rculdtor S

Affidavit, but also signed Line 29 of Page 556 as an elector. She also affixed her
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signature to 22 other Philadelphia Nominating Pages all generally within the four-
day period from July 20—24, 2004.° She signed two Philadelphié Nominating
Pages twice (Page 409, Line 7, and Page 409, Line 101; and Page 556, Line 3, and
Page 556, Line 29). Further, Ms. Smith set forth on Page 556 one address as an

elector and another address as a circulator. She was not registered to vote at either

address on the date of her signing.

39) ‘When Annette Smith completed her Circulator’s Affidavit for
Page 556, it was done with the knowledge that she had signed numerous other
‘Phitadelphia Nominating Pages and with the knowledge that she was not registered
“to vote at the different addresses she set forth for herself in this document.'® Her
Circulator’s Affidavit is therefore rendered unreliable, a violation of her sworn
affidavit, and fraudulent. Accordingly, the entire Philadelphia Nominating Page

556 is invahd.

40) With respect to Page 557, credible evidence established that the

circulator of this page, Hector Torres, was also a Serial Signer, having signed at

% Ms. Smith signed the following Philadelphia Nominating Pages: P. 99, L. 93; P. 181, L.
2, P.185,L.70; P. 198, L. 10; P. 204, L. 55; P. 217, L. 12; P. 218, L.110; P.239,L.17; P. 252,
L.29; P. 348, L. 48; P. 377, L. 58; P. 407, L. 78; P. 409, L. 7; P. 409, L. 101; P. 518, L. 10; P.
523.1.11; P. 552, L. 68; P. 556, L. 3; P. 556, L. 29; P. 698, L. 42; P. 1033, L.101; P. 1037, L.
79. :

10 The affiant of a Circulator’s Affidavit swears or affirms, among other things, that the
affiant is a qualified elector, that he or she has affixed her residence to the affidavit, that the
signers of the page all signed with full knowledge of the contents thereof, and that to the best of
the affiant’s knowledge and belief, the signers are all qualified electors of the district designated
in the paper. Form DSBE 210A PB Department of State (rev. 1/04), Side 4. '
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least 7 Philadelphia Nominating Pages, including Line 10 of Page 557 as an

elector.!!

41) When Hector Torres completed his Circulator’s Affidavit for

Page 557, it was done with fhe knowledge that he had signed numerous other |

Philadelphia Nominating Pages. His Circulator’s Affidavit 1s therefore rendered -

; unreliable, a violation of his sworn affidavit, and fraudulent. Accordingly; the ..

entire Philadelphia Nominating Page 557 1s invalid.

42) With respect to Page 686, credible evidence established that the .-

circulator of -this page, William Ward, was also a Serial Signer, having signed at. .

Jeast 17 Philadelphia Nominating Pages.” He also signed Line 15 of Page 686 as
an elector. - Further, Mr. Ward set forth on Page 686 one address asan elector and

another address as a circulator, and he signed Page 177 two times, at Lines 5 and

34.

43) Because William Ward completed his Cifculator’s Affidavit for
Page 686 with the ]cnbwledge that he had signed numerous other Philadelphia
Nominating Pages, and because he failed to set forth in his Circulator’s Affidavit
the address for Whlch he is a registered voter, hlS Circulator’s Affidavit is rendered

unreliable, a violation of his sworn affidavit, and fraudulent. Accordingly, the

entire Philadelphia Nominating Page 686 is mvalid.

1 The other Philadelphia Nominating Pages signed by Hector Torres were P. 268, L.23;
P356L27P378L20P549L92P694L44andP 1034, L. 32. '

12 William Ward signed the following Philadelphia Nominating Pages: P. 34, L. 29; P.
88,L.62;P. 177, L. SP177L34P24OL41P328L25P356L25P363L8P

(Footnote continued on next page...)
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44) Counsel for the Candidates conceded to strike as void the
crossed-out portions of Page 527, consisting of Line 53 and Lines 64—110, for a
total of 48 stricken lines. It is apparent that Lines 64—110 of Page 527 are

forgeries, where two or three individuals signed and filled out all of these lines.

45) The undersigned did not review the balance of the signature lines
for Page 527. Judge Leadbetter was assigned to perform that review. | ‘
*"Running Total: 1035 signatures reviewed; 1035 signatures stricken, 0 valid

signatures

46) The parties stipulated that the following Philadelphia Nominéting |
e :P'a’ge‘s* should be stricken for the reason that they are in the hand of the circulators
~ or other persons, 0t in the electors whose names appear in the Nomination Papers

or for the reason that the circulators ﬁlled in the electors’ information:

Page 239: 110 signature lines

Page 244: 101 signature lines

Page 245: 100 signature lines

Page 246: 110 signature lines

Page 248: 101 signature lines

Page 249: 100 signature lines

Page 251: 84 signature lines

Page 253: 49 signature lines

(continued...)

388, L. 19; P. 393, L. 6; P. 485,1.12; P. 574, L. 4; P. 587, L. 18; P. 686, L. 15; P. 1000, L. 32;
P.1035, L. 4;and P. 1037, L. 43.
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Page 519: 100 signature lines

47) The undersigned accepted the stipulation of the parties to strike
the Philadelphia Nominating Pages set forth in the immediately preceding Finding

of Fact. Further, theundersigned’s review of these pages clearly establishes that

the stipulation to strike these pages is appropriate.

48)  Philadelphia Nominating Page 519 contains 6 Duplicate
Signatures that were previously stricken by this Court.”” No Duplicate Signatures -

- were stricken from the other Philadelphia Nominating Pages set forth in Finding of. ... .

Fact No. 46. .Accordingly, the signature lines struck from the Philadelphia
Nominating Pages set forth in Finding of Fact No. 46 are as follows:
Page 239: 110 signature lines
* Page 244: 101 signature lines
Page 245: 100 signature lines
Page 246: 110 signature lines
Page 248: 101 signature lines
Page 249: 100 éigﬁature lines
Page 251: 84 signature lines
Page 253: 49 signature lines
Page 519: 94 signature lines

Running Total: 1884 signatures reviewed; 1884 signatures stricken, 0 valid

signatures

13 L ines 16, 17, 35, 43, 61, and 79.
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49) Page 237, consistmg of 43 signature lines, lacked the signature of
the circulator in the Circulator’s Affidavit. The Court permitted Candidates to
amend this defect by producing the circulator to affix his signature by noon,
October 8, 2004. The circulator failed to appear before the Court to effectuate the-
amendment. At the hearing held before the undersigned on October 8, 2004,
Coutisel for the Candidates conceded that because he was unable ‘to produce the-
affiant to -amend the Circulator’s Afﬁdavif, Page 237 should be stricken as void.
The undersigned accordingly struck Page 237, with its 43 signature lines as void.
Rﬁnhih'gf Total: 1927 signatures reviewed; 1927 signatures stricken, 0 valid

signatures -

~50) The undersigned conducted a page and line review of the
following Philadelphia Nominating Pages: Pages 231 (100 signature lines), 234
T ’(110 signature lines), 236 (110 signature lines), 240 (50 signature lines), 241 (110
31gnature lines), 242 (110 signature lines), 243 (100 signature lines), 252 (110
signature-lines), 254 (77 signature lmes) 256 (87 signature lines), and 257 (41

signature lines).

51) The following designations will be used to describe the
dispbsitioﬁ of the signature lines for the above Philadelphia Nominating Pages:
a) Valid signatures (“Valid Signatures”).

~ b) Signatures stricken because the signature is a Duplicate Signature
(ElDupr). |
s c) Signatures stricken because the elector is not registered to vote and
was not registered at the date of signing the Philadelphia Nominating Page (“NR”).

d) Signatures stricken because the elector registered to vote after the

date of signing the Philadelphia Nominating Page (“NRDS”).
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e) Signatures stricken because the elector is not registered to vote at

the address set forth in the Philadelphia Nominating Page (“NRA”).

f) Signatures stricken because the elector omitted required

information, such as signature, address, printed name, and date signed (“DO”).

g) Signatures stricken because some or all of the information required =

by the Election C'Ode'p‘ertaining to an elector was written by an individual or= — -

individuals other than the elector (“Information Written by Others”).
h) Signatures stricken as forged (“Forged”).
1) Slgnamres stricken as illegible (“Illegible™).

J) Sighatures stricken because the «electors” affixed addresses thatare. .-

not in the City and County of Philadelphia (“NA/ oC™).M

©52) “With respect to Page 231, with 100 signature lines, based on .
credible evidence, the following disposition was made: '

a) 36111168 stricken as NR: Lines 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 18,23, 24,

27,29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 37,39, 42, 43, 40, 48. 49, 53, 54, 56, 62, 63, 64, 67,76,79, .. ..

80, 99, 95 and 97.
b) 25 lines stricken as NRA: Lines 2, 4, 12,13, 19, 25, 33,41, 45, SO

51,52, 58,59, 65, 66,74, 81, 84, &7, 88, 91, 92, 94 and 96.
¢) 13 lines stricken for DO: Lines 16, 22, 35, 38, 40, 44, 55, 57, 61,

69, 71, 73 and 83.
d) 5 lines stricken as F orged Lines 72, 78, 86, 89 and 97.
e) 2 lines stricken as NA/OC: Lines 47 and 67. '

f) 19 Valid Signatures.

4 The Board of Elections uses the designation “NA/OC” to signify “non-existent address

or out of county address.”
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Running Total: 2027 signatures reviewed; 2008 signatures stricken, 19 valid

signatures

53) -~ With respect to Page 234, with 110 signature lines, based on
oredlble evidence, the following disposition was made:
‘ “ §)16 lines stricken as NR: Lines 1, 9, 13, 21, 41, 45, 55, 64 67,70,
71,78,79, 88, 89 and 105.
" b) 26 lines stricken as NRA: Lines 3, 8, 12, 16, 17, 27, 31, 32, 40,
42, 43,49,50, 52, 58, 65, 83, 86, 87, 90, 91, 92, 95 97, 108 and 109..
- “7ig) 8 lines stricken as NRDS: Lines 2, 7, 16, 19,69, 77, 10@ and- 101
- d) 6 lines stricken for DO: Lines 5, 19, 28, 29, 75 and107.
d) 1 line stricken for, having Information Written by Others: Line 4.
‘€)1 line stricken as Ilegible: Line 93.
~f) 52 Valid Signatures.
Running T otal: 2137 signatures reviewed; 2066 signatures stricken, 71 valid

signatures

~ 54) With respect to Page 236, with 110 signature lines, based on
credible evidence, the following disposition was made:
a) 2 lines stricken as Dup: Lines 85 and 100.
v ~ b) 30 lines stricken as NR: Lines 5, 13, 15, 18, 24, 26, 29, 32, 35, 40,
43,44, 48,53, 54,59-62, 67,71, 72, 80, 83, 86, 91, 96, 101, 102 and 107.
c) 15 lines stricken as NRA: Lines 3,9, 10, 14, 31, 39, 45, 52 63, 05,

79, 87, 90, 93 and 106.
d) 10 lines s_tricken as NRDS: Lines 16, 22, 36, 47, 57, 68, 82, 94,

108 and 109.
d) 7 lines stricken for DO: Lines 7,11, 12,58, 64,75 and 77.
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¢) 1 line stricken for having Information Written by Others: Line 17.
f) 1 line stricken as Illegible: Line &9.
g) 7 lines stricken for being NA/OC: Lines 4, 30, 47, 70, 98, 99 and

103.
h) 37 Valid Signatures.

Running Total: 2247 ‘signatures-reviewed; 2139 signatures stricken, 108 valid =~

signatures

55) With respect to Page 240, with' 50 signature lines, based on'.
credible evidence, the vfollowing-disposition was made:

a) 10 lines strickenas Dup: Lines 11, 32, 37, 38, 40, 41, 45, 46, 48

and 49. ‘ S
" b) 12 lines stricken as NR: Lines 3, 4, 8,10, 14, 17, 19, 20, 23, 30, 34
and 36. |
| ¢)-12 lines stricken as NRA: Lines 6, 9, 12, 16, 18, 21, 26, 27, 33, 39,
43 and 47. "

d) 2 lines stricken as NRDS: Lines 22 and 26.

e) 4 lines stricken for DO: Lines 1, 24, 28 and 29,
f) 1 line stricken as Illegible: Line 42.

2) 1 line stricken for being NA/OC: Line 31.

h) 8 Valid Signatures.

Running Total: 2297 signatures reviewed; 2181 signatures stricken, 116 valid

signatures

56) With respect to Page 241, with 110 signature lines, based on

credible evidence, the following disposition was made:

a) 4 lines stricken as Dup: Lines 25, 60, 88 and 89.
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b) 26 lines stricken as NR: Lines 2, 5, 7,13, 15, 22, 35, 38, 50, 51, 56,
61, 68, 82, 85, 87, 90,91, 98, 100, 102 and 105.

c) 42 lines stricken as NRA: Lines 3, 6, 8, 11, 17-20, 22, 25, 32,34,
36, 37, 41, 42, 44, 45, 47, 52, 53, 54, 58, 62, 67, 70-72, 73, 78, 83, 84, 80, 92-96,-
99, 104, 106 and 107. \ o

"% d) 11 lines stricken as NRDS: Lines 14, 27,29, 57,59, 64,6575, 77,

79 and 109 |

é) 2 lines stricken as Illegible: Line 30 and 33.

- f) 25 Valid Signatures. 7_

* Running Total: 2407 signatures reviewed; 2266 signatures stricken, 141 valid -

signatures-

57) ' With respect to Page 242, with 110 signature lines, -based on -
© credible evidence, the following disposition was made:

a) 18 lines stricken as Dup: Lines 5, 12,21, 23, 25, 38, 42, 47, 54, 56,
57,71,87,93 and 94.” . o

| b) 24 lines stricken as NR: Lines 24, 28, 39? 45, ’49, 58, 60, 62, 63, 66,

70, 72-74, 77, 80, 89, 91, 92, 95, 96, 99, 107 and 108. o s ,

¢) 21 lines stricken as NRA: Lines 1-4, 6, 16, 18, 19, 30, 32, 35, 40,
44, 64, 68, 82, 86, 91, 104 and 110. ’

- d) 1 linestricken as NRDS: Line 48. o v

e) 31 lines stricken for DO: Lines 7-9, 11, 13-15, 17, 22, 26,27, 29,

31, 347, 36,37, 41, 43, 46, 50-53, 55, 59, 61, 81, 85, 88,97, 98 and 105.1

15 Byidence established that Page 242 contained three Duplicate Signatures more than set

forth in the Interim Adjudication and Order filed October 7, 2004, i.e., Lines 67, 78, and 79.
16 Tine 97 lacked a signature, and the remaining lines were crossed out by the Candidates
inink. One can detect under the crossed-out names, the signatures of a number of Serial Signers.
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f) 1 line stricken as Illegible: Line 38.
g) 14 Valid Signatures.

Running Total: 2517 signatures reviewed; 2362 signatures stricken, 155 valid

signatures

58)  With respect to Page 243, with 100 signature lines, based on £

credible evidence, the following disposition was made:
a) 2 lines stricken as Dup: Lines 2 and 69.

b) 14 lines stri‘ckven as NR: Lines 6,32, 37, 38, 40, 41, 47, 53, 67, 76,

77, 78, 97 Ell’ld 98 ‘\\ sahenle U0 T . . ' PR v - L . . ,.;f:,d{‘b,)-‘ s , o T

c) 37 lines stricken as NRA: Lines 1, 3, 4,7,8,10, 11-13, 16, 17,22~ .
24, 26, 28, 30, 33, 35, 39, 42, 48, 51, 57, 61, 62-65, 79, 82, &8, 90, 93, 94, 96 and
100. '

d) 7 lines stricken as NRDS: Lines 14, 25, 66, 68, 80, 81 and 95..

e) 3 lines stricken for DO: Lines 49, 59 and 73.

)1 line.striclcen as Illegible: Line 83.

g) 1 line stricken for being NA/OC: Line 74.

h) 35 VahdSignatures.'

Running Total: 2617 signatures revieWed; 2427 signatures stricken, 190 valid

signatures

59)  With respect to Page 252 with 110 lmnes, based on credible

evidence, the following disposition was made:
a) 4 lines stricken as Dup: Lines 5, 29, 30 and 104.
b) 25 lines are stricken as NR: 7, 14, 18, 27, 32, 33, 35, 36, 39, 44,

45, 46,49, 63, 67,79, 80, 82, 88, 93, 94, 95, 96, 105 and 109.
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c) 28 lines are stricken as NRA: 3,9 through 16, 21, 54, 55, 59, 61,
65, 68, 70, 73, 74, 76, 80, 83, 84, 92, 97, 99, 107, 108 and 110.
d) 7 lines for NRDS: 41, 48, 51, 60, 66, 90 and 98.
| e) 13 lines are stricken for DO: 1,A 2,6,19, 20,37, 42, 56, 57,71, 72,
91and 100, R
f) 4 hnes are. stricken for being NA/OC: 17 40, 43 and o9

g) 29 Vahd signatures.

Runnlng T@tal 2727 Signatures reV1ewed 2508 swnatures stricken, 219 valid

51gnatures o

60)i 'With respect 1o .Page 254 with 77 lines, based oii credible
evidence, the follt)wing disposition was made:

a) 1 line stricken as Dup: Line 14.

~ b30 hnes are stricken as NR: 1, 6‘ 8,10, 12, 13, 1‘ 17, 20 22 24—
29, 34,35, 40, 42, 46 48,49, 54,55,57,59, 62,67 and 71.
¢) 9 lines are stricken as NRA: 5,7, 23,33, 37-39, 43 and 68.
d) 4 lines are stricken as NRDS: 30, 44, 64 and 69.
e) 4 lines are stricken for DO: 9, 26, 31 and 60.
) 8 lines stricken for being NA/OC: 2-4, 58, 61, 65, 66 and 72.

g) 21 valid signatures.

Running Total: 2804 signatures reviewed; 2564 signatures stricken, 740 valid

signatures
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61) With respect to Page 256, with 87 signature lines,"” based on
credible evidence, the following disposition was made:

a) 3 lines stricken as Dup: Lines 24, 43 and 103.

b) 20 lines stricken as NR: Lines 10, 13, 15,17, 21, 39, 42, 47- 51 55,
56, 60, 62, 64, 68,76 and 77.

¢) 34 lines stricken as NRA: Lmes 8, 11, 14, 16, 18, 19, 22, 23 29,
30, 31, 38, 40, 41, 44, 45, 46, 52, 59, 61, 63, 65-67, 69, 70-72, 79, 81, 82, 101, 104
and 105. " | ‘

d)3 11nes strlcken as NRDS Lines 1, 12 and 73.

e) 1L hnes stricken for DO: Lines 2-4, 9, 27, 28, 57, 58 75, 78 and

102.
) 16 Vahd Slgnatures

Running Total 2891 signatures reviewed; 2635 signatures strlcken, 256 valid

signatures

62) With respect to Page 257, with 41 signature lines, based on
credible evidence, the following disposition was made:

a) 1 line stricken as Dup: Line 27.

b) 7 lines stricken as NR: Lines 2-4, 1~5,'26, 31 and 40.

c) 6 lines stricken as NRA: Lines 13, 25, 29, 30, 32 and 35.

d) 12 lines stricken as NRDS: Lines 5-7, 9, 11, 12, 19, 28, 33, 34, 38
and 39, |

e) 1 line stricken for DO: Line 1.

e) 14 Valid Signatures. -

17 On Page 256, signature lines were filled from Lines 1-82, and from Lines 101-105
only. Lines 83-100 were left blank, as were Lines 106-110.
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Running Total: 2932 signatures reviewed; 2662 signatures stricken, 27 0 valid

signatures

63) Philadelphia Nominating Page- 247, consisting of 38 signature
Jines, was withdrawn by counsel for the Candidates beéause of irregularities
appearing throughout the page, based-if:-on' ‘clear evidence that the affiant had
completed most if not all of the inform:a-ti@ri set forth therein. This evidence was
corroborated by the credible testlmony of Mr. Kelly. Counsel for the Candidates
moved for the withdrawal of Page 247, and the Court granted this unopposed

motion.
Running Total: 2970 signatures reviewed; 2700 signatures stricken, 27 0 valid

signatures

CONCLUSIONS

1) The undersigned reviewed the following Philadelphia Nominating Pages for
which he reported numbers in the Court Daily Talhes 231, 234, 236, 237, 239-
249, 251-254, 256, 257, 515, 518 519, 534, 537, 556 557, 598, 681, and 686.

Further, the undersigned reviewed Duplicate Slgnamres occurring on Philadelphia

Nominating Pages 514-1189.

2) After review of these Pages and the Duplicate Signatures occurring on

Philadelphia Nominating Pages 51-1 189, the undersigned reports the following:
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2970 Sighatures Reviewed
2700 Signatures Stricken
270 Signatures Remain Valid

'-3) The unders1gned made a page and line review of Phﬂadelph]a Nommatmg Pages
‘43 1, /.34 230, 40 243,252, 254, 256, and 257, in accordanee W11:h thu s‘candardo
of rev1ew for same set forth in In re Nomination Papers of Nader B _ Pa ___“, o

AL 2d ___(No. 154 MAP 2004, filed September 29, 2004).

: '4) Wuh respect to Justice Saylor S eoncumng and d1ssent1ng opmlon in In re

Nommaz‘zon Paper.s of Nader Pa. , A 2d (No 171 MM 2004 filed

‘October- 1, 2004), directing that we consider grounds for striking signatures other
thah’the fact that the electors are not registered, we report that the following
signatures were stricken only on the grounds that the eleetor was not registered at
Mthe t1me of signing or by the time of the hearing (NR: 240 s1gnatures) was not
registered at the address affixed to the nominating page (NRA 255 signatures),
“and was not registered at the time of signing (NRDS: 65 signatures). The page and

line numbers of these individuals are set forth in Findings of Fact Nos. 52-62.

5). The Candidates conceded to the striking of the great majority of all other

signature lines stricken by the undersigned.

6) ‘The review of the Philadelphia NominatingAPages set forth in Conclusion No. 1,

together with many other Philadelphia Nominating Pages as partially described in
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the Findings of Fact, revealed extensive impropriety and/or fraudulent activity

the creation of many Philadelphia Nominating Pages.

7) The evidence established that many Philadelphia Nominating Pages were
simply manufactured, in'WhoIe or in part, by Serial Signer/Circulators, other Serial

Signers, and other Circulators.

8) The evidence does not link the activities of the individuals described in the
precedj»ﬁg’ Conclusion with the Candidates themselves, but the efforts of the
* Candidates to be on the baﬂot-i’n Noveniber are clearly negatively impacted by this

activity.

- 9) The legitimacy and integrity of the electoral process is negatively impacted by
the activities of the Serial Signer/Circulators, other Serial Signers, and other
Circulators, who, with obvious intent, attempted to pad the numbers for their

" Candidates in the Philadelphia Nominating Pages by fraud, deceit, and dishonesty.

10) Thus, the legal argument of the Candidates that the strict requirements of the
Election Code and a thorough and timely review of their nominating pages is
somehow fundamentally, and thus constitutionally unfair to them and serves to

«disenfranchise” their supporters, is proven a clear farce.

11) On the contrary, the whole of the electorate is disenfranchised when the

thorough and outrageous assault on the legitimacy and integrity of the electoral
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process, as revealed during our hearings on the Philadelphia Nominating Pages, is

not prevented by judicial review based on firmly established standards of law.

12) In an effort to distance themselves from ‘the clear evidence of fraud and
1mp10prlety that began emerging from the evidence deduced at the hearmgs,
counsel for tne Candidates ultimately agreed to wﬁhdraw a number of Philadelphia

Nommatmg Pages in their entirety and conceded ‘ro the striking as void of many

others and to the Duplicate Signatures.

"13) Although:legal counsel for th_e_Caﬁdidates has not always been forthright and -
- cooperative with the Court (see, e.g., the Memorandum Opiﬁion and Order of

- President Judge Colins entered in this matter .on S_eptember 23, 2004), there were

attoineys for the Candidates who met or rose above the standards of their

profess‘iond during the hearings. The undersigned would particularly wish to
commend B. Patrick Costello, Jr., Esquire, who acquitted himself with scrupulous
honesty, integrity; and candor. While advocating with vigor for the Candidates, he
‘nevertheless recognized his duty as an officer of the Court when faced with
undeniable evidence of the fraud and other impropriety set forth in the Philadelphia
Nominating Papers, and performed with great expeditiousness to aid the Court

“properly disposing of these matters while maintaining the signatures of electors not

tainted by the fraud and impropriety.

=

Certified from the Record  =HARTES . MIRARCHI, JR., Senidf Judge
0CT 1 2 2004
and Order Exit
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10/13/2004 01:56 PM
Commonwealth Court of PA 215-560-3038

IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph

Nader and Petér Miguel Camejo as

Candidates of an Independent Political :

Body for Prem’dent and Vice President : No. 568 M.D. 2004

in the General Election of November 2, : HEARD: September 27-30 and

2004 October 1,2,4,5,7and 8, 2004
Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets, Z
Ronald Bergmian, Richard Trinclisti, o
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott, >
Donald G. Brown and Julia A. =
O'Connell, 3

Petitioners

BEFORE: CHARLES P. MIRARCHI, JR., Senior Judge

ORDER

~ AND NOW, this 13th day of October, 2004, the Court having been
mformed that Phﬂadelphla Nommatmg Pages 536, 552, 566; 571, 580, 583, 643,
632, and 683 “and the dlsposmon of challenges, motions, and stipulations made
thereto, were never previously counted in the Court Daily Tallies or n the"FiJ:ldings
and Conclusions of the Judge to whom they had been assigned, and in an effort to
ensure an accurate counting and dlSpOSlthIl of all nommatmg pages filed by the
Candidates, the undersigned, who received and accepted the motions to withdraw
some of these Pages and the stipulations to strike the others, as more particularly

described in the undersigned’s s Findings and Conclusions in this matter filed on

Received Time Oct.13. 1:36PM
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. ) ] Commonwealth Court of PA 215-560-3038

October 12, 2004, hereby amends his Findings and Conclusions filed on October

12, 2004, as follows:

1) Finding of Fact No. 20 is amended to include Philadelphia
Nominating Page 566 among those Philadelphia Nominating Pages withdrawn on

the record by counsel for the Cand'idate‘s on October 7 and 8, 2004.

- 2) Finding of Fact No. 22, second sentence, is amended to read, with

the amended portion in beld and underline, as follows:

Additionally, Lines 7 through 110 of Page 1112 were
stricken by stipulation because the circulator filled in the

electors’ information.

3) Finding of Fact No. 24, first sentence, is amended to read, with the
amended portion in bold and underline, as follows: | |

On October 8, 2004, the undersigned filed an Order 1n
this matter disposing of Philadelphia Nominating Pages
117, 162, 163, 164, 244, 245, 246, 248, 249, 251, 253,
399, 461, 643, 681, 682, 683, 1000, 1031, 1032, and
1042, and Lines 7 through 110 of Page 1112.

4) Finding of Fact No. 64 is added to find:

' 64) Because the following Philadelphia
Nominating Pages, withdrawn by counsel for the
" Candidates, as set forth in Finding of Fact No. 20, or
stipulated by the parties to be stricken as set forth in
Finding of Fact No. 22, have not been previously
counted in either the Court Daily Tallies as reviewed,
withdrawn, or stricken, nor counted as reviewed,

Received Time Oct.13. 1:36PH 2 °.
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Commonwealth Court of PA

withdrawn or stricken in the Findings and
Conclusions of the Judge to whom such pages were
assigned at the time of their withdrawal or striking,
the undersigned adds to his total of Reviewed and

Stricken Signatures, the following Pages:
Page 536: 80 signature lines
Page 552: 101 signature lines
Page 566: 15 signature lines
Page 571: 105 signature lines
Page 580: i09 signaturfe lines
Page 583: 53 signaiture lines
Page 643: 100 signature lines
Page 682: 110 signature lines

Page 683: 100 signature lines

5) Finding of Fact-No. 65 is added to find:

~ 65) The Court previously struck as invalid
Duplicate Signatures on the pages described in the
immediately preceding Finding of Fact as follows:

Page 536: '1‘ Duplicate Signature (Line 6)

- Page 552; 18 Duplicate Signaﬁures (Lines 11,
13, 15, 23, 38, 41, 46-48, 50, 51, 53-55, 57, 68, 71 and
95) o ' '

Page 566: 0 Duplicate Signatures

Page 571: 7 Duplicate Si"gn‘atures (Lines 1, 4-6,
25,28 and 54)

Recaived Time Oct.13. 1:36PM 3

215-560-3038
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Page 580: 0 Duplicate Signatures

~ Page 583: 9 Duplicate :Sigmitures (Lines 10, 12,
13, 36, 41, 45-47 and 52) : .

Page 643: 0 Duplicate Signatures
Page 682: 0 Duplicate Signatures

Page 683: 0 Duplicate Signatures

6) Finding of-Fact‘No. 66 'is added to fmdrz |

66) Accordingly, the signatures stricken for the
pages described in the two immediately preceding
Findings of Fact are as follows: -

Page 536 79 signature lines

Pag;e 552: 83 signature lines

Page 566 15 signature lines

Pagg 57 1 98 signature llinjes

Page 580 109 signature lines

Page 51%}83': 44 signature lines

Page 643: 100 signature lines

Page 682: 110 signature lines

Page 683: 100 sigliature lines

ﬁuhning Totél: 3768 signétures reviewed; 3438
signatures stricken; 270 valid signatures

Received Time Octi13. 1:360M 4
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7) Conclusion No. 1 is amended to read, with the added portions in
bold and undetline, as follows:

1) The undersigned reviewed the following
Philadelphia . Nominating Pages for which he reported
numbers in the Court Daily Tallies: 231, 234, 236, 237,
239-249, 251-254, 256, 257, 515, 518, 519, 534, 536,
537, 552, 556, 557,566, 571, 580, 583, 598, 643, 681,
682, 683, and 686. Further, the undersigned reviewed
Duplicate ~ Signatures occurring on  Philadeiphia

Nominating Pages 514-1189.

8) Conclusion No. 2 is. amended to read, with the added portions in
bold and underline, as follows: |

-2 After review of these Pages and the Duplicate
Signatures occurring on Philadelphia Nominating Pages
51-1189, the undersigned reports the following:

3768 Sign‘aiﬁig‘eﬁ Reviewed

3438 Signatures Stricken
"' 276 Signatures Remain Valid

_ o e
U/f(/\/\(_k\.«, ) J o~ ,

CHARLES P. MIRARCH], JR., Senior Judge
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President
in the General Election of

November 2, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets, No. 568 M.D. 2004 .
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,

Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,

Donald G. Brown and Julia A.

O’ Conneﬂ
' : RS Petmoner-s ‘

FINDINGS AND CON CLUSIONS
RE CHALLEN GES TO PHILADELPHIA COUNTY NOMINATION PAPERS
CONTAINED IN EXHIBIT 1, VOLUME E '

DATE: October 12,2004

v 7 On October 7-11, 2004, a hearing was held to rule on certain’
challenges to nomination papers circulated in Phﬂadelphia County on behalf-of the
candidacies of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel-Camejo. Both sideé were represented
by. counsel. Assigned to this venue 'Wrereir-vthcis’e nomination - papers from
Philadelphia County challengéd n Objectoté}?‘ EXhlblt No. 1, Volume E, excluding
‘pages and lines struck by Judge Mirarchi as duplicate signatures. Between Sessi‘ons
in open court both counsel, James Cook and Ira Lefton, worked tirelessly and
diligently to review voter registration records and work out stipulations. Their

efforts were greatly aided, indeed made possible, by the willingness of



representatives  of the Voter Registration ~Division, Philadelphia  City
Commissioners and. of our court . officer, Robert Snook, to work from early
morning until late at night and through the weekend n order to complete this task
in a timely manner. When counsel could not agree on an issue, it Was submitted to
the court for a ruling on the record, but ‘because of the professionaiism of counsel,
such disputes were kept to a minimum. The court wishes to thank all involved for
their professional and tireless work while tired, hungry and, undoubtedly, suffering

eyestrain.
* Based upon the stipulations presented and my rulings as described -

above, I find the following':
The nomination papers from Philadelphia County assigned for my review

contained a total of 4171 signa'mre, lines, not counting those struck by Judge

‘Mirarchi as duplicates. 7
441 of those limes were struck out by the candidates before filing the -

nomination papers with the Secretary of State, leaving a total of 3720 lines

- submitted. , L | . S e

" 441 of those signature lines Listed an address in Philadelphia County, but the .~

“ame did not match that of any registered voter in the county. These lines must be

stricken. In re Nomination Papers of Nader, Pa. ,

' Tn light of the admonition of Mr. Justice Saylor [see In re Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader, Pa. ; A2d - (No. 171 MM 2004, filed October 1, 2004)(Saylor, J.,
concurring and dissenting)] that we keep account of whether, as to signatures or affidavits
stricken because of registration requirements, the signers or affiants otherwise possess the
constitutional and legal qualifications of electors set forth in Article VII, Section 1 of our
Pennsylvania Constitution and incorporated by reference in Section 102(t) of the Election Code,
Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. § 2602(t) findings relevant to this issue

appear as footnotes herein.

_A2d4 _ (2004) -



) @\;0 154 MAP 2004, filed September 209, 2004) shp op at 27 28 (2004 WL'
2185351, *12-13); In re Nomination Petition of Flaherty, 564 Pa. 671 682, 770
- A.2d 327, 333 (2001).? : R _7

555 of those signature, lines listed an addreSs n Phﬂadelphia éoehty, and an
elector by that name was registered "in‘ the':county, but at a differen‘t address.
Examination of the registration recerds of those electors did not reﬂect that any of
them héd previously lived at'the‘ address en the nominatien paper. These lines must
_ Pa__ A2d__ (2004)

J

be stricken. In re Nommatron Papers of Nader,

(No. 154 MAP 2004, ﬁled September 29, 2004) shp op at 27-28 (2004 WL

2185351, *12- 13) In re Nomrnatron Petition of Flaherry2 564 Pa. 671, 682, 770
A.2d 327, 333 (2001). Where lines were signed by persons who were registered
voters at a .different address in Philadelphia County on the date of signing the
' }nomination'paper, but before the hearing had notiﬁed the Registration Division of

a change of address to that stated on the nomination papers in compliance with the

2 Al srgnatures were dated August 1, 2004 or earlier. Therefore smce there was no
evidence to suggest that the Philadelphia addresses listed were inaccurate, all sighers resided in
the state more than 90 days immediately preceding the election. While it would seem unlikely
that very many were non-citizens or minors, no evidence was presented as to the age or
citizenship of any of them, other than the affiants’ afﬁdavrts stating that the signers are -qualified

electors. To the extent that the burden of persuasion lies with objectors to establish that the
signers are not quahﬂed electors, they have established only that the signers are not registered to
vote, but have failed to establish that they lack the qualiﬁcationé enumerated in Article VII,
Section 1 of our Pennsylvania Constitution. To the extent that lack ef registration is deemed to
satisfy objectors’ prima facie case, candidates have failed to rebut that case with evidence that
the signers nonetheless possess the age and citizenship qualifications of Article VII, Section 1.

3 Since these signers were registered to vote in the county, albeit at another address, I find
that they possess the qualifications enumerated in Article VII, Sectron 1 of our Pennsylvania

Constrtutron



Voter Registration Act,* I ruled that these persons were qualified electors, and their

s1gnatures were not stricken. _
119 of the signature lines were srgned by persons not reg1stered to Vote n
Phﬂadelphra County at the time of signing the nomination papers No evrdence was

presented as to the date that any of them postmarked or dehvered an- apphcatlon to

register. I therefore find that these persons were not quahﬁed electors when they

signed the nomination papers and, therefore, these lines must be stricken. Nader,

Pa.at _,  A2dat__,slipop. at 26-27 (2004 WL 2185351, *12).°

>

85 lines on the nommatron papers omitted 1nformat10n requlred by the Electlon
Code,® and" therefore must be- stricken. Sectlon 951 of the Election Code, as
amended, 25 P.S. § 2911 In their stipulations, counsel included in th1s category

lines which had printed names rather than the srgnatures required by law. Nader,
___Pa at A2d at _ ,slip op at 27-28 (2004 WL 2I85351 *13);

I

Flaherty, 564 Pa. at 679 770 A.2d at 332 (2001); In re Nomination Petition of
Silcox, 543 Pa. 647, 650, 674 A.2d 224, 225 (1996) |

5 5 lines on the nommatlon papers were so 111eg1ble that ne1ther the Reglstratron |

D1V1s1011 nor counsel were able to ascertam whether they Were Sl gned hy quahﬁed

§§ 1101 — 3302,

* In 2002, the legislature enacted a new Voter Registration Act, 25 Pa. C.S.
dress. See 25 Pa.

Section 1501(b) provides for the process to be used where an elector changes ad

C.S. § 1501.
5 Qince these 13 signers were registered to vote in the county, albeit after the date of signing,

I find that they possess the qualifications enumerated in Amcle VII, Section 1 of our

Pennsylvania Constitution.
6 Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended 25P.S. §§ 2600 — 3591

7 Qection 951 of the Election Code directs thata qualified elector signing a nomination paper
“shall add to his signature his legibly printed name and residence, giving city, borough or
township, with street and number, if any, and shaH also add the date of signing, expressed n

23

words or numbers .



electors. These must be stricken. /n re Nomination Petition of Delle Donne, 779

A.2d 1,11~ 12 (Pa. Cmwlith. 2001).
8. 368 lines were stricken as forgeries.
9. . One line was stricken because the signamfé and the printéd name were entirely
differént names. o | |
10. 45 lines were stricken because the addrt.ess listed did n‘o’tv:eki‘sﬁg
11. 11 Iines;were strick_eri beéause the sigﬁér reSided,outside the Commonwealth.?
12.  Finally, 74 signatures on these nomination papers, challengéd on the basis that
the signers were not qualified electors, were of persons listing an address within
the Commonwealth but in a coun‘fy other thah Philadelphia. Accor.diﬁgly, the
Registration Division had no way of asceﬁainir_l_g whether or not they were
registered voters, and made no attempt to do so. No other _évidence was presented
on the point, and I find that objectors have failed to establish a prima facie case
that these persons are not qualified electors. Section 951 of the Election Code
- provides, in pertinent part, that: “different sheets [of the nomihation papérs] must
- be used for signers resident in different counties.” See 25 P.S. § 2911(d). These
f-county signatures appeared on pages which purport, in both the Preamble

and the conclu_ding Affidavit, to contain signatures - of persons:‘ resi'ding;-_ n

. All glgnature‘ were dated August 1, 2004, or earher Although these 51gners ]1sted
addresses pulportmg to be in Philadelphia, since the addresses did not exist, it is 1mposs1ble to
determine their residency. In addition, no evidence was presented as to the age or citizenship of
any of them, other than the affiants’ affidavits stating that the signers are quahﬁed electors. To
the extent that.the burden of persuasion lies with objectors to establish that the signers are not
quahﬁed electors, they have established only that the signers are not registered to vote, but have
failed to establish that they lack the qualifications enumerated in Article VII, Section 1 of our
Pennsylvania Constitution. To the extent that lack of registration is deemed to satisfy objectors’
prima facie case, candidates have failed to rebut that case with evidence that the signers
nonetheless possess the age and citizenship quahﬁcatlons of Article VII, Section 1.

? Such persons are not qualified voters under our Constltutlon or the Election Code.



Phi Iadclphia County. I need not decide horc howcvcr whether a v1olat10ﬂ Of'
Section 2911 mvahdatcs all out of counfy mgnamres as Objectors argue, or even
the entire page, on the g‘round that the affidavit is false. No objection on any such
ground was made in the Objections to the NOmin’ation' 'vPapeir:sjv the:»jinés,iwgré‘t
challenged, if at all, only on the ground that the signer Waé not registered."
Objectors failed to meet their burden of proof on the ground c’hallcﬁgcd. cr

13.  Based ﬁpoh the folléwing, of the 3720 signatures before the éour‘[, 1680 must be
stricken upon grounds specifically stated in the Objections to the Nomination
Papers. They are itemized in the 'avttac'hed Appendix. 2040 valid sigﬁa‘mres remain
in Support'of‘C_a_ndida.tes’ nomination. | '

An order will follow in due course.

T RBleadhel

BONNIE BRIGANCE LEADBETTER, Judge

" et rom the Record
oeT 132004
‘and Order Exit

Hour Supreme Court hag * umform y held that new substantive objections are bancd by the
expiration of the seven-day time period [established in Section 977 of the Election Code, 25 P.S.
§ 2937],-despite the tmely fi fhng of a challenge based upon substantively distinct grounds to set
aside a nomination petition.” In re Nomination Petition of Bryam‘ Pa. ,__ n4 852

T A2d 1193, 1195 n.4 (2004).
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Appendix to Findings Conclusions

Philadelphia/Leadbetter

[ A B | D E F G [ H I J K L m T o) P
{1 [Page [Total Lines |Xd by campaign _|Lines submitted |Data omitted [No such ad loutof PA_[NR NRA  [NRDS _|MMegible msc sirikes | reason total strikes |total valid _ |out of Phila
2 [Par 1 |Par 2 Par 6 Par 10 Par 11 |Para [Par4 |Par5  [Par7 Par8,9 | Par 13 Par 12
3 514| 39 6| 33 11 5 1 » 17 16
4 515] 0!struck CPM__| .0 0]
5 516 82| 2 80 0 80
B 517 108 6 102] 1 45| 15 4 2 67 35
7 518 0|struck CPM 0 0
| 8 519 0|struck CPM 0 0
9 520 103 3 100 7 3 8| 15 6 3 | 42 58 5
10 521 107 2| 105 3 1 [ 4 101
11 522 47 7] 40 1 10 8 3 | 22 18] 2
12 523| 79 6 73 2 19] 13 8 | 42 31]
13 524 82 2| 80 - ik 15 1 38]forgery 65 15
14 525 53 0| 53 8 0 8 8. 2 1 27 26 12
15 526 99 10 89 5 1 0 21 21 2 1 5|forgery | 56 33 6
16 527 103 48 55 2| 1 6] 13 8 1 4lforgery | 35 20 0
17 528 110 0 110 0 1 5/ 13 6 1 26 84 1
18 529 ag|. 2 97 6 2 1 8l 13| 3 3 9[forgery 45 52 13
19 530 100} 1 99 2 3 19 11 2 37 62 5
20 531 80 6 74 1 5 8 6 20 54 4
21 532 36 1 a5 i 0 _ 35
22 533 33 33 1 2| 13 1 17 16 1
23 534 0[struck CPM 0 0
| 24 535 104 104 3 17| 18 4 2 44 60 1
25 536 0|struck CPM 0 0 -
26 537 0|struck CPM 0 0
27 538 54 54 11 3| 33 | 47 7
28 539 32| 1 31 1 11 1]2 names | 3 28
29 540 47 2 45 5 1 6 39
30 541 39 39 , 0 39
31 542 67 1 66 0 66
32 543 70 2 68 6 9 K 1 i 17 51 |
33 544| 110 1 109 1 1 0 ol 14| 5 9 | 39 70 0
34 545| 93] 4 89 1) 2 70 12| 3 | 25| 64 5
35 546| 55| 1] 54 1] 3 I 1 1 \ 6] 48 1
| 36 547/ 109] 0 109] 15] | 17 8| 1 | 41] 68 1
Page 1

as of 10/12/2004 3:56 PM



Appendix to Findings Conclusions
Philadelphia/Leadbetter

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N 0 P
37 |Page Tolal Lines |X'd by campaign |Lines submitted Data omitted |No such ad |out of PA NR NRA NRDS Hllegible ? stikes ? reason total strikes  |total valid out of Phila
38| 548 49 10 39 3 : 3 36

39 549 87 8 79 2 3 12 5 1lforgery 23 56

40 550 109 10 99 1 22| 12 1 . 36 63 1
41 561 91 2 89 0 0 -0 13} 1 19{forgery 33 56 0
42 552 0lstruck CPM ' 0 0

43 553 0|out of county 0 0

44 554 0lout of county ‘ 0 0

45 |- 555|: 15 2 13 0 2 2 1 5 8

46 556 0|struck CPM 0 0

47 557 0lstruck CPM - . 0 0

48 558 110 104 6 1 . 1 1 3 3 1
49 559 105 105 ) 7 19 2|forgery 28 77 :
50 560 64 .64 1 1 7 11 1 3 24 40 1
51 561 0|out of county 0 0

52 562 0|out of county 0 0

53 583 0|out of county 0 0
54| 564 0lout of county 0 0

55 565 15 3 12 Q 12

56 566 0fstruck CPM ] 0 0

57 567 37 9 ) 28 2 3 . 1 1 6 3 1 171 11 1
58 568 20 10 } 0 10

59 o568 1 1 1 1 0

60 570 1 1 0 1

61 571 0|struck CPM 0 0

62 1. 572 65 .03 62 10 2| - 7 20 5 1 45 17 B
63 573 50 16 34 . 3 15 2 1 21 13 1
64 574 24| 4 20 - 2 4 3 4 2 1 |forgery 17 3

65 575 21 9 ) 12 10 2 12 0

66 576 0|out of county 0 0

67 577 0lout of county ) 0 0

68 578 108 3 105 4 3 42 5 4 58 47

69 579 Olout of county 0 0

70 580 0|struck CPM 0 A ’ 0 0

71 581 110 1 109 2 1 34 36 73 36

72 582 110 110 107 {forgery 107 3

Page 2

as of 10/12/2004 3:56 PM



Appendix to Findings Conclusions
Philadelphia/Leadbetter

B C D E F G H | J K L M N 0O P
73 |Page Total Lines |X'd by campaign |{Lines submitted |Data omitted [No such ad |out of PA NR NRA NRDS llegible ? strikes ? reason - total strikes |total valid out of Phila
74 583 0{struck CPM 0 0| 0
75 584 110 2 108 3| 1 99\forgery 103 5
76 585 110 0 110 ) 38|forgery 38 72
77 586 40 12 28 10 20 8 2
78 587 27 8 19 - 8 2 3 14 5 1
79 588 43 5 38 18 13 3 34 4
80 589 78 6 72 2 1 12 10 1 2|forgery 29 43
(81 590 Ojoutofcounty | 3 B 0 0
82 591 0lout of county 0 0
83 592 _ Ojout of county 0 0
84 593 Olout of county 0 0
85 594 0|out of county 0 0
86 595 0|out of county . 0 0
1 87 596 110 1 109 2 38]forgery 40 69
88 597 24 1 23 2 5 3 12 11 1
89 598 0|struck CPM 0 e 0 0
90| 599 0{no such page 0 0
91 800 43 32 11 1 2 2 2|forgery 7 4
| 92 601 9 9 3 2 5 4 1
93 602 0out of county 0 0 )
94 603 4 1 3 1 2 1
95 | 604 0|out of county 0 0
96 -605 0fout of county 0 0
97 606 34 : 34 17 10 3 31 3
98 607 17 17 1 7 11 6 1
99 608) 0|out of county 0 0
100 609 0]out of county 3 0 0
101 610 " 0jout of county (o) 0
102 611 O{out of county 0 0
103 612 0jout of county 0 0
1104 613 0lout of county 0 0
105 614 0lout of county 0 0
106 615 0lout of county 0 0
107 616 0lout of county 0 0
108 617 0]out of county 0 0
as of 10/12/2004 3:56 PM

Page 3
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Philadelphia/Leadbetter

A B C I D E F G H [ J K L M [ N T © P
109|Page Tolal Lines |X'd by campaign “Lines submitted” |Data omitted |No such ad lout of PA NR NRA  |NRDS lllegible ? strikes ? reason [total strikes _[total valid out of Phila
110 618 0lout of county 0 0
111 619 0|out of county 0 0
112 620 0}out of county 0 0
113 621 0jout of county 0 )

114 622 -0lout of county 0 0
115 623 0jout of county 0 0
116 624 0jout of county 0 0
117 625 0|out of county 0 0

1118 626 - OJout of county _ i 0 0
119 627 0Olout of county ] 0 0
120 628 0jout of county 0 0
121 629 0{out of county 0 0
122 630 0|out of county 0 0
123 631 0|out of county 0 0
124 632 0|out of county 0 )

125 633 1 1 . 0 1 1
126 634 20 20 2 2 2 2 8 12
127 635 0)out of county 0 0 —

128 636 0|out of county 0 0
[129] 637 0lout of county ol 0
130 638 0[out of county 0 5
131 639 0lout of county 0 )

1132 640 0|out of county 0 0
133 641 0jout of county 0 0
134 842 35 7 28 1 3 1 9 7 1|forgery 22 B 1
135 643 0{out of county 0 0

1136] 644 0]out of county o 0 0

1137 845 0|out of county 0 0
138 646 0jout of county 0 0
139 647 0|out of county ‘ B 0 0
140 648 0lout of county 0 0
141 649 0|out of county - 0 0
142 650 54 47 T . 2 2 4 3
143 651 Olout of county ) ] 0 0
144 652 44 20 24 3 4 8 1 1 2|forgery 19 5 1

Page 4

- as of 10/12/2004 3:56 PM
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Philadelphia/Leadbetter

A B C. D E F G H L]y K L M N 0 P

145|Page Total Lines |X'd by campaign {Lines submitted {Data omitted |No such ad _|out of PA NR NRA  [NRDS lllegible ? slrikes ? reason total strikes  |total valid out of Phila

146 653 0|out of county 0 ol ]

147 654 18 1 17 3 7 1 11 6 1

148 655 0lout of county 0 0

149 656 12 12 6 5 11 1

150 657 0/out of county 0 0

151 658 0|out of county 0 0

152 659 0|out of county 0 0

153 660 O|out of county 0 0

[154] 661 0lout of county 0 0

155 662 0{out of county 0 0

156 663 - Olout of county ) 0

157 664 0{out of county 0 0

158 665 Otout of county 0 0

1159 666 0|out of county 0 0

160 667 Olout of county 0 0

161 668 0|out of county 0 0

162 669 0jout of county 0 0

1 163] 670 0}out of county 0 0

164 671 0|out of county 0 0

165 672 0|out of county - 0 0

166 673 0|out of county . 0 0

167 674 6 6 1 1 1 3 3 1

168

169{Totals 4171 441 3720 85 45 11 441| 555 119 55 369 1680 2040 74
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President
in the General Election of November 2, :
2004 :
No. 568 M.D. 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti, :
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott, : Heard: October 8 & 9, 2004
Donald G.Brown and Julia A. :
O'Connell,

Petitioners

BEFORE: HONORABLE JAMES R. KELLEY, Senior Judge

OPINION NOT REPORTED

MEMORANDUM OPINION
BY SENIOR JUDGE KELLEY FILED: October 13, 2004

Pursuant to this Court’s September 20, 2004 order, hearings
commenced before the undersigned on October 8, 2004 on the Objectors’
challenges to certain Nomination Papers of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo
(Candidates), as Candidates of an Independent Political Body for President and
Vice President in the General Election of November 2, 2004, circulated in the
County of Philadelphia. The hearings in this matter concluded on October 9, 2004.

The Nomination Papers that were circulated in the aforementioned

county and considered by the undersigned contain a total of 2713 signatures.'

! This total includes the signatures initially struck by the Secretary of the Commonwealth
(Continued....)



Based upon this Court’s review of the aforementioned Nomination Papers and the
evidence presented, the Court finds as follows.
I. NOT REGISTERED

Section 951 of the Pennsylvania Election Code (Election Code)’
provides, in pertinent part, that “[e]ach person signing a nomination paper shall
declare therein that he is a qualified elector of the State or district, as the case may
be....” The following signatures are stricken because the signators were not

registered to vote in Philadelphia County:’

because, as our Supreme Court in its September 29, 2004 opinion stated, Objectors have
assumed the Secretary’s burden to prove the invalidity of those signatures. See In re:
Nomination Papers of Ralph Nader and Miguel Camejo,  Pa. _ ,  A.2d __ (No. 154 MAP
2004, filed September 29, 2004). This total does not include duplicate signatures appearing on
these petitions which were struck by Senior Judge Charles P. Mirarchi, Jr. in the Interim
Adjudication and Order of October 6, 2004.

% Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. § 2911.

> With respect to the use of the term “qualified elector” in Section 951, as the
Pennsylvania Supreme Court has noted, “[w]e think the legislature used the word ‘elector’ in
both the Liquor Control Act and the Beverage License Act in the sense of one qualified to vote at
the election and therefore one who, at the time of signing the petition for the referendum, was a
registered voter. The alternative holding might result in a referendum on the demand of persons
not qualified to vote, a result which we think would have been expressed, if intended. To the
suggestion that non-registered signers of a petition might register before the election, a complete
answer is that by requiring registration as a condition of participating in an election, the
legislature, by the word ‘electors’, intended petitioners to be persons at that time registered....”
Aukamp v. Diehm, 316 Pa. 118, 121, 8 A.2d 400, 401 (1939). As a result, in this Court’s
September 16, 2004 order that was later amended to September 20, 2004, we stated that
signatures must be stricken where the signator was not a registered voter at the time he or she
signed the nomination paper. See also In re Nomination Petition of Cooper, 516 A.2d 1285 (Pa.
Cmwlth.), aff’d, 505 Pa. 529, 481 A.2d 1314 (1984) (A signature on a nominating petition must
be stricken if the signator is not a registered voter at the time he or she signed the petition.)

In their Application for Extraordinary Relief filed in the Supreme Court the
Candidates alleged that this Court erred in our interpretation of Section 951 of the Election Code,
and in directing that the names of signators who were not registered at the time that they signed
the papers be stricken. Specifically, the Candidates cited to Morrill v. Weaver, 224 F. Supp. 2d

(Continued....)




PAGE# LINE#

687 2
687 10

882 (E.D. Pa. 2002), to support the proposition that Section 951°s use of “qualified electors”
should be interpreted to include those who possess the constitutional and statutory requirements
for electors but who have not yet registered to vote. However, the Candidates’ reliance on
Morrill is misplaced.

As this Court has previously noted:

In [Morrill], the district court considered a constitutional
challenge to Section 951(d) ... by Green Party candidates and
activists who sought injunctive relief restraining the enforcement
of Section 951(d), which requires that election nomination petition
affiants be registered voters and residents of the electoral district
where the candidate is running for office. The court found that
requiring nominating petition affiants to be registered voters of the
candidate’s electoral district would impose severe burdens on the
plaintiffs’ constitutional freedoms of political expression and
association under the First and Fourteenth Amendments and, as a
consequence, that “qualified electors” who serve as nominating
petition affiants are not required to be registered voters or to be
residents of the district in which the candidate is running for office.
This case, while relevant to nomination petition proceedings, is not
binding on the Court....

In re Petition for Agenda Initiative, 821 A.2d 203, 211 fn. 7 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2003). Thus, in
Morrill, the court addressed the constitutionality of requiring circulator/affiants to be registered
voters at the time nomination papers are circulated.

In contrast, in the instant case, this Court is requiring that the signators be
registered at the time that they signed the nomination papers. Such a requirement in no way
offends the constitutional guarantees at issue in Morrill. See, e.g., Taxpayers United for
Assessment Cuts v. Austin, 994 F.2d 291 (6™ Cir.) (Michigan’s reasonable, nondiscriminatory
procedures for checking signatures on initiative petitions were reasonably related to legitimate
government interest of keeping elections fair; requiring full address with signature, warning and
correct date on petition and that signatures be dated within six months of filing date helped
ensure that false signatures were not put on petition, that unregistered voters did not sign it, that
petitions were quickly and accurately processed and that signatories still supported petition at
time it was submitted.). Thus, this Court quite properly ordered that signatures must be stricken
where the signator was not a registered voter at the time he or she signed the nomination paper.
Aukamp; In re Nomination Petition of Cooper.




687
687
687
687
687
690
694
694
694
694
694
694
694
694
696
696
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
698
698
698
698
698
699
699
699
699

17
18
20
21
24

10
20
22
31
37
41
24
49

10
14
19
37
49
52
53
61
65
67
72
76
77
83
87
&9
17
29
31
38
50

10
14
19



699
699
699
701
746
749
749
749
749
749
752
752
752
752
752
752
752
752
752
752
752
765
765
767
767
806
806
806
810
810
810
855
855
855
855
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856



856 88

856 &9
856 90
856 94
856 98
856 99
856 102
856 103
856 104
856 106
856 107
856 108
856 110
883 9
883 10
907/909* 7
929 2
929 4
953 1
969 28
977 3
977 5
978 1
978 2
978 3
978 4
978 5
978 6
978 17
978 21
978 45
978 58
978 63
978 72
978 73
978 77

% Although the initial objections filed by Objectors referred to separate Pages numbered
907 and 909, upon examination of the original Nomination Papers submitted to the Secretary, it
is clear that Pages 907 and 909 are, in fact, the same page, which will hereinafter be referred to
as page “907/909.”



978
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
982
984
987
987
987
989
989
989
991
991
991
1001
1001
1001
1001
1002
1002
1002



1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1012
1014
1014
1022
1028
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1035
1035
1035
1035
1035
1035
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1037
1037
1037



1037 17

1037 20
1037 31
1037 44
1037 52
1037 56
1037 59
1037 60
1037 64
1039 5
1116 3
1116 4
1116 5
1129 1
1129 19
1153 3
1153 11
1153 13
1153 15
1157 2
1157 3
1157 6
1163 4
1176 1
1188 7
1188 13
1188 18
1188 19

II. REGISTERED AFTER DATE OF SIGNING

Objectors challenged a number of the Nomination Papers on the basis
that the signators signed the Nomination Papers before he or she became a
registered voter in Philadelphia County.” Our Supreme Court, in its September 29,
2004 opinion in this matter, states that it agrees with this Court’s determination, as

stated in our August 30, 2004 opinion, that transmittal of a registration application

> See Footnote 3.



is necessary to effectuate registration. In re: Nomination Papers of Nader, slip op.

at27, Pa.at_, A.2dat__. Our Supreme Court agreed further with this Court
that the signature of any individual whose application was delivered or postmarked
after the day that he or she signed the Nomination Papers must be stricken. 1d. In
making this determination, this Court relied upon a case in which there was direct
evidence of when the electors had signed voter registration cards. See In re:
Nomination Papers of Nader, slip op. at 10, __ A.2d at __ (citing Nomination

Petition of Roth (Pa. Cmwlth., No. 121 M.D. 2004, filed March 8, 2004 (single

judge opinion by Feudale, S.J.)).

Herein, there was no evidence offered which showed the date that the
relevant signators signed his or her voter registration cards or any evidence which
showed when his or her voter registration cards/applications were received by the
election officials in Philadelphia County. Thus, absent evidence to the contrary,
this Court must accept the official voter registration date as found in the official
voter registration record as the date these signators were registered to vote in
Philadelphia County. The following signatures are stricken because the signators

signed the Nomination Papers prior to the date he or she became a registered voter

in Philadelphia County:
PAGE#  LINE#
687 5

687 7

687 8

687 9

687 15

688 15

688 16

689 1

689 5

690 3

694 14

10.



695
695
695
695
696
696
696
697
697
697
697
697
697
698
698
698
698
698
698
699
699
699
699
699
746
746
749
749
749
749
752
752
767
809
855
855
855
855
855
856
856
856
856

11.



856
856
856
856
907/909
969
970
977
977
978
978
978
982
987
989
989
989
989
989
992
1001
1001
1001
1001
1001
1001
1001
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1003
1008
1008

41
62
79
80
2

17

61
93
99

29

10
14

11
12
20
23
26
41
12
13
19
29
37
40
50
52
55
66
86
&9
104

10

12.



1008
1012
1012
1021
1028
1028
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1034
1034
1034
1035
1035
1035
1035
1036
1036
1036
1036
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1039
1094
1129
1129
1129
1153
1156
1156
1156
1157
1157
1164
1164
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1188 3

III. NOT REGISTERED AT ADDRESS

Section 951 of the Election Code provides, in pertinent part, that
“[e]ach person signing a nomination paper ... shall add to his signature his ...
residence, giving city, borough or township, with street and number, if any....”
The following signatures are stricken because the signators’ addresses as each
appears on the Nomination Papers do not correspond to the addresses found on
their official voter registration, and the Candidates failed to show that the signators
moved before signing the Nomination Papers and that the signators’ change of
address notices have not yet been recorded:*
PAGE# LINE#
687 13

% See In re Nomination of Flaherty, 564 Pa. 671, 682, 770 A.2d 327, 333 (2001) (“[A]
person is required to indicate, under penalty of perjury, his or her place of residence in order to
register as an elector. Furthermore, when electors move either within the same county or to
another county within the Commonwealth, they must notify the registration commission of their
new address by filing a removal notice generally no later than 30 days preceding an election.
Indeed, the registration commission must verify the residences of registered electors to insure
that the qualified elector actually resides at the address listed on his voter registration card.
Thus, absent extraordinary circumstances, electors who declare a residence at an address
different than the address listed on their voter registration card are not qualified electors at the
time they sign a nomination petition unless they have completed the removal notice required by
the Voter Registration Act.”) (citations omitted); In re Nomination Petition of Delle Donne, 779
A.2d 1, 11 (Pa. Cmwlth.), aff’d, 565 Pa. 561, 777 A.2d 412 (2001) (“[T]he next group of
challenges concerned situations where the signature was alleged not to have been that of a
registered elector in the district or as not being that of a registered elector at the address given.
[The Director of Elections] generally testified that the addresses of the signers did not provide
sufficient information for her to search them, or that there was no registered voter by that name
at the address given. The Candidate attempted to establish that allegations that the signers were
not registered may have been based upon a misreading of the signatures, but without any rebuttal
evidence being submitted by the Candidate, and based on this Court’s inspection of the
challenged signatures, the Court finds that the following must be struck.”).

14.



688
689
689
690
694
694
694
694
694
694
694
695
695
695
695
695
695
695
696
696
696
696
696
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697
697

15.



698
698
698
698
698
698
699
699
699
699
699
699
699
699
699
699
746
746
746
746
749
749
749
749
749
749
749
749
749
752
752
752
752
752
753
765
767
767
806
806
806
810
810

13
27
32
33
46
4

16
21
22
23
25
27
30
32

10
11
13

10
12
14
17
18
19
24
26

12
23
26
31

14

11
12

16.



810
810
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
855
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856

17.



856
856
856
856
907/909
907/909
907/909
907/909
907/909
961
969
969
969
969
969
970
970
970
970
970
970
970
970
970
970
970
970
970
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
979
979
979

102
103
109
16
18
19

18.



979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
979
982
984
984
984
987
987
987
989
989
989
989
991
991
1001
1001

oo
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1001
1001
1001
1001
1001
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1002
1003
1008
1008
1008
1008
1012
1012
1012
1012
1012

28
36
37
39
45

7
14
15
18
21
23
27
31
35
41
44
46
53
58
59
60
61
77
90
96
08
99
100
102
106
108

20.



1012
1012
1021
1021
1022
1028
1028
1028
1028
1028
1028
1028
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1034
1034
1034
1034
1034
1034
1034
1034
1034
1034
1034
1034
1034

21.




1034
1034
1034
1034
1034
1035
1035
1035
1035
1035
1035
1035
1035
1035
1035
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
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1037
1037
1037
1037
1039
1039
1041
1041
1041
1094
1095
1095
1095
1116
1129
1129
1129
1129
1129
1134
1134
1148
1156
1156
1157
1157
1164
1164
1164
1164
1164
1164
1164
1164
1164
1164
1164
1168
1176
1176
1188
1188
1188

57
58
65
67
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1188 12

1188 14
1188 15
1188 16
1188 17
1188 20

IV. OMITTED INFORMATION

Section 951 of Election Code provides, in pertinent part, that “[e]ach
person signing a nomination paper shall ... add to his signature his legibly printed
name and residence, giving city, borough or township, with street and number, if
any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed in words or numbers....”
The following signatures are stricken because the signator failed to include the

information required under Section 951

PAGE# LINE#

699 28
970 18
978 46
1034 6
1094 1
1094 2
1094 3
1164 15

7 See In re Nomination Petition of Silcox, 543 Pa. 647, 650, 674 A.2d 224, 225 (1996)
(“[S]ection 908 of the Election Code provides, in pertinent part, that in addition to signing the
nomination petition each elector ‘shall add his occupation and residence, giving city, borough or
township, with street and number, if any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed in
words or numbers....” 25 P.S. § 2868 (emphasis added). The language of this statute clearly
requires the elector to sign the petition, add his occupation and residence, and also add the date
of signing. When the words of a statute are clear and free from ambiguity, the letter of it is not
to be disregarded under the pretext of pursuing its spirit. 1 Pa.C.S. § 1921(b). Therefore, until
the legislature chooses to amend section 908, we are constrained to find that the elector shall sign
the petition as well as add his occupation, residence, and date of signing.”).

24.



V. INFORMATION WRITTEN IN THE HAND OF ANOTHER

As noted above, Section 951 of Election Code provides, in pertinent
part, that “[e]ach person signing a nomination paper shall ... add to his signature
his legibly printed name and residence, giving city, borough or township, with
street and number, if any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed in
words or numbers....” The following signatures are stricken because the required
information was written in the hand of another:®

PAGE# LINE#

688 2
688 3
688 4
688 5
688 6
688 7
688 9
688 10
688 11
688 12
688 13
688 14
688 17
688 18
688 19
688 20
688 21
688 22

8 See In re Nomination Petition of Silcox, 543 Pa. at 650-651, 674 A.2d at 225
(“[A]dditionally, it has been held that section 908 requires that an elector signing a nomination
petition also add his occupation, residence, and date of signing and that this information must be
written by the elector himself.... Thus, ... we hold that section 908 of the Pennsylvania
Election Code requires the elector who signs the nomination petition to add his occupation,
residence, and date of signing. The Commonwealth Court therefore correctly invalidated the
fifty signatures on page four because the occupation, residence and date of signing were added
by someone other than the elector.”) (citations omitted).

25.



VI. ILLEGIBLE SIGNATURES

Section 951 of the Election Code provides, in pertinent part, that
“[e]ach person signing a nomination paper shall ... add to his signature his legibly
printed name and residence, giving city, borough or township, with street and
number....” (emphasis added). The following signatures are stricken because the
signator failed to legibly provide the information required under Section 951:°

PAGE # LINE #

697 27
697 41
697 47
697 58
697 84
856 13
856 14
856 28
856 39
856 44
856 45
856 57
856 96
978 40
978 54
978 70
987 7

1001 17
1012 5

1034 3

1034 31

VII. NONEXISTENT ADDRESS/OTHER COUNTY

? See In re Nomination Petition of Delle Donne, 779 A.2d at 11-12 (“[T]he next category
of signatures were challenged on the basis of illegibility. [The Objector] alleged that five
signatures were so illegible as to preclude verification. We agree. As the Candidate did not
present any rebuttal evidence by which we would allow an amendment to these signatures, we
must strike these also from Candidate’s nomination petition.”).

26.



Section 951 of the Election Code provides, in pertinent part:

[N]omination papers may be on one or more sheets
and different sheets must be used for signers resident in
different counties. ... Each sheet shall have appended
thereto the affidavit of some person, not necessarily a
signer, and not necessarily the same person on each
sheet, setting forth ... that they all reside in the county
named in the affidavit....

The following signatures are stricken because the signators did not reside at

addresses in Philadelphia County:"

10 See, e.g., In re Nomination Petition of McDermott, 431 A.2d 1180, 1182 (Pa. Cmwlth.
1981) wherein this Court stated the following, in pertinent part:

Our study of the [Election] Code has convinced us that “political
district’, although not expressly defined in the definition section,
Section 102, 25 P.S. § 2602, is consistently used by the legislature
to refer to the constituency as to which nomination or election is
sought, and not as a term synonymous with political subdivision.
That meaning is made clear by study of the use of the phrase
“political district” in connection with describing the qualifications
of the elector signers of petitions. Section 908 of the Code, 25 P.S.
§ 2868, states that each signer of a nomination petition must

declare therein that he is a qualified elector of the county
therein named, and in case the nomination is not to be made
or candidates are not to be elected by electors of the State at
large, of the political district therein named, in which the
nomination is to be made or the election is to be held.
(Emphasis added.)

Section 909, the section first quoted above, also uses “political
district” with respect to the signers, requiring the circulator to
make affidavit that those signers are “qualified electors and duly
registered and enrolled members of the designated party of the
State, or of the political district, as the case may be.” That is the
same section which, in item (a), likewise requires the circulator to
be a “qualified elector duly registered and enrolled as a member of
the designated party of the State, or of the political district, as the
case may be ....”

(Continued....)
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PAGE#  LINE#

694 24
695 9
695 15
695 29
695 31
696 34
697 25
697 73
699 13
699 31
752 30
765 12
883 4
923 1
961 102
961 107
969 4
969 10
969 25
978 94
978 97
978 98
979 15
979 17
979 25
979 26
979 27
979 34
979 43
979 61
1001 4
1001 15
1001 32
1002 57

Thus, if the effect of the Code’s use of “political district” with
respect to nomination petition signers is to require them to reside
within the constituency as its effect is universally agreed to be then
it must have the same effect when the same words are used to
describe the necessary qualifications of the circulator.

28.



1002
1002
1002
1008
1008
1008
1028
1029
1029
1034
1035
1037
1037
1037
1039
1041
1134

62
87
92

16
17

30
24
39
72
76

VIII. NICKNAMES OR INITIALS

Section 951 of the Election Code provides, in pertinent part, that

“[eJach person signing a nomination paper ... shall add to his signature his legibly

printed name...” The following signatures are stricken because the signators used

a nickname that differs from their name listed in the voter registration records:"'

PAGE #

698
979
979
979
979

LINE #
6

O~ O\ W —

' See, e.g., In re Petition for Agenda Initiative (Voter signatures on initiative petition that

used nicknames or initials that differed from the voter registration cards were not valid signatures
and were to be stricken from petition.).

29.



IX. DUPLICATE SIGNATURES"

Section 951 of the Election Code provides, in pertinent part, that “[n]o
elector shall sign more than one nomination paper for each office to be filled,
unless there are two or more persons to be elected to the same office....” The
following signatures are stricken because the signators signed more than one of the

Nomination Papers: "

PAGE# LINE#

695 1
698 35
814 1
856 60
1037 22
1037 42
1095 4

X. DEFECTIVE AFFIDAVIT
Section 951 of the Election Code provides, in pertinent part:

[E]ach sheet shall have appended thereto the affidavit of
some person, not necessarily a signer, and not necessarily
the same person on each sheet, setting forth—(1) that the
affiant is a qualified elector of the State ... referred to in
the nomination paper; (2) his residence, giving city,

12 We note that, in his Interim Adjudication and Order of October 6, 2004, Senior Judge
Charles P. Mirarchi, Jr. has also stricken 199 signatures appearing in the relevant Nomination
Papers as duplicate signatures.

13 See In re Petition to Set Aside the Nomination of Fitzpatrick, 822 A.2d 859, 861 (Pa.
Cmwlth.), petition for allowance of appeal denied, 573 Pa. 700, 825 A.2d 1262 (2003) (“[E]ach
signer of a nomination petition shall sign one such petition for each office to be filled. Section
908 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2868. If a person shall sign any nomination petitions for a
greater number of candidates than permitted under the provisions of this act, and ‘if said
signatures bear the same date, they shall, upon objections filed thereto, not be counted on any
petition.” Section 977 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2937. Here, because the signatures on the
two petitions bear the same date, they shall not be counted on either petition.”).

30.



borough or township with street and number, if any; (3)
that the signers signed with full knowledge of the
contents of the nomination paper; (4) that their respective
residences are correctly stated therein; (5) that they all
reside in the county named in the affidavit; (6) that each
signed on the date set opposite his name; and (7) that, to
the best of affiant’s knowledge and belief, the signers are
qualified electors of the State....

The following pages are stricken in their entirety because the Nomination Papers
contained a defective affidavit as required by Section 951 which is a facial defect
and for which no evidence to support amendment was introduced:"*

PAGE#  TOTAL LINES #

1118 14
1122 7
1128 12
1127 13
1126 15"
1125 21
1159 216

4 See In re Nomination of Kloiber, 362 A.2d 484 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1976) (Nomination
petitions with improperly completed affidavits are amendable at the discretion of the court, and
the absence of the required affidavit renders that page of the nomination petition fatally
defective.). See also Section 976 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2936 (“[W]hen any ...
nomination paper is presented in the office of the Secretary of the Commonwealth ... for filing
within the period limited by this act, it shall be the duty of the said officer ... to examine the
same. No ... nomination paper ... shall be permitted to be filed if—(a) it contains material errors
or defects apparent on the face thereof, or on the face of the appended or accompanying
affidavits....”); Section 977 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2937 (“[1]f the court shall find that
said nomination ... paper is defective under the provisions of section 976 ... it shall be set
aside....”).

15 Page 1126 contained a total of 16 signatures; however one signature was previously
stricken as a duplicate as set forth in the Interim Adjudication and Order of October 6, 2004 filed
by Senior Judge Charles P. Mirarchi, Jr.

16 Page 1159 contained a total of 21 signatures; however six signatures were previously
stricken as duplicates as set forth in the Interim Adjudication and Order of October 6, 2004 filed
by Senior Judge Charles P. Mirarchi, Jr.
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1189 50
1161 70

XI. STIPULATED STRIKES

Counsel for Objectors and counsel for the Candidates stipulated on the
record that the following signatures should be stricken because they are facially
invalid. Therefore, the following signatures are stricken:

PAGE# LINE#

694 1
694 2
694 25
694 26
694 29
694 34
694 36
698 39
749 9
752 20
752 28
752 29
752 33
752 34
767 1
767 3
767 5
806 4
810 7
855 1
855 9
855 10
855 21
855 22
855 25
855 31
855 56
855 57
856 1
856 7
856 9
856 10
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856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
856
907/909
929
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961

12
20
26
58
59
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
83
84

6

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
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961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961

28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
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961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
961
969
969
969
969
970
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978

71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
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978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
978
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
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984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56

37.



984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
984
987
987
987
987
987
987
989
989
989
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991

57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81

10
15
20
30
31
11
12
18

10
12
13
18
19
23
24
25
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991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
991
992
992
992
992
992
1001
1001
1001
1001
1001
1002
1002
1003
1012
1022
1022
1028
1028
1029
1029
1029
1029
1029
1030
1030
1030
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1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1030
1035
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1036
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1037
1041
1041
1041
1041
1041
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1041
1041
1041
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1093
1095
1095
1095
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1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1095
1119
1129
1129
1129
1129
1129
1129
1129
1134
1148
1153
1153
1153
1153

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

10
11
12
16
30
12
17

10
16
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1156 11

1157 10
1164 6
1164 17
1164 20
1164 21
1164 22
1164 23
1188 1
1188 2
1188 4
1188 8
1188 9
1188 10

XII. SIGNATURES STRICKEN BY THE SECRETARY

In In re: Nomination Papers of Nader, the Supreme Court stated the

following, in pertinent part:

Where as here, the Secretary accepts Nomination
Papers, the Commonwealth Court recognized the
potential for signatures stricken by the Secretary to
become a deciding factor in a later objection hearing.
When this occurs, the court recognized that bringing a
mandamus petition to reinstate the stricken signatures
may not be practical due to time constraints. Instead, it
approved the approach taken by Objectors, who included
the signatures already rejected by the Secretary in their
Objections to the Nomination Papers. Because the
Objectors utilized this procedure, the Candidates had
notice of the stricken signatures, and the Objectors
assumed the Secretary’s burden to prove the invalidity of

the signatures.

In re Nomination Papers of Nader, slip op. at 31, _ Pa.at_, _ A.2d at

omitted).

__(footnote

As a result, with respect to the signatures challenged by Objectors on

the basis that they were rejected by the Secretary, this Court has reviewed the

43.



signatures on the Nomination Papers for any facial defects which would require
their rejection. The following signatures are stricken on the basis that they were
properly stricken by the Secretary as facially invalid:"”

PAGE# LINE#

687 25
687 26
687 27
695 5
695 36
696 7
697 1
697 2
697 3
697 4
697 11
697 28

17 See Section 976 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2936 (“[W]hen any ... nomination
paper is presented in the office of the Secretary of the Commonwealth ... for filing within the
period limited by this act, it shall be the duty of the said officer ... to examine the same. No ...
nomination paper ... shall be permitted to be filed if—(a) it contains material errors or defects
apparent on the face thereof, or on the face of the appended or accompanying affidavits....”);
Section 977 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2937 (“[1]f the court shall find that said nomination
... paper is defective under the provisions of section 976 ... it shall be set aside....”). See also
Ochman Appeal, 364 Pa. 525, 528-529, 73 A.2d 34, 36 (1950) (“[T]he court’s power is no less
under the one statutory provision than under the other. The two sections[, Sections 976 and 977
of the Election Code,] are in pari materia and are to be construed coextensively. The legislative
intent to provide a remedy against alleged erroneous action of a county board of elections (or the
Secretary of the Commonwealth) is plain. Where such a board (or the Secretary) rejects
nominating petitions because of alleged defects therein, the judicial remedy available to those
claiming to be aggrieved thereby is under Section 976 of the [Election Code]. On the other hand,
when the board (or the Secretary) accepts and files nominating petitions over objections thereto,
the judicial relief available to those claiming to be aggrieved thereby is under Sec. 977 of the
[Election Code]. The power of the court to amend nominating petitions in amendable respects is
the same in the one instance as in the other. And, Sec. 977 expressly authorizes the court’s
amending, in its discretion after hearing, for material errors or defects appearing on the face of
the affidavits accompanying or appended to nominating petitions. Where the court acts under
Sec. 976 with respect to the board’s or the Secretary’s rejection of nominating petitions for
alleged defects, its power is no different....”).
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697 39

697 57
698 2
698 3
698 4
698 5
698 6
698 8
698 10
698 11
698 14
698 15
698 28
698 36
698 37
698 43
698 44
698 45
698 48
698 49

XIII. CONCLUSION

Therefore, of the 2713 total signatures found on the relevant
Nomination Papers circulated in Philadelphia County, the Court finds that a total of
1964 signatures are invalid leaving a total of 948 valid signatures.

JAMES R. KELLEY, Senior Judge
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President
in the General Election of

November 2, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,

Donald G. Brown and Julia A. :
O'Connell, : No. 568 M.D. 2004

Petitioners

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
RE: CHALLENGES TO ALLEGHENY COUNTY NOMINATION PAPERS

1. Preliminary Procedure

On September 22, 2004, pursuant to this Court’s order of September
20, 2004, counsel for Ralph Nader, Candidate of an Independent Political Party for
President and Peter Miguel Camejo, Candidate of an Independent Political Party
for Vice-President (Candidate/Candidates) and counsel for Linda S. Serody,
Roderick J. Sweets, Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti, Terry Trinolisti, Bernie
Cohen-Scott, Donald G. Brown, and Julia A. O’Connell (Objectors) met with
election staff under the supervision of Mark Wolosik, Director of Elections for
Allegheny County, to compare Candidates’ Nomination Papers with the official
voter registration records of Allegheny County for the purpose of reporting to the

Court, “by stipulation or evidence” as to the results of their review.

K



The review was conducted in two courtrooms located in the City-
County Building, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Allegheny County. In each court-
room, there were two computer terminals (a total of four) and each computer
terminal was operated by an election staff mémber. The voter registration data
was a true and accurate record of voter information contained in the Statewide
Uniform Registry of Electors (SURE) for Allegheny County as attested to by
Pedro A. Cortes, Secretary of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, received and
transmitted by John Moyer, Esquire, Staff Attorney for Commonwealth Court, and
as found by this Court. The voter information contained the name, residential
address and date of registration for each registered voter in Allegheny County.
This voter registration data was reviewed at each computer terminal by an election
staff member and counsel for Objectors and Candidates (or his/her designated
representatives). After examination of the challenged signature lines on the
nomination papers, the election staff member determined which signatures were
defective based upon the criteria enumerated in this Court’s September 20, 2004,
order. The review commenced on September 22, 2004, at approximately 9:45
AM. and concluded at 7:30 P.M. The review then continued each day from &:30
A.M. until 7:30 P.M.! until its conclusion on September 30, 2004.

II. Hearings.
Hearings were held before Judge McGinley on October 1, 2004,

October 4, 2004, and October 5, 2004, to rule on challenges to the nomination
papers circulated in Allegheny County on behalf of the candidacies of Ralph Nader

"' On September 26, 2004, the review was conducted from 9:30 A.M. until 7:30 P.M. and
from 8:30 A.M. until 9:45 P.M. on September 29, 2004.



and Peter Miguel Camejo bther than challenges based upon alleged forgeries,
illegibility, and also signatures struck by the Secretary of State at or about the time
of filing. Hearings were also held before Judge Pellegrini on October 1, 2004, and
October 4, 2004, to rule on challenges based upon alleged forgeries, illegibility,

and signatures struck by the Secretary of State at or about the time of filing.

A. Before Judge McGinley.

Counsel for the Objectors called as a witness Mark Wolosik
(Wolosik), Director of Elections, Allegheny County, who testified and identified
numerous exhibits. Pursuant to this Court’s September 20, 2004, order, Wolosik
and staff members of the Election Division, under his supervision, compared
challenged signature lines on nomination papers against the Allegheny County
voter registration records viewed on the four computer terminals located in each
respective courtroom with respect to the categories listed in Paragraph 2 of this
Court’s September 20, 2004, order. Wolosik identified review sheets which
Objectors compiled pursuant to this Court’s September 20, 2004, order and which |
listed the determinations by the election staff, under Wolosik’s supervision, of the
challenged signature lines. Wolosik was found to be credible, and based upon his
testimony, the Court found that that the review sheets [Objectors’ Exhibits 1-105]
accurately reflected the results of his examination of the original nomination

papers and the Allegheny County voter registration records. '

Candidates presented the testimony of Karen Mitchell (Mitchell) and
Elizabeth Johnson (Johnson), temporary election staff employees who participated

in the review process.



Mitchell testified that she received SURE training under the
supervision of the Election Division for approximately one-half hour on September
20 or 21, 2004, her date of hire. Mitchell testified that on September 22, 2004, she
operated a computer terminal whose data base contained only the registered voter’s
first and last name. She stated that she was able to search addresses in addition to
the names the following day, September 23, 2004. On cross-examination, Mitchell
testified that she made every effort to determine whether the challenged signature
was a registered voter and when in doubt determined that the challenged failed.
Johnson corroborated Mitchell’s testimony. She, too, was a temporary employee

who received SURE training and that she made every effort to determine the

validity of the challenged signature line.

In addition to review of the signature lines by the Allegheny County
Election Division, rulings were made from the bench on several additional

challenges raised at hearing by counsel for the Objectors and counsel for the

Candidates.

Based upon the testimony presented and Court feview, as described
above, the Court found the following:

1. Candidates moved to exclude Objectors’ Exhibits 1-105 which
consisted of the review sheets on the basis that a proper foundation for their
admission into evidence. Specifically, Candidates argued that no one from
Harrisburg authenticated the accuracy of the data base that was used for the

preparation of the review sheets and/or the SURE system itself. This Court found



the Objectors’ foundation was adequate and Objectors’ Exhibits were properly

authenticated and admitted into evidence.

2. Candidates argued that the Court’s focus should have been on
whether a signature on a nomination paper was by someone who would be
eighteen years old on the date of the election and a resident of the Commonwealth

of Pennsylvania for thirty days rather than whether the person signing the

nomination paper was a registered voter. The Court rejected this argument and

found that the review process was proper.

B. Before Judge Pellegrini.

Ms. Michelle Dresbold testified as an expert witness as to whether

certain signatures were forgery or information was added to a signature line not in

the same hand. Her testimony was credible.

ITI. Summary of the Court’s Determinations.

Based upon this Court’s review of the challenged signature lines, its

credibility determinations, and legal arguments, the Court makes the following

conclusions:

1. The nomination papers submitted by Candidates in Allegheny
County contained a total of 12,444 signatures, not including any signatures that

were struck through prior to filing with the Secretary of State.
2. 1,988 signature lines listed an address in Allegheny County but the

name-did not match that of any registered voter in Allegheny County. This total
includes thirty-six names for which Candidates alleged that a person signed with a

married name and the Election Division records indicated a maiden name. These



lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 5, Not

Registered, at 1-52. No evidence was offered in support of the Candidates’

allegations.
3. 1,425 signature lines listed an address in Allegheny County, but

the name did not match that of any registered voter in Allegheny County. No
evidence was proffered that the registered elector and the person signing the
nomination paper were the same, let alone that (s)he had moved from one address
to the other and was within the statutory window to notify the Election of the
change. These lines must be stricken. In re Nomination Papers of Nader,  Pa.

~A2d _ (2004) (No. 154 MAP 2004, filed September 29, 2004) slip op. at

2

27-28 (2004 WL 218535, *12-13); In re Nomination Petition of Flaherty, 564 Pa.

671, 682, 770 A.2d 327, 333 (2001). See Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004,
Tab No. 7, Not Registered at the Address, at 1-37.

4. 1,132 signature lines omitted information required by the Election
Code.? Section 951 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. §2911, directs that a qualified
elector signing a nomination paper “shall add to his signature his legibly p}rinted
name and residence, giving city, borough or township, with street and number, if
any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed in words or numbers. . . .”
This category includes signature lines which contained no zip code or no zip code
and no municipality. These lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report,
October 7, 2004, Tab No. 6, Data Omitted, at 1-30. No evidence was offered to
cure these omissions.

5. 325 signature’lines were signed by persons who were registered

vyoters at the address given but not on or before the date he or she signed the

2 Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. §82600-3591.



nomination paper. These lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report,
October 7, 2004, Tab No. 8, Not Registered on Date Signed, at 1-9. Except for
Sheena M. Merchant and Melvin L. Jones, See Respondent’s Exhibits C and D,
whose signatures were found to be by voters registered at the time the nomination
paper was signed.

6. 77 signature lines were on nomination papers in which it was
found that the affiant listed an address within Allegheny County and was a person
for whom the registration records under review indicated an address other than that
stated in the affidavit. These lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report,
October 7, 2004, Tab No. 9, Affiant Address Not Voting Address, at 1-3.

7. 48 signature lines were duplicates of another signature by the same
elector. These lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004,
Tab No. 10, Duplicate Entry, at 1-2.

8. 1,317 signature lines had the city, borough, or township
information written by someone other than the signing elector. These lines must
be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. I, Line
Completed by Another, at 1-34.

9. 253 signature lines were struck by the Sécretary of State at or
about the time of filing. The parties have agreed that each of those lines contain
defects. See Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 2, Originally Struck
by Secretary of State, at 1-7. Accordingly, all 253 lines are stricken.

10. 96 signature lines contained a date of signing written by someone

other than the signing elector. These lines must be siricken. See Post-Hearing

Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 3, Date Forgery, at 1-3.



11. 111 signature lines where the elector’s signature was written by
someone other than the signing elector. These lines must be stricken. See Post-
Hearing Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 4, Signature or Name Forgery, at 1-3.

12. 6,772 signatures must be stricken.’

BERNARD L. McGINLEY, Jgfge

D

DAN PELLEGRINI, idge

Each stricken signature line is indicated by its nomination paper and line number

and is located in the Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 11, Summary of Sustained
Challenges at 1-244.



IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President
in the General Election of

November 2, 2004

Iinda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,

Donald G. Brown and Julia A. ;
O'Connell, . No. 568 M.D. 2004

Petitioners
AMENDED

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
RE: CHALLENGES TO ALLEGHENY COUNTY NOMINATION PAPERS

1. Preliminary Procedure

On September 22, 2004, pursuant to this Court’s order of Septembér-
20, 2004, counsel for Ralph Nader, Candidate of an Independent Political Party for
President and. Peter Miguel Camejo, Candidate of an Independent Political Party
for Vice-President (Caildidate/(jalldi_dates) and counsel for Linda S. Sefody,
Roderick J. SWeets, Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti, Terry Trinclisti, Bernie
Cohen-Scott, Donald G. Brown, and Julia A. O’Connell (Objectors) met with
election staff 'Lmdef the supervision of Mark Wolosik, Director of Ele;ctions for
Allegheny County, to compare Candidates’ Nomination Papers with the official
voter registration records of Allegheny County for the purpose of reporting to the

Court, “by stipulation or evidence” as to the results of their review.



The review was conducted in two courtrooms 1ocgted in the City-
County Building, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Allegheny County. In each court-
room, there were two computer terminals (a total of four) and each computer
terminal was operated by an election staff member. The voter registration data
was' a true and accurate record of voter mformatlon contained in the Statewide
Uniform Registry of Electors (SURE) for Allegheny County as atteste o by
Pedro A. Cortes, Secretary of the Commonwealth of vPennsylvama, received and
transmitted by John Moyer, Esquire, Staff Attorney for Commonwealth Court, and
as found by this Court. The Votervmfomlation contained the name, residential
address and date of registration for each registered voter in Allegheny County.
This voter fegistratic')n data was reviewed at each computer terminal by an election
staff member and counsel for Objectors and Candidates (or his/her designated
representatives). After examination of the challenged signature lines on the
nomination papers, the election staff member determined which signatures were -
defective based upon the criteria enumerated in this Couﬁ’s September 20, 2004,
order. The review commenced on September 22, 2004, at ap]_;)roximate_ly 9:45
AM and concluded at 7:30 P.M. The review then continued each day from 8:30

A.M. until 7:30 P.M." until its conclusion on September 30, 2004.

II. Hearings.
Hearings were held before Judge McGinley on October 1, 2004,

October 4, 2004, and October 5, 2004, to rule on challenges to the nomination

papers circulated in Allegheny County on behalf of the candidacies of Ralph Nader

' On September 26, 2004, the review was conducted from 9:30 AM. until 7:30 P.M. and
from 8:30 A.M. until 9:45 P.M. on September 29, 2004.



and Peter Miguel Camejo other than challenges based upon alleged forgeries,
illegibility, and also signatures struck by the Secretary of State at or about the time
of filing. Hearings were also held before Judge Pellegrini on chobe‘r 1, 2004, and
October 4, 2004, to rule on challenges based upon alleged forgeries, illsgibihty,

and signatures struck by the Secretary of State at or about the time of filing.

A. Before Judee McGinley.

Counsel for the Objectors called as a witness Mark Woloéik
(Wolosik), Director of Elections, Allegheny County, who testified and identified
numerous exhibits. Pursuant to this Court’s September 20, 2004, order, Woldsik
and staff meinbers of the Election Division, under his supervision, compared
challenged signature lines on nomination papers against the Allegheny County
voter registration records viewed on the four computer terminals located in each
respective courtroom with respect to the categories listed in Paragraph 2 of this
Court’s September 20, 2004, order. Wolosik identified review sheets which
Objectors compiled pursuant to this Court’s September 20, 2004, order and which
listed the determinations by the election staff, under Wolosik’s supervision, of the
challenged signature lines. Wolosik was found to be Credible, and based upon his
testimony, the Court found that that the review sheets [ijectofs’ Exhibits 1-105]

accurately reflected the results of his examination of the original nomination

papers and the Allegheny County. voter registration records.

Candidates presented the testimony of Karen Mitchell (Mitchell) and
Elizabeth Johnson (Johnson), temporary election staff employees who participated

in the review process.

(O8]



Mitchell testified that she received SURE ftraining under the
supervision of the Election Division for approximately one-half hour on September
20 or 21, 2004, her date of hire. Mitchell testified that on September 22, 2004, she
operated a computer terminal whose data base contained only the registered voter’s
first and last name. She stated that she was able to search addresses in addition to
' the names the following day, September 23, 2004. On cross-examination, Mitchell
testified that she made every effort to determine whether the challenged signature
was a registered voter and when in doubt determined that the challenge failed.
Johnson con‘oborated Mitchell’s testimony. She, too, was a temporary employee
who received SURE training an’d that she made every 'effoft to determine the

validity of the challenged signature line.

In addition to review of the signature lines by the Allegheny County
Election Division, rulings were made from the bench on several additional

challenges raised at hearing by counsel for the Objectors and counsel for the

Candidates.

Based uﬁon the testimony presented and Court review, as described
above, the Court found the following: ‘ |

1. Candidates moved to exclude Objectors’ Exhibits 1-105 which
* consisted of the review sheets on the basis that a proper foundation was not laid for
their admission into evidence. Specifically, Candidates argued that no one from
Harrisburg authenticated the accuracy of the data base that was used for the

preparation of the review sheets and/or the SURE system itself. This Court found



the Objectors’ foundation was adequate and Objectors’ Exhibits were properly

quthenticated and admitted into evidence.

2. Candi&ates argued that the Court’s focus should have been on
whether a signature on a nomination paper was by someone who would be
eighteen years old on the date of the election and a resident of the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania for thirty days rather than Whethér the person signing the

nomination paper was a registered voter. The Court rejected this argument and

found that the review process was proper.

B. Before Judee Pellegrini.

Ms. Michelle Dresbold testified as an expert witness as to whether
certain signatures were forgery or information was added to a signature line not n

the same hand. Her testimony was credible.

I11. Summary of the Court’s Determinations.

Based upon this Court’s review of the challenged signature lines, its
credibility determinations, and legal arguments, the Court makes the following
| coﬁclusiogs:

1. The noinination papers submitted by Candidates in Allegheny
County contained a total of 12,444 signatures, not including any signatures that

were struck through prior to filing with the Secretary of State.

2. 1,988 signature lines listed an éddress in Allegheny County but the
name did not match that of any registered voter in Allegheny County. This total
includes thirty-six names for which Candidates alleged that a person Signed with a

married name and the Election Division records indicated a maiden name. These



lines mus_t be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report, chober 7, 2004, Tab NO.‘S , Not
Registered, at 1-52. No evidence was offered in support of the Candidates’
allegations.

3. 1,425 signature lines listed ‘an address in Allegheny County, but
the name did not match that of any regiéteréd voter in Allegheny County. - No
evidence was proffered that the registered elector and the person signing the
' nomination paper were the same, let alone that (s)he had moved from one address

to the other and was within the statutory window to notify the Election of the

change. These lines must be stricken. In re Nomination Papers of Nader, Pa.

- A2d __ (2004) (No. 154 MAP 2004, filed September 29, 2004) slip op. at

)

27-28 (2004 WL 218535, *12-13); In re Nomination Petition of Flaherty, 564 Pa.

671, 682, 770 A.2d 327, 333 (2001). See Post-Hearing Repo:rt,'October 7, 2004,
Tab No. 7, Not Registered at the Address, at 1-37. |

| 4. 1,132 signature lines omitted information required by the Election
Code.2 Section 951 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. §2911, directs that a qualified
elector signing a nomirnation paper “shall add to his signature his legibly printed
name and residence, giving city, borough or township, with street and number, if
any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed n w‘ords or numbers. . . .”
This category includes signafure l»ines which contained no zip code or no zip code
and no municipality. These lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report,
October 7, 2004, Tab No. 6, Data Omitted, at 1-30. " No evidence was offered to
cure these omissions. |

5. 325 signature lines were signed by persons who were registered

voters at the address given but not on or before the date he or she signed the

2 Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. §§2600-3591.



nomination paper. These lines must be _stricken. See Post-Hearing Report,
October 7, 2004, Tab No. 8, Not Registered on Date Signed, at 1-9. Except for
Sheena M. Merchant and Melvin L. Jones, See Respondent’s Exhibits C and D,

whose signatures were found to be by voters registered at the time the nomination

paper was signed.

6. 77 signature lines were on nomination papers in which 1t was
found that the affiant listed an address within Allegheny County and was a persoﬁ
for whom the registration records under review indicated an address other than that
stated in the affidavit. These lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report,
October 7, 2004, Tab No. 9, Affiant Address Not Voting Address, at 1-3.

7. 48 signature lines were duplicates of another signature by the same
~elector. These lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004,
Tab No. 10, Duplicate Entry, at 1-2.

-8 1,317 signature lines had the city, borough, or township
information written by someone other than the signing elector. These lines must
be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 1, Line
Completed by Another, at 1‘—34. |

_ 9. 253 signature lines were struck by the Secretary of State at’or
about the time of filing. ‘The parties have agreed that each of those lines contain
defects. See Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 2, Originally Struck
by Secretary of State, at 1-7. Accordingly, all 253 lines are stricken.

10. 96 signature lines contained a date of signing written by someone

other than the signing elector. These lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing

Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 3, Date Forgery, at 1-3.



11. 111 signature lines where the elector’s signature was written by
someone other than the signing elector. These lines must be stricken. See Post-
Hearing Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 4, Signature or Name Forgery, at 1-3.

| 12. The nomination papers submitted by Candidates in Allegheny
County contained a total of 12,697 signatures (including the signatures stricken by

the Secretary of State) of which 6,772 signatures are stricken® leaving a total of

5,925 valid signatures.

et Z I s Gntey

BERNARD L. McGINLEY, Jge

'DAN PELLEGRINLAudge

Ceriified from the Record
OCT - 8 2004
andOrderExiﬁ |

 The above tally does not indicate certain signatures that were stricken for multiple
reasons. Bach stricken signature line is indicated by its nomination paper and line number and all
the reasons they were stricken are set forth in the Stipulated Post-Hearing Report, October 7,
2004, Tab No. 11, Summary of Sustained Challenges at 1-244.



' IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Indepéndent Political
‘Bedy for President and Vice President
in the General Election of

November 2, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,

Donald G. Brown and Julia A.- : ‘
O'Connell, : No. 568 M.D. 2004

Petitioners

SECOND AMENDED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
RE: CHALLENGES TO ALLEGHENY COUNTY NOMINATION PAPERS

I. Preliminary Procedure

On Septembef 22, 2004, pursuant to this Court’s order of September
20, 2004, counsel for Ralph Nadel','Céndidafc of an Independent Political Party for
President and Peter Miguél Camejo, Candidate of an Independent Political Party
for Vice-President (Candidate/Candidates) and counsel for Linda S Serody,
Roderick J. Sweets, Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti, Terry Trinclisti, Bernie
Cohen-Scott, Donald G. Brown, and Julia A. O’Connell (Objectors) nief with
election staff under the supervision of Mark Wolosik, Director of Elections 'for.
Allegheny- County, to comparé Candidates’ Nomination i)apers with the official

voter registration records of Allegheny County for the purpose of reporting to the

Court, “by stipulation or evidence™ as to the results of their review.



The review was conducted in two courtrooms located ‘in’ the City-
County Building, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Allegheny County. In ‘each court-
room, there were two- computer terminials (a total of four) and each 60111pute11
. terminal wés opefated by an electiOn staff member. - The voter registration data
{#Ja'Sf a tru,é and accuratc record of voter information contained in the Statewide
Uniform Registry of Electors (SURE) for ‘Allegheny County as attested to by
Pedro A. Cortes, Secretary of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, received and
transmitted by John Moyer, Esquire, Staff Attorney ‘fof Cornmonwealth Court, and
as found by this Court. The voter information ‘contained the name, residential
address and date of reglstratlon for each registered Voter in Allegheny County.
This voter 1eg13trat10n data was rev1ewed at each computel terminal by an election
staff member and Counsel for Objectors and. Candldates (or his/her designated
representatives).  After examination of the challenged signature lines on the
nommahon papers, the election staff membe] determined which signatures were
defectlve based upon the criteria enumerated in this Court’s September 20, 2004
order. The review commenced on September 22, 2004, at approximately 9:45
AM. and concluded at 7:30. P.M. The review then continued each day from 8:30

AM. until 57:30”P.M.1 ﬁ;ltil its conclusion on September 30, 2004.

| . II. Hearings. G o
Hear ngs were. held before Judge Mchley on October 1 2004,

October 4, 2004 and Octobﬁn 5, 2004, to rule on challenges to the nomination

papers circulated in Allegheny County on behalf of the candidacies of Ralph Nader

' On September 26, 2004, the review was conducted from 9:30 A.M. until 7:30 P.M. and
from 8:30 A.M. until 9:45 P.M. on September 29, 2004.



and Petcr Mrguel Camejo other than challenges based upon alleged forgeries,
illegibility, and also srgnatures struck by the Secretary of State at or about the time
of ﬁlrng Hearmgs were also held before Judge Pellegrrnr on October 1, 2004, and
h*ctober 4, 2004, to rule on challenges based upon alleged forgerles 1llegtb1 ity,

and signatures struck by the Secretary of State at or about the tnne of ﬁhng

A. Before lud,Q;e McGrnley y

Counsel for the Objectors called as a witness Ma1l< Wolosrk
(Wolosrk) Director of Elections, Allegheny County, who testrﬁed and identified
numerousexhlb1ts Pursuant to this Court’s September 20, 2004, order, Wolosik
and staff members of the Election DlV]SlOH under his supervision, compared
challenged signature lines on nonnnatron papers against the Allegheny County
vyoter registration records viewed on the four computer terminals located in each
respective courtroom with respect to the categorles listed in Paragraph 2 of this
Court’s September 20, 2004, order. Wolosil< identiﬁed review sheets which
Obj ectors compiled pursuant to thrs Court S September 20 2004, order and which
listed the deternnnatrons by the election staff under Wolosik’s supervision, of the
,challenged srgnature lines. Wolosrl< was found to be cr edlble and based upon his
testnnony, the Court found that that the revrew sheets [ObJectors Exhrbrts {105 ]

accurately reﬂected the results of his exam]natron of the orrgrnal nommatlon

papers and the Allegheny County voter regrstr atlon records

Candidates presented the testimony of Karen Mitchell (Mitchell) and

Elizabeth Johnson (Johnson), temporary election staff employees who participated

in the review process.



| Mitchell tes‘uﬁed that she recelved SURE training under the
supervision of the Flection Division for apprommately one- -half hour on September
20 or 21, 2004, her date of hire. Mitchell testified that on September 22, 2004, she
cperated a computer temnnal Whose data base contained only the reglstered voter’s
first and last name. She stated that she was able to search addresses 111 addmon to
the names the following day, September 23 2004. On Cross- exam1nat10n Mitchell
testified that she made every effort to detemnne whether the challenged signature
was a registered voter and when in doubt determmed that the challenge failed.
Johnson corroborated Mitchell’s testimony. She, too, wa‘s a temporary employee

who received SURE training and testified that she made every effort to determine

the validity of the challenged signature line.

In addition to review of the signature lines by the Allegheny County
" Election Division, rulings were made from the bench on several additional

challenges raised at hearing by counsel for the Objectors and counsel for the

Candidates.

| Based upon the testlmony presented and Comt review, as, descrlbed_
above ‘the Court found the followmg | 3 L .,

L Candldates moved to exclude Objectors Exhlblts l lOS ‘which
consisted of the review sheets on the basis that a proper foundation was not laid for
their adinission into evldence. Speciﬁcally, Candidates argued that no one from
Harrisburg authenticated the accuracy of the data base that was used for the

preparation of the review sheets and/or the SUR]Z system itself. This Court found



the Objectors’ foundation was adequate and Q'bjectors’_"' E’thb'its were properly

authenticated and admitted into evidence.

2. Candidates argued | that the‘Court’s focus should have been on

whether a srgnature on a nomination paper was by someone . who would be

erghteen years old on the date of the e]ectlon and a resrdent of the Commonwealth

of Pennsylvania for thirty days rather than whether the person srgmng the

nomination paper was a registered voter. The Court reJected this argument and

found that the review proce}s‘s was proper.

B. Before Judge Pell egrmr

Ms. Michelle Dresbo]d testrﬁed as an expert witness as to whether

certain signatures were forgery or information was added to a signature line not in

the same hand. Her testimony was credible.

I11. Summary of the Court’s Determinations.

Based upon this Court’s review of the challenged signature lines, its

credibility ‘dete‘rminati_ons, and legal arguments, the Court makes the following

conclusions:

1. The nom1nat10n papers submltted by Candrdates m Allegheny _
County contained a total of 12 444 srgnatures not 1neludmg any srgnatures that

were struck through prior to filing with the Secretary of State.

2. 1,988 signature lines listed an address in Allegheny County but the
name did not match that of any registered voter in Allegheny County. This total
includes thirty-six names for which Candidates alleged that a person signed with a

married name and the Election Division records indicated a maiden name. These



lines must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 5, Not
Registered, at 1-52. ‘No evidence was offered in support of the Candidates’
allegations. " o |

| 3.1 425 signature lines listed an address in All-egheny Couhty, but
the name did not match that of any 1eglste1 ed voter in A]legheny County No
evidence was proffered that the regrstered elector and the person srgnmg the
nomination paper were the same, let alone that (s)he had moved from one address

to the other and was within the statutory window to notrfy the Election Dlvrsron of

the change. These lines must be stricken. In re Nommatlon Papers of Nader,

Pa. A 2d  (2004) (No 154 MAP 2004, filed September 29, 2004) Shp op.

—

at 27-28 (2004 WL 218535, *12-13); In re Nommatron Petition of Flaherty, 564

Pa. 671, 682, 770 A.2d 327, 333 (2001). See Post-Hearing Report, October 7,
2004, Tab No. 7, Not Registered at the Address, at 1-37.

4. 1,132 signature lines omitted information required by the Election
Code.? Section 951 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. §2911, directs that a qualified
elector signing a nomination paper “shali add to his Svigdature his legibly‘printed
name and residence, giving city, borough ortownéhip,‘ with street and number, if
any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed bl words or numbers L
Tns category includes signature lines which contained no zip, eode OT. 110 zrp code
and no municipality. These lines must be stricken. - See Posl Hearmg Report
October 7, 2004, Tab No. 6, Data Omitted, at 1-30. No evrdence was offered o
cure these omrssr_ons.,

5. 325 signature lines were signed by persons who were registered

voters at the address given but not on or before the date he or she signed the

2 Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. §§2600-3591.



nomination paper. These lines must be ‘étricken[ vS_é_@ Post-Hearing Report,
October 7, 2004, Tab No. 8, Not RegisteredOn Date 'Signed, at 1-9. ;Exgcept for
Sheena M», Merchant and Melvin L. Jones, See Respondent’s Exhibits C and D,
whose signatures were found to be by voters 1‘egiétered at the time the nomination
papcr was signed. . | X ”
6. 77 s1gnature hnes were on nommauon pape1s n which 1t Was
found that the affiant listed an address W1thm Aﬂegheny Coumy and Was a person
for whom the registration records under ’r“eview "itndicated an address other than that
stated in the affidavit. r,l‘hese‘line‘s must be stricken. See Post-Hearing Report,
October 7, 2004, Tab No. 9, Affiant Address Not Voti11g-Address, at 1-3.

7. 48 signature lines were duplicates of another signature by the same
elebtol Theoe lines must be stricken. See Post Hearmg Report October 7, 2004,
Tab No 10 Dupucate Entry, at 1-2.

& 1,317 signature ‘lines had the city, borough, or township
infm‘rhéﬁén written by someone other than the signing elector. These lines must
be stricken. See Post- Hearmg Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 1, Line
Completed by Another, at 1-34.

9. 253 signature lines were struck by the "Secretary of State at or
about the time of filing. The pames have agreed that each of those lines contam :
Qefects See Post- Hearmg Report, October 7, 2004 Tab \Io 2, Ongmaﬂy S‘[ruck
by Secretary of State, at 1-7. Accordingly, all 253 lines are s’cncken SR

10. 96 signature lines contained a date of 31gmng written by someone
other than the signing elector. These lines must be stﬁcken. See Post-Hearing

Report, October 7, 2004, Tab No. 3, Date Forgﬁy, at 1-3.



11.- 111 signature lines where the elector’s signature. was written by
someone other than the signing elector. These Jines must be stricken. See Post—

Hearmg Report October 7, 2004, Tab No 4, S1gnature or Name Forgery, at 1-3.

12. The nomination papers submitted by Candidates in All egheny
Cbunty contained a total of 12,444 signatures -of _Wh}chi 6,772 signatures are

stricken’ 1ea‘vmg a total of‘5,672 valid signatures.

et IM/?JZ’W

.BERNARD L. McGINLEY, hﬂge

DAN PELLEGRLNI udge .
| Certmed from the Hecord

00T 1:2 2004
" and Order Exit

3 The above tally does not indicate certain signatures that were stricken for multiple
reasons. Bach stricken signature Jine is indicated by its nomination paper and line number and all
the reasons they were stricken are set forth in the Stipulated Post-Hearing Repom October 7,
2004, Tab No. 11, Summary of Sustained Challenges at 1-244.



IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph

Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President

in the General Election of November 2, :

2004
No. 568 M.D. 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott, : Heard: September 27, 2004

Donald G.Brown and Julia A.

O'Connell,
Petitioners

BEFORE: HONORABLE JAMES R. KELLEY, Senior Ju\dge

OPINION NOT REPORTED

MEMORANDUM OPINION
BY SENIOR JUDGE KELLEY FILED: October 6, 2004

Pursuant to this Court's September 20, 2004 order, hearings
commenced before the undersigned on September 27, 2004 on the Objectors'
challenges to the Nomination Papers of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo
(Candidates), as Candidates of an Independent Political Body for President and
Vice President in the General Election of November 2, 2004, circulated in the
counties of Armstrong, Beaffer, Blair, Butler, Cambria, Centre, Clearfield, Fayette,
Fulton, Indiana, Jefferson, Somerset, Washington, and Westmoreland. The

hearings in this matter concluded on September 29, 2004.



The Nomination Papers circulated in the aforementioned fourteen
counties contain a total of 891 signatures.! Objectors did not present any evidence
with respect to their challenges to the Nomination Papers circulated in Blair,
Fayette and Jefferson counties. Therefore, the total number of valid signatures
contained on the Nomination Papers circulated in those counties is 15. Based upon
this Court's review of the Nomination Papers circulated in the remaining eleven

counties and the evidence presented, the Court finds as follows.

I. ARMSTRONG COUNTY
Ms. Wendy J. Buzard testified as to the registration records for the

County of Armstrong. Ms. Buzard is the Director of Elections and Chief Registrar
for Armstrong County. Ms. Buzard testified that the official voter registration
records for Armstrong County are the records contained in and maintained by
SURE - Statewide Uniform Registry of Electors. Ms. Buzard testified further that
she utilized the SURE system when she conducted a search of the names and
addresses of the elector's signatures that were being challenged by Objectors in
Armstrong County. This Court finds Ms. Buzard's testimony credible. Based on
the credible testimony of Ms. Buzard and examination of the original documents,

the Court makes the following rulings for the stated reasons.

! This total includes the signatures initially struck by the Secretary of the Commonwealth
because, as our Supreme Court in its September 29, 2004 opinion stated, Objectors have
assumed the Secretary's burden to prove the invalidity of those signatures. See In re:
Nomination Papers of Ralph Nader and Miguel Camejo,  Pa._,  A.2d __ (No. 154 MAP
2004, filed September 29, 2004).




A. NOT REGISTERED

The following signatures are stricken because the signators were not
registered to vote in Armstrong County: 2

2 Section 951 of the Pennsylvania Election Code (Election Code), Act of June 3, 1937,
P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. § 2911, provides, in pertinent part, that “[e]ach person signing a
nomination paper shall declare therein that he is a qualified elector of the State or district, as the
case may be....” With respect to the use of the term “qualified elector” in Section 951, as the
Pennsylvania Supreme Court has noted, “[w]e think the legislature used the word ‘elector’ in
both the Liquor Control Act and the Beverage License Act in the sense of one qualified to vote at
the election and therefore one who, at the time of signing the petition for the referendum, was a
registered voter. The alternative holding might result in a referendum on the demand of persons
not qualified to vote, a result which we think would have been expressed, if intended. To the
suggestion that non-registered signers of a petition might register before the election, a complete
answer is that by requiring registration as a condition of participating in an election, the
legislature, by the word ‘electors’, intended petitioners to be persons at that time registered....”
Aukamp v. Diehm, 316 Pa. 118, 121, 8 A.2d 400, 401 (1939). As a result, in this Court’s
_ September 16, 2004 order that was later amended to September 20, 2004, we stated that
signatures must be stricken where the signator was not a registered voter at the time he or she
signed the nomination paper. See also In re Nomination Petition of Cooper, 516 A.2d 1285 (Pa.
Cmwlth.), affd, 505 Pa. 529, 481 A.2d 1314 (1984) (A signature on a nominating petition must
be stricken if the signator is not a registered voter at the time he or she signed the petition.)

In their Application for Extraordinary Relief filed in the Supreme Court, and at
the hearing on the objections to the nomination papers, the Candidates alleged that this Court
erred in our interpretation of Section 951 of the Election Code, and in directing that the names of
signators who were not registered at the time that they signed the papers be stricken.
Specifically, the Candidates cited to Morrill v. Weaver, 224 F. Supp. 2d 882 (E.D. Pa. 2002), to
support the proposition that Section 951’s use of “qualified electors” should be interpreted to
include those who possess the constitutional and statutory requirements for electors but who
have not yet registered to vote. However, the Candidates’ reliance on Morrill is misplaced.

As this Court has previously noted:

In [Morrill], the district court considered a constitutional
challenge to Section 951(d) ... by Green Party candidates and
activists who sought injunctive relief restraining the enforcement
of Section 951(d), which requires that election nomination petition
affiants be registered voters and residents of the electoral district
where the candidate is running for office. The court found that
requiring nominating petition affiants to be registered voters of the
candidate’s electoral district would impose severe burdens on the
plaintiffs’ constitutional freedoms of political expression and

(Continued....)



PAGE # LINE #

735 1
750 7
792 2
949 1,2

B. OMITTED INFORMATION

The following signature is stricken because the signator failed to
include the information required under Section 951 of the Pennsylvania Election
Code (Election Code), Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. §2911,
("Each person signing a nomination paper shall . . . add to his signature his legibly

association under the First and Fourteenth Amendments and, as a
consequence, that “qualified electors” who serve as nominating
petition affiants are not required to be registered voters or to be
residents of the district in which the candidate is running for office.
This case, while relevant to nomination petition proceedings, is not
binding on the Court....

In re Petition for Agenda Initiative, 821 A.2d 203, 211 fn. 7 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2003). Thus, in
Morrill, the court addressed the constitutionality of requiring circulator/affiants to be registered
voters at the time nomination papers are circulated.

In contrast, in the instant case, this Court is requiring that the signators be
registered at the time that they signed the nomination papers. Such a requirement in no way
offends the constitutional guarantees at issue in Morrill. See, e.g., Taxpayers United for
Assessment Cuts v. Austin, 994 F.2d 291 (6th Cir.) (Michigan’s reasonable, nondiscriminatory
procedures for checking signatures on initiative petitions were reasonably related to legitimate
government interest of keeping elections fair; requiring full address with signature, warning and
correct date on petition and that signatures be dated within six months of filing date helped
ensure that false signatures were not put on petition, that unregistered voters did not sign it, that
petitions were quickly and accurately processed and that signatories still supported petition at
time it was submitted.). Thus, this Court quite properly ordered that signatures must be stricken
where the signator was not a registered voter at the time he or she signed the nomination paper.
Aukamp; In re Nomination Petition of Cooper.




printed name and residence, giving city, borough or township, with street and

number, if any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed in words or

numbers. . ."):

PAGE # LINE #
735 4
C. NICKNAMES

The following signatures are stricken because the signators used a
nickname that differs from their voter registration records:®

PAGE # LINE #

750 4,6

Accordingly, of the 23 total signatures found on the Nomination
Papers circulated in Armstrong County, the Court finds that 8 are invalid leaving a

total of 15 valid signatures.

II. BEAVER COUNTY

Ms. Dorene Mandity testified as to the registration records for the
County of Beaver. Ms. Mandity is the Director of Elections for Beaver County.
Ms. Mandity testified that the official voter registration records for Beaver County
are the records contained in and maintained by SURE. Ms. Mandity testified
further that she utilized the SURE system when she conducted a search of the
names and addresses of the elector's signatures that were being challenged by

Objectors in Beaver County. This Court finds Ms. Mandity's testimony credible.

3 See In re Petition for Agenda Initiative.




Based on the credible testimony of Ms. Mandity and examination of the original

documents, the Court makes the following rulings for the stated reasons.

A. DEFECTIVE AFFIDAVIT

Page 23 of the Nomination Papers, which contains 51 purported
signatures, was stricken by the Secretary of the Commonwealth because the
affidavit differed as to the county of the signers. Specifically, the affidavit affixed
to Page 23 states that the county of the Nomination Paper signers' residence is
Allegheny County and the front of Page 23 of the Nomination Papers states that

the county of signers is Beaver County. In In re: Nomination Papers of Nader, the

Supreme Court stated the following, in pertinent part:

Where as here, the Secretary accepts Nomination
Papers, the Commonwealth Court recognized the
potential for signatures stricken by the Secretary to
become a deciding factor in a later objection hearing.
When this occurs, the court recognized that bringing a
mandamus petition to reinstate the stricken signatures
may not be practical due to time constraints. Instead, it
approved the approach taken by Objectors, who included
the signatures already rejected by the Secretary in their
Objections to the Nomination Papers. Because the
Objectors utilized this procedure, the Candidates had
notice of the stricken signatures, and the Objectors
assumed the Secretary’s burden to prove the invalidity of
the signatures.

In re Nomination Papers of Nader, slip op. at 31, _ Pa.at _, _ A.2d at __(footnote

omitted).

As a result, with respect to the signatures challenged by Objectors on
the basis that they were rejected by the Secretary, this Court has reviewed the
signatures on the Nomination Papers for any facial defects which would require

their rejection. See Section 976 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2936 (“[W]hen any



nomination paper is presented in the office of the Secretary of the
Commonwealth ... for filing within the period limited by this act, it shall be the
duty of the said officer ... to examine the same. No ... nomination paper ... shall
be permitted to be filed if—(a) it contains material errors or defects apparent on the -
face thereof....”); Section 977 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2937 (“[1]f thé court
shall find that said nomination ... paper is defective under the provisions of section
976 ... it shall be set aside....”).*

Herem, Objectors presented a global challenge to Page 23 of the
Nomination Papers in their Petition to Set Aside the Nomination Papers on the
basis that it was rejected by the Secretary. Upon review, this Court finds that the
defective affidavit is a facial defect and all 51 signatures contained thereon, for

which no motion to amend was interposed, must be stricken.’

* See also Ochman Appeal, 364 Pa. 525, 528-529, 73 A.2d 34, 36 (1950) (“[T]he court’s
power is no less under the one statutory provision than under the other. The two sections],
Sections 976 and 977 of the Election Code,] are in pari materia and are to be construed
coextensively. The legislative intent to provide a remedy against alleged erroneous action of a
county board of elections (or the Secretary of the Commonwealth) is plain. Where such a board
(or the Secretary) rejects nominating petitions because of alleged defects therein, the judicial
remedy available to those claiming to be aggrieved thereby is under Section 976 of the [Election
Code]. On the other hand, when the board (or the Secretary) accepts and files nominating
petitions over objections thereto, the judicial relief available to those claiming to be aggrieved
thereby is under Sec. 977 of the [Election Code]. The power of the court to amend nominating
petitions in amendable respects is the same in the one instance as in the other. And, Sec. 977
expressly authorizes the court’s amending, in its discretion after hearing, for material errors or
defects appearing on the face of the affidavits accompanying or appended to nominating
petitions. Where the court acts under Sec. 976 with respect to the board’s or the Secretary’s
rejection of nominating petitions for alleged defects, its power is no different....”).

> See In re Nomination of Kloiber, 362 A.2d 484 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1976) (The absence of
the required affidavit renders that page of the nomination petition fatally defective.).




B. NOT REGISTERED

The following signatures are stricken because the signators are not

registered to vote in Beaver County:

PAGE # _LLN_Ej

296° 10, 16, 19, 23, 24, 32
659 2,4

714 1,5

719 3,5,8,9,10, 16

722 1

728 2,3

773 6, 8

C. NOT REGISTERED AT ADDRESS ON VOTER RECORD
The following signatures are stricken because the signators’ addresses
as each appears on the Nomination Papers do not correspond to the addresses

found on their voter registration card and Candidates failed to show that the

6 At the time that Ms. Mandity testified before the Court in this matter, the original of
Page 296 of the Nomination Papers was not available to the Court or the parties. However, the
Court had in its possession, a Court provided copy, which the Court believed to be a true and
correct copy of the original. While the Court normally would not have proceeded without the
original, the Court was expressly aware of our Supreme Court's mandate, as set forth in its
September 20, 2004 order in this matter, that this Court proceed immediately with expedited
hearings. Therefore, this Court proceeded without the original which was later provided to the
Court and to counsel for the Candidates for review albeit after the witness from Beaver County
was discharged. The Court notes that counsel for Candidates preserved his objections in the

record.



signators moved before signing the Nomination Papers and that the signators'

change of address notices have not yet been recorded:’

PAGE # LINE #

296 1,2,22,29,30
636 2

634 5

719 2, 14

722 2

773 1,4

D. SIGNATOR REGISTERED AFTER DATE OF SIGNING

Objectors challenged line 9 of Page 296 of the Nomination Papers and
line 2 of Page 1054 of the Nomination Papers on the basis that the signators signed
the Nomination Papers before he or she became a registered voter in Beaver
County.® With respect to line 9 of Page 296, the signator signed the Nomination
Papers on July 25, 2004 and his voter registration record shows that he became
registered to vote in Beaver County on July 30, 2004. See Objectors’ Exhibit 28.
With respect to line 2 of Page 1054, the signator signed the Nomination Paper on

7 See In re Nomination of Flaherty, 564 Pa. 671, 770 A.2d 327 (2001) (The address stated
on the petition must correspond to that on the voter registration card. When an elector changes
his address and fails to timely notify authorities of the change, that person is no longer a
qualified elector. To the extent that candidates can show that the elector has moved before
signing the petition and his or her change of address notice has not yet been recorded, or some
similar extraordinary circumstance, they can present such evidence during their case. Absent
such evidence, however, an inconsistency between the registration address and that listed on the

petition mandates striking of the signature.).

8 See Footnote 2.



July 31, 2004 and her voter registration record shows that she became a registered
voter in Beaver County on August 13, 2004. See Objectors' Exhibit 49.

Our Supreme Court in its September 29, 2004 opinion in this matter
states that it agrees with this Court's determination, as stated in our August 30,
2004 opinion, that transmittal of a registration application is necessary to effectuate

registration. In re: Nomination Papers of Nader, slip op. at27, __Pa.at_, A2d

at . Our Supreme Court agreed further with this Court that the signature of any
individual whose application was delivered or postmarked after the day that he or
she signed the Nomination Papers must be stricken. Id. In making this

determination, this Court relied upon a case in which there was direct evidence of

when the electors had signed voter registration cards. See In re: Nomination
Papers of Nader, slip op. at 10, __ A.2d at __ (citing Nomination Petition of Roth
(Pa. Cmwlth., No. 121 M.D. 2004, filed March 8, 2004 (single judge opinion by
Feudale, S.J.)).

Herein, there was no evidence offered which showed the date that the

aforementioned signators signed his or her voter registration cards or any evidence
which showed when his or her voter registration cards/ applications were received
by the election officials in Beaver County. Ms. Mandity testified that, based on the
signators' dates of registration and the ten day waiting period required by the
National Voter Registration Act,’ that the signators' applications would have been
in her office ten days prior to each signator's official registration date. However,
Ms. Mandity could not testify as to the exact date that her office received the
signators' voter registration applications. Thus, since the SURE system is the

official voter registration record for Beaver County, absent evidence to the

942 US.C. §1973-gg.

10.



contrary, this Court must accept the official voter registration date as found in

SURE as the date these signators were registered to vote in Beaver County.
Accordingly, the following signatures are stricken because the

signators signed the Nomination Papers prior to the date he or she became a

registered voter in Beaver County:

PAGE # INE #
296 9
1054 2

E. OMITTED INFORMATION
The following signatures are stricken because the signators failed to

include the information required under Section 951 of the Election Code:

PAGE # LINE #
659 8
684 12
1054 1

F. ILLEGIBLE DATA
The following signatures are stricken due to the signators' failure to

legibly print their "city, borough or township" as required by Section 951 of the

Election Code:
PAGE # LINE #
714 6
719 13

11.



Accordingly, of the 196 total signatures found on the Nomination

Papers circulated in Beaver County, the Court finds that 91 are invalid leaving a

total of 105 valid signatures.

III. BUTLER COUNTY
Mr. Regis L. Young testified as to the registration records for the

County of Butler. Mr. Young is the Registrar for Butler County. Mr. Young
testified that the official voter registration records for Butler County are the records
contained in and maintained by SURE. Mr. Young testified further that he
utilized the SURE system when he conducted a search of the names and addresses
of the elector's signatures that were being challenged by Objectors in Butler
County. This Court finds Mr. Young's testimony credible. Based on the credible
testimony of Mr. Young and examination of the original documents, the Court

makes the following rulings for the stated reasons.

A.NOT REGISTERED

The following signatures are stricken because the signators are not

registered to vote in Butler County:

PAGE # LINE #

170 2,6,9

238 4,6,11,19,22,23,24,37,42, 48, 50, 54,
71,73, 86, 88

299" 2,5,6,14,15,29, 41,50, 59, 61

635 1,5

10 At the time that Mr. Young testified before the Court in this matter, the original of
‘ (Continued....)
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748 5

783 4,5
789 | 1,4, 8
902 1
1052 ' 28
1057 1,2

B. NOT REGISTERED AT ADDRESS ON VOTER RECORD

The following signatures are stricken because the signators' addresses
as each appears on the Nomination Papers do not correspond to the addresses
found on their voter registration cards and Candidates failed to show that the

signators moved before signing the Nomination Papers and that the signators

change of address notices have not yet been recorded:

PAGE # LINE #
170 5,7
238 . 18

703 5

748 6

768 2

Page 299 of the Nomination Papers was not available to the Court or the parties. However, the
Court had in its possession, a Court provided copy, which the Court believed to be a true and
correct copy of the original. While the Court normally would not have proceeded without the
original, the Court was expressly aware of our Supreme Court's mandate, as set forth in its
September 20, 2004 order in this matter, that this Court proceed immediately with expedited
hearings. Therefore, this Court proceeded without the original which was later provided to the
Court and to counsel for the Candidates for review albeit after the witness from Butler County
was discharged. The Court notes that counsel for Candidates preserved his objections in the

record.

13.



789 ‘ 10
1052 5,10

C. SIGNATOR REGISTERED AFTER DATE OF SIGNING

Objectors challenged 4 signatures on the basis that the signators
signed the Nomination Papers before he or she became a registered voter in Butler
County.!! With respect to these 4 signators, the evidence showed as follows: (1)
the signator found on line 17 of Page 170 signed the Nomination Papers on July
25, 2004 and his voter registration record shows that he was officially registered to
vote in Butler County on Septembrer 2, 2004 (See Objectors' Exhibit 54); (2) the
signator found on line 23 of Page 170 signed the Nomination Papers on July 29,
2004 and his voter registration record shows that he was officially registered to
vote in Butler County on August 23, 2004 (See Objectors' Exhibit 55); (3) the
signator found on line 9 of Page 238 signed the Nomination Papers on July 10,
2004 and his voter registration record shows that he was officially registered to
vote in Butler County on August 21, 2004 (See Objectors' Exhibit 56); and (4) the
signator found on line 18 of Page 789 signed the Nomination Papers on July 28,
2004 and his voter registration record shows that he was officially registered to
vote in Butler County on August 26, 2004 (See Objectors’ Exhibit 72).

Herein, as in Beaver County, there was no evidence offered which
showed the date that the signators signed their voter registration cards or any
evidence which showed when their voter registration cards/applications were
received by the election officials in Butler County. Mr. Young testified that

pursuant to the National Voter Registration Act, each signator would have been

i See Footnote 2.
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officially registered ten days after his office received their voter registration
applications and that the applications were entered into the SURE system on the
same day that each was received. However, Mr. Young could not testify as to the
exact date that his office received the signators' voter registration applications.
Again, since the SURE system is the official voter registration record for Butler
County, absent evidence to the contrary, this Court must accept the official voter
registration date as found in SURE as the date these signators were registered to
vote in Butler County.

Accordingly, the following signatures are stricken because the
signators signed the Nomination Papers prior to the date they each became a

registered voter in Butler County:

PAGE # LINE #
170 17,23
238 9

789 18

D. OMITTED INFORMATION
The following signatures are stricken because the signators failed to

include the information required under Section 951 of the Election Code:

PAGE # LINE #
238 78,91, 92
299 22,31, 56
768 5

783 3

1052 25

15.



E. ILLEGIBLE DATA

The following signatures are stricken due to the signators' failure to

legibly print the information required by Section 951 of the Election Code:

PAGE # LINE #
170 8

299 42

703 6

789 11
1099 5

F. DUPLICATE SIGNATURES

The following signatures are stricken because they are duplicates of

another signature on the Nomination Papers:

PAGE # LINE #
238 28 (Duplicate with line 29 of Page 238)
238 49 (Duplicate with line 50 of Page 238)

1057 5 (Duplicate with line 4 of Page 1057)

G. INFORMATION WRITTEN IN THE HAND OF ANOTHER

Objectors challenged certain lines of the Nomination Papers on the
basis that the signators' "place of residence” had been entered in the hand of
another. In support of these challenges, Objectors presented the testimony of
handwriting expert Michelle Dresvold. The Court finds Ms. Dresvold's testimony
credible. Based upon Ms. Dresvold's credible testimony and the Court's review of
each challenged line, the following signatures are stricken because the challenged

information contained thereon was written in the hand of another:

16.



PAGE # LINE #
238 61, 64, 87

Accordingly, of the 316 total signatures found on the Nomination

Papers circulated in Butler County, the Court finds that 74 are invalid leaving a

total of 242 valid signatures.

IV. CAMBRIA COUNTY
Mr. Fred Smith testified as to the registration records for the County

of Cambria. Mr. Smith is the Director of Elections for Cambria County. Mr,
Smith testified that the official voter registration records for Cambria County are
the records contained in and maintained by SURE. Mr. Smith testified further that
he utilized the SURE system when he conducted a search of the names and
addresses of the elector's signatures that were being challenged by Objectors n
Cambria County. This Court finds Mr. Smith's testimony credible. Based on the
credible testimony of Mr. Smith and examination of the original documents, the

Court makes the following rulings for the stated reasons.

A. NOT REGISTERED

The following signature is stricken because the signator 1s not

registered to vote in Cambria County:
PAGE# LINE #
705 1

17.



Accordingly, of the 5 total signatures found on the Nomination Papers

circulated in Cambria County, the Court finds that 1 is invalid leaving a total of 4

valid signatures.

V. CENTRE COUNTY
Ms. Joyce McKinley testified as to the registration records for the

County of Centre. Ms. McKinley is the Director of Voter Registration and
Elections for Centre County. Ms. McKinley testified that the official voter
registration records for Centre County are the records contained in and maintained
by SURE. Ms. McKinley testified further that she utilized the SURE system and
the original voter registration cards that were utilized prior to the county's
implementation of the SURE system, when she conducted a search of the names
and addresses of the elector's signatures that were being challenged by Objectors in
Centre County. This Court finds Ms. McKinley's testimony credible. Based on the
credible testimony of Ms. McKinley and examination of the original documents,

the Court makes the following rulings for the stated reasons.

A.NOT REGISTERED

The following signatures are stricken because the signators are not

registered to vote in Centre County:

PAGE # LINE #
876 2
1120 89

18.



B. NOT REGISTERED AT ADDRESS ON VOTER RECORD

The following signatures are stricken because the signators' addresses
as each appears on the Nomination Papers do not correspond to the addresses
found on their voter registration cards and Candidates failed to show that the
signators moved before signing the Nomination Papers and that the signators'

change of address notices have not yet been recorded:

PAGE # LINE #
778 4,6,7
1120 10

Accordingly, of the 21 total signatures found on the Nomination
Papers circulated in Centre County, the Court finds that 7 are invalid leaving a total

of 14 valid signatures.

VI. CLEARFIELD COUNTY

With respect to Clearfield County, counsel for Objectors and counsel
for Candidates stipulated that line 3 of Page 1106 of the Nomination Papers is
invalid because the signator is not registered to vote in Clearfield County.
Therefore, the following signature is stricken as per counsel's stipulation as
reflected on the record in this matter:

PAGE # LINE #

1106 3

Accordingly, of the 6 total signatures found on the Nomination Papers

circulated in Clearfield County, the Court finds that 1 is invalid leaving a total of 5

valid signatures.
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VII. FULTON COUNTY A
Mr. Richard L. Wible testified as to the registration records for the

County of Fulton. Mr. Wible is the Chief Registrar for Fulton County. Mr. Wible
testified that the official voter registration records for Fulton County are the
records contained in and maintained by SURE. Mr. Wible testified further that he
utilized the SURE system when he conducted a search of the names and addresses
of the elector's signatures that were being challenged by Objectors in Fulton
County. This Court finds Mr. Wible's testimony credible. Based on the credible
testimony of Mr. Wible and examination of the original documents, the Court

makes the following rulings for the stated reasons.

A. NOT REGISTERED

The following signature is stricken because the signator 1s not
registered to vote in Fulton County:

PAGE #

919 1

INE #

=

Accordingly, of the 1 total signature found on the Nomination Papers
circulated in Fulton County, the Court finds that the signature is invalid leaving a

total of 0 valid signatures.

VHI. INDIANA COUNTY

Ms. Donna Hoover testified as to the registration records for the
County of Indiana. Ms. Hoover is the Chief Registrar for Indiana County. Ms.
Hoover testified that the official voter registration records for Indiana County are

the records contained in and maintained by SURE. Ms. Hoover testified further

20.



that she utilized the SURE system when she conducted a search of the names and
addresses of the elector's signatures that were being challenged by Objectors in
Indiana County. This Court finds Ms. Hoover's testimony credible. Based on the
credible testimony of Ms. Hoover and examination of the original documents, the

Court makes the following rulings for the stated reasons.

A. NOT REGISTERED AT ADDRESS ON VOTER RECORD

The following signature is stricken because the signator's address as it
appears on the Nomination Papers does not correspond to the address found on her
voter registration card and Candidates failed to show that the signator moved
before signing the Nomination Papers and that the signator's change of address
notice had not yet been recorded:

PAGE # LINE #

830 1

Accordingly, of the 9 total signatures found on the Nomination Papers

circulated in Indiana County, the Court finds that 1 signature is nvalid leaving a

total of 8 valid signatures.

IX. SOMERSET COUNTY

Ms. Tina Pritts testified as to the registration records for the County of
Somerset. Ms. Pritts is the Director of Elections for Somerset County. Ms. Pritts
testified that the official voter registration records for Somerset County are the
records contained in and maintained by SURE. Ms. Pritts testified further that she
utilized the SURE system when she conducted a search of the names and addresses

of the elector's signatures that were being challenged by Objectors in Somerset

21.



County. This Court finds Ms. Pritts's testimony credible. Based on the credible
testimony of Ms. Pritts and examination of the original documents, the Court

makes the following rulings for the stated reasons.

A. NOT REGISTERED AT ADDRESS ON VOTER RECORD

The following signature is stricken because the signator's address as it
appears on the Nomination Papers does not correspond to the address found on her
voter registration card and Candidates failed to show that the signator moved
before signing the Nomination Papers and that the signator's change of address
notice had not yet been recorded:

PAGE # LINE #

1135 1

B. SIGNATOR REGISTERED AFTER DATE OF SIGNING

Objectors challenged line 1 of Page 942 of the Nomination Papers on
the basis that the signator signed the Nomination Papers before he became a
registered voter in Somerset County.'” The evidence shows that the signator found
on line 1 of Page 942 signed the Nomination Papers on July 31, 2004 and his voter
registration record shows that he was officially registered to vote in Somerset
County on September 18, 2004. See Objectors' Exhibit 23. In addition, counsel
for Candidates entered into evidence a voter registration application for the
signator which is dated August 27, 2004 and time stamped September 2, 2004. See
Respondent's Exhibit 1. Therefore, based on the fact that the evidence clearly

shows that the signator signed the Nomination Papers on July 31, 2004, a date well

12 See Footnote 2.
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beyond the date he registered to vote in Somerset County, line 1 of Page 942 must
be stricken as the signator was not registered to vote on the date he signed the
Nomination Papers.

Accordingly, the following signature is stricken because the signator
signed the Nomination Papers prior to the date he became a registered voter mn
Somerset County:

PAGE # LINE #

942 1

Accordingly, of the 2 total signatures found on the Nomination Papers

circulated in Somerset County, the Court finds that 2 signatures are invalid leaving

a total of 0 valid signatures.

X. WASHINGTON COUNTY
Mr. Larry Spahr testified as to the registration records for the County

of Waéhington. Mr. Spahr is the Director of Elections for Washington County.
Mr. Spahr testified that the official voter registration records for Washington
County are the records contained in and maintained by SURE. Mr. Spahr testified
further that he utilized the SURE system when he conducted a search of fhe names
and addresses of the elector's signatures that were being challenged by Objectors in
Washington County. This Court finds Mr. Spahr's testimony credible. Based on
the credible testimony of Mr. Spahr and examination of the original documents, the

Court makes the following rulings for the stated reasons.
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A.NOT REGISTERED

The following signatures are stricken because the signators are not

registered to vote in Washington County:

PAGE # LINE #

631 1,3

669 4,5,52

630 12,17, 19, 21
700 1,2,4,8, 11
726 2

729 1

740 4,10

784 2,3

985 6

1059 2

B. NOT REGISTERED AT ADDRESS ON VOTER RECORD

The following signatures are stricken because the signators' addresses
as they appear on the Nomination Papers do not correspond to the addresses found
on his or her voter registration cards and Candidates failed to show that the
signators moved before signing the Nomination Papers and that the signators'

change of address notices have not yet been recorded:

PAGE # LINE #
669 3,7,51
680 1,2
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C. SIGNATOR REGISTERED AFTER DATE OF SIGNING

Objectors challenged 2 signatures on the basis that the signators
signed the Nomination Papers before he or she became a registered voter in
Washington County.” With respect to these 2 signators, the evidence showed as
follows: (1) the signator found on line 7 of Page 700 signed the Nomination Papers
on July 28, 2004 and her voter registration record shows that she was officially
registered to vote in Washington County on September 30, 2004 (See Objectors'
Exhibit 92); and (2) the signator found on line 13 of Page 700 signed the
Nomination Papers on July 29, 2004 and his voter registration record shows that he
was officially registered to vote in Washington County on September 18, 2004
(See Objectors' Exhibit 93).

Herein, as in Beaver and Butler Counties, there was no evidence
offered with respect to line 13 of Page 700 which showed the date that the signator
signed his voter registration card or any evidence which showed when his voter
registration card/application was received by the election officials in Washington
County. Mr. Spahr testified that pursuant to the National Voter Registration Act,
each signator would have been officially registered ten days after his office
received their voter registration applications and the applications were entered into
the SURE system. However, Mr. Spahr could not testify as to the exact date that
his office received this signator's voter registration application. Thus, since the
SURE system is the official voter registration record for Washington County,
absent evidence to the contrary, this Court must accept the official voter

registration date as found in SURE as the date this signator was registered to vote

in Washington County.

13 See Footnote 2.
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With respect to line 7 of Page 700, Mr. Spahr testified at the
September 28, 2004 hearing that the signator originally registered to vote on
August 20, 2004, but that her voter registration was on hold because an address
verification notice had been sent to the signator. Mr. Spahr testified further that
according to this signator's voter registration record, her registration would be
active September 30, 2004 indicating, based on the ten day waiting period required
by the National Voter Registration Act, that some change occurred on September
20, 2004. Finally, Mr. Spahr testified that he did not know on what date the
signator's application was first processed. Therefore, based on Mr. Spahr's
testimony and the signator's voter registration record, the Court finds that this
signator was not registered to vote in Washington County at the time she signed

the Nomination Papers on July 28, 2004.
Accordingly, the following signatures are stricken because the

signators signed the Nomination Papers prior to the date they each became a
registered voter in Washington County:

PAGE # LINE #

700 7,13

D. OMITTED INFORMATION

The following signatures are stricken because the signators failed to

include the information required under Section 951 of the Election Code:

PAGE # LINE #
724 1
739 6,9
985 4
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Accordingly, of the 116 total signatures found on the Nomination
Papers circulated in Washington County, the Court finds that 33 signatures are

invalid leaving a total of 83 valid signatures.

XI. WESTMORELAND COUNTY

Ms. Paula Pedicone testified as to the registration records for the
County of Westmoreland. ~Ms. Pedicone is the Director of Elections for
Westmoreland County. Ms. Pedicone testified that the official voter registration
records for Westmoreland County are the records contained in and maintained by
SURE. Ms. Pedicone testified further that she utilized the SURE system when she
conducted a search of the names and addresses of the elector's signatures that were
being challenged by Objectors in Westmoreland County. This Court finds Ms.
Pedicone's testimony credible. Based on the credible testimony of Ms. Pedicone

and examination of the original documents, the Court makes the following rulings

for the stated reasons.

A. NOT REGISTERED

The following signatures are stricken because the signators are not

registered to vote in Westmoreland County:

PAGE # LINE #
645 1,2,23,25
713 3

718 13

720 3,15

754 6

774 5
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776 2,3,4,6,8,13, 18,20, 21, 24, 28, 30, 31
945 3
1056 1,4

B. NOT REGISTERED AT ADDRESS ON VOTER RECORD

The following signatures are stricken because the signators' addresses
as they appear on the Nomination Papers do not correspond to the addresses found
on his or her voter registration cards and Candidates failed to show that the
signators moved before signing the Nomination Papers and that the signators'

change of address notices have not yet been recorded:

PAGE # LINE #
718 11

720 5

776 26,27

C. SIGNATOR REGISTERED AFTER DATE OF SIGNING

Objectors challenged line 1 of Page 713 of the Nomination Papers on
the basis that the signator signed the Nomination Papers before she became a
registered voter in Westmoreland County.”® The evidence shows that the signator
found on line 1 of Page 713 signed the Nomination Papers on July 27, 2004 and
that she was officially registered to vote in Westmoreland County on August 6,
2004. See Objectors' Exhibit 105. However, Ms. Pedicone credibly testified that
her office received the signator's initial voter registration application on July 22,

2004. Therefore, as there was direct evidence that the election officials of

14 See Footnote 2.
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Westmoreland County received the signator's voter registration application prior to

her signing the Nomination Papers, this Court declines to strike the challenged

signature as invalid.

D. OMITTED INFORMATION

The following signatui‘es are stricken because the signators failed to

include the information required under Section 951 of the Election Code:

PAGE # LINE #
645 22

720 9,13
898 1,2
946 2

E. DUPLICATE SIGNATURES

~ The following signature is stricken because it is a duplicate of another

signature on the Nomination Papers:
PAGE # LINE #
774 7 (Duplicate with line 8 of Page 774)

F. FACIALLY INVALID

Counsel for Objectors and counsel for the Candidate stipulated on the
record that 3 signatures should be stricken because they are facially invalid.

Therefore, the following signatures are stricken:

PAGE # LINE #
913 2
045 2,4
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Accordingly, of the 181 total signatures found on the Nomination
Papers circulated in Westmoreland County, the Court finds that 40 signatures are

invalid leaving a total of 141 valid signatures.

XII. CONCLUSION

Therefore, of the 891 total signatures found on the Nomination Papers
circulated in the aforementioned fourteen counties, the Court finds that a total of

259 signatures are invalid leaving a total of 632 valid signatures.

i
|

-
JAMES R. KELLEY, Senior Judge

Certified from the pecord
ocT - 6 2004

and Order BXR
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph

- Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as

Candidates of an Independent Political

Body for President and Vice President

in the General Election of : No. 568 M.D. 2004
November 2, 2004 :

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.
O'Connell,

Petitioners

BEFORE: HONORABLE JESS S. JIULIANTE, Senior Judge

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

AND NOW, this 7th day of October, 2004, after hearings on
September 27 and 28, 2004 regarding Petitioners’ challenges to the Nomination
Paper of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguei Camejo (‘Candidates)1 as Candidates of an
Independent Political body of President and Vice-President of the United States in
the General Election scheduled for November 2, 2004, which were circulated in
the Counties of Clarion, Crawford, Elk, Erie, Lawrence, Mercer, Venango and
Warren, this Court finds as follows:

1) Ms. Donna Oberlander testified as to registration records for
Clarion County. Ms. Oberlander is a Clarion County Commissioner and Chair of

the Election Board in Clarion County. Her testimony was credible.

! We note that Candidates’ counsel did not appear before this Court at the hearing.
Although Candidates’ counsel orally requested a continuance minutes before the hearing on
Monday, September 27, 2004, because he was representing Candidates in a similar hearing in
Greensburg, Westmoreland County, said request was denied by this Court.



2) Ms. Marlene M. Robertson and Ms. Marsha Furno testified as to
registration records for Crawford County. Ms. Robertson is Chief Clerk and
Director of Voter Registration for Crawford County. Ms. Furno is Clerk of
Elections for Crawford County Voter Services. Their testimonies were credible.

3) Ms. Kimberly Frey testified as to registration records for Elk
County. Ms. Frey is Director of Elections and Voter Registration for Elk County.
Her testimony was credible.

4) Ms. Sharon Drayer testified as to registration records for Erie
County. Ms. Drayer is Election Director for Erie County. Her testimony was
credible.

5) Ms. Maureen Gabriel testified as to registration records for
Lawrence County. Ms. Gabriel is Director of Elections and Voter Registration for
Lawrence County. Her testimony was credible.

6) Mr. James Bennington testified as to registration records for
Mercer County. Mr. Bennington is Director of Voter Registration and Elections

for Mercer County. His testimony was credible.

7) Ms. Denise W. Jones testified as to registration records for

County. Her testimony was credible.

8) Ms. Diane C. Bloomgen testified as to registration records for
Warren County. Ms. Bloomgren is Director of Elections for Warren County. Her

testimony was credible.

9) Based on this Court’s review of the nomination papers, the
docﬁmentary evidence introduced into the record and the testimony of the above-
witnesses, this Court makes the following rulings for the stated reasons:

a). Clarion County |

Total signature lines: 8



Total signatures lines to which objections raised: 5
Total signature line challenges sustained: 2

Forged alteration of affidavit 2: page 892/lines 1, 2

b). Crawford County

Total signature lines: 41

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 33

Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 14

Not Registered (NR) 5: page 31/lines 7, 21, 26, 33, 36

Not Registered at Address (NRA) &: page 31/lines 1, 13, 14, 15, 20,
23,32,39

Not Registered on Date Signed (NRDS) 1: page 31/line 40

¢). Elk County

Total signature lines: 3

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 3

Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 1

NR 1: page

d). Erie County

Total signature lines: 295

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 241

Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 95

Crossed-out signature lines struck by Secretary of State 16: page
124/1ines 2, 8, 10, 38, 53 62; page 125/lines 6, 8, 17, 21, 23, 40, 43, 74, 107; page
126/line 13



NR 31: page 124/lines 1, 14, 27, 34, 36, 65; page 125/lines 20, 26, 28
51, 60, 66, 75, 81, 87, 89, 94, 108; page 126/lines 6, 17, 19, 27, 38, 39,53, 66, 68,
83, 87, 88, 105; page 930/line 4 |

Data Omitted (D.O.) 12: page 124/lines 3, 26, 60; page 125/line 5, 76;
page 126/lines 4, 15, 35, 73, 89, 100, page 930/line 2

NRA 17: page 124/lines 6, 1],_‘33, 35, 40, 57, 63; page 125/lines 31,
41, 90, 93, 105; page 126/line 29, 42, 47, 74, 75, ‘

NRDS 1: page 125/line 104

Duplicate 1: page 667/line 5

Initials/nickname 11: page 125/lines 54, 55; page 126/lines 14, 31, 44,
53, 64,91, 92, 102, 103,

Affidavit/notary incomplete 4: page 639/lines 2, 3,4, 5

e). Lawrence County
Total signature lines: 23
Total signature lines to which objections raised: 20

Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 15

). Mercer County
Total signature lines: 22
Total signature lines to which objections raised: 16
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 11
NRA 1: page 702/line 1
Forged alteration of affidavit 8: page 928/lines 1 though 8

Affidavit missing 2: page 637/lines 1, 2



2). Venango County

Total signature lines: 5

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 5
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 5

Forged alteration of affidavit 5 page 937/lines 1 through 5

h). Warren County

Total signature lines: 4

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 4
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 1

Forged alteration of affidavit 1: page 934/line 1

Totals for all Eight Counties

Total signature lines 401
Total signature lines to which objections raised 327
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 143
Total valid signature lines 258

Certified from the Record
0CT = 7 2004
and Order Exit



INTHE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA "

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph

Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as

Candidates of an Independent Political

Body for President and Vice President : : ‘

in the General Election of * No. 568 M.D. 2004
November 2, 2004 : '

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,

Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A

O'Connell,
Petmoners

BEFORE: HONORABLF JESS S. JIULIANTE Semor Judge

[

AMENDED FIND/INGS AND CONCLUSIONS

“AND NOW, this 12th day of October, 2004, after hearin’gs on
geptember 27 and 28, 2004 regardmg Petitioners’ chaﬂenges to the “\Iomma,tlon
Paper of Ralph Nader and, Peter Mlguel Camejo (Canchda’tes) as Candidateb of an
Independent Political body of President and Vice- Pres1dent of' the United States in
the General Election ~seheduled for November 2, 2004, which _were circulated 1 in
the Counties of Clarion, Crawford, Elk, Erie, Lawrence, Mercer, Venaﬁgo and
Warren, this Court finds as follows: | " _}

1) Ms. Donna Oberlander ‘testiﬁed as’ to registration records for
Clarion County. Ms. Oberlander is a Clarion County Comm1ss1oner and Chair of

the Election Board in Clarion County. He1 testimony was eredlble

! We note that Candidates’ counsel did not appear before this Court at-the hearing.
Although Candidates’ counsel orally requested a continuance minutes before the hearing on
Monday, September 27, 2004, because he was Iepresentmg Candidates in a similar hearing in
Greensburg, W estmoreland County, said request was denied by this Court.



| : 2) Ms. Marlene M. Robertson and Ms. Marsha Furno testified as to

regrstratron records for Crawford County. " Ms. Robertson s Chref Clerk and
Director of Voter Registration for . Crawford County. Ms Furno 1s C]erk of
E_lectrons for Crawford County Voter Servrces. Their testrmonres were credrble

3) Ms Kimberly Frey testified as to regrstratron records for Elk
County. Ms. Frey is Director of Electrons and Voter Regrstratron for Elk County.
Her testnnony was credible.

4) Ms. Sharon Drayer testified as to registration records for Erie
County. Ms. Drayer is Election Director for Erie County. Her testimony was
credible. - o |

5) Ms. Maureen Gabriel testified as to‘reg‘istration records for
Lawrence County Ms. Gabrlel is Director of Elections and Voter Registration for
Lawrence County. Her testrmony was credible. |

6) Mr. James Bennrngton testified as to registration records for
Mercer County. Mr. Bennington 1s Director 'of 'Voter Registration and Elections
for Mercer County. His testrmony was credible. | | i |

7) Ms. Denise W Jones testrﬁed as’ to reglstra’uon records for
Venango County Ms. Jones is Chref Clerk and Drrector of Electrons for Venango

County. Her testimony was credrble

8) Ms. Diane C. Bloomgen testrﬁed as.  to regrstratron records for
Warren County. Ms. Bloomgren is Director of E-lectrons for Warren County. Her
testimony was credible. | |

9) Based on this Court’s review of the nomination papers, the
documentary evidence introduced into the record and the testrmony of the above-
witnesses, this Court makes the followmg rulings for the stated reasons:

a). Clarion County

Total signature lines: 8



Total signatures 11'1163 to which obj ections raised:- S
Total signature line challenges sustained: 2 |

Forged alteration of affidavit 2: page 892/hnes 1 2

b). Crawford County

Total s1gnature lines: 41

Total s1gnature lines to which objections ra1sed 33

Total signature lines to which objectmns sustamed 14

Not Registered (NR) 5: page 31/lines. 7,21, 26 33, 36

Not Registered at Address (NRA) 8: page 31/11nes 1, 13, 14, 15, 20,
23,32, 39 I |

Not Registefed on Date Signed (NRDS) 1: page 31/line 40

¢). Elk County

Total signature lines: 3

Total s1gnatu16 lmes to Wthh obJectlons ralsed 3
Total s1gnature hnes to Wh1ch obJectlons sustamed 1

NR 1: page 899/line 1

d). Erie County
- Total signature lines: 303
Total signature lines to which objections raised: 241
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 94
Crossed-out signature lines stfuck by Secretary of State 16: page
124/lines 2, 8, 10, 38, 53 62; page 125/lines 6,8, 17,21, 23, 40, 43, 74, 107; page
126/line 13 |



NR 32: page 124/1mes] 14 27, 34, 36 05; page 125/lines 20, 26 28
51, 60, 66,75, 81, 87, 89, 94, 108 page 126/hnes 6 17 19 27 38, 39 53 66, 68,
83, 87, 88, 105; page 930/line 4 4 : o

Data Omitted (D. O) 12 page 124/111165 3, 26 60 page 125/11116 5,76;
page ],26/111168 4,15, 35,73, 89, 100, page 930/line 2

NRA 17: page 124/lines 0,11, 33, ‘35, 40, 57, 63; page 125/lines 31,
41,90, 93, 105; page 126/line 29, 42, 47, 74,775,

NRDS 1:page 125/line 104

~ Duplicate 1: page 667/line 5 ! :

Initials/nickname 11: page 12.‘5/1ines 54, 55; pag_e’ 126/lines 14, 31, 44,
53.64,91,92,102, 103, h o

Affidavit/notary in}complete 4: page 639/lines 2, 3,4, 5

e). Lawrence County
Total signature lines: 23

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 20
Total signature lmes to which obyj ectlons sustamed 15

Forged alteration of affidavit 15: page 771/lines 1 through 15

). Mercer County

Total signature lines: 22

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 16

Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 11
NRA 1: page 702/line 1
Forged alteration of affidavit 8: page 928/1mes I though &
Affidavit missing 2: page 637/lines 1, 2



'g) Venangb Counfy |

Total 81gnature 11nes 5

Total signature lines to Wh1ch Ob]@CthnS raised: 5
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 5

Forged alteration of affidavit 5: page 937/lines 1 through 5

h). Warren County

Total signature lines: 4

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 4
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 1

Forged alteration of affidavit 1: page 934/line 1

Totals for all Eight Counties

Total signéture lines 409
Total signature lines to which obj ections ralsea 327
Total signature hnes to which objections 5ustamed ‘1‘43
Total valid signature lines I C 266

OCT 12 2004
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph

Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as

Candidates of an Independent Political

Body for President and Vice President :

in the General Election of : No. 568 M.D. 2004
November 2, 2004 : ,

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.
O'Connell,

Petitioners

'~ BEFORE: HONORABLE JESS S. JIULIANTE, Senior Judge -

SECOND AMENDED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

AND NOW, this 13th day of October, 2004, after hearings on
September 27 and 28, 2004 regarding Petitioners’ challenges to the

Nomination Paper of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel Carriejo (Candidates)'

as Candidates of an Independent Political body of President and Vice-

President of the United States in the General Election scheduled for

November 2, 2004, which were circulated in the Counties ‘of Clarion,

Crawford, Elk, Erie, Lawrence, Mercer, Venango and Warren, this Court

ﬁnds as follows: |

! We note that Candidates’ counsel did not appear before this Court at the hearing. Although Candidates’

counsel orally requested a continuance minutes before the hearing on Monday, September 27, 2004,

because he was representing Candidates in a similar hearing in Greensburg, Westmoreland County, said

request was denied by this Court.



1) Ms. Donna Oberlander testified as to registration records for
Clarion County. Ms. Oberlander is a Clarion County Commissioner and
Chair of the Election Board in Clarion County. Her testimoﬁy was credible.

2) Ms. Marlene M. Robertson and Ms. Marsha Furno testified

as to registration records for Crawford County. Ms. Robertson is Chief

Clerk and Director of Voter Registration for Crawford County. Ms. Furno is
Clerk of Elections for Crawford County Voter Services. Their testimonies
were credible.

-3) Ms. Kimberly Frey testified as to registration records for Elk

County. Ms. Frey is Director of Elections and Vofer Registration for Elk -

County. Her testimony was credible. =

4) Ms. Sharon Drayér testified as to registration records for Erie

County. Ms. Drayer is Election Director for Erie County. Her testimony -

was credible.
. 5) Ms. Maureen Gabriel testified as to registration records for
- Lawrence - County.  Ms. Gabriel is Director of Flections and Voter

Registration for Lawrence County. Her téstimony was credible.

6) Mr. James Bennington testified as to rcgistration records for -

Mercer County. Mr. Bennington is Director of Voter Registration and

Elections for Mercer County. His testimony was credible.

7) Ms. Denise W. Jones testified as to registration records for

Venango County. Ms. Jones is Chief Clerk and Director of Elections for
Venango Cdunty. Her testimony was credible.

8) Ms. Diane C. Bloomgen testiﬁed as to registration.records
for Warren County. Ms. Bloomgren is Director of Elections fo/r Warren

County. Her testimony was credible.

o



- 9) Based on this Court’s review of the nomination papers, the
documentary evideﬁce introduced into the record and the testimony of the
‘above-witnesses, this Court makes the following rulings for the stated
reasons: |

a). Clarion County
Total signature lines: §

- Total signatures lines to which objections raised: 5.
Total signature line challenges sustained: 2

Forged alteration of affidavit 2: page 892/lines 1, 2

b). Crawford County |

Total signature lines: 43 |

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 33

Total signature lines to which obj ections‘ sustained: 14

Not Registered (NR) 5: page 31/lines 7, 21, 26, 33, 36

Not Regis’tered' at Address (NRA) 8: page 31/lines 1, 13, 14, 15,
20, 23,32, 39 |

Not Registered on Date Signed (NRDS) 1: page 31/line 40

¢). Elk County

Total éignature lines: 3

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 3
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 1

"~ NR 1: page 899/line 1

d). Erie County
Total signature lines: 303

3



Total signature lines to which objections raised: 241

Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 94

Crossed-out signature lines struck by Secretary of State 16:
page 124/lines 2, 8, 10, 38, 53 62; page 125/lines 6, 8, 17, 21, 23, 40, 43., 74,
107, page 126/line 13 | |

- NR 32: page 124/11nesl 14, 27, 34, 36, 65; page 125/lines 20,

26, 28 51, 60, 66, 75, 81, 87, 89, 94, 108; page 126/lines 6, 17, 19, 27, 38,
39, 53, 66, 68, 83, 87, 88, 105; page 930/linc 4
Data Omitted (D.O.) 12: page 124/lines 3, 26, 60; page 125/1ine
5, 76; page 126/lines 4, 15, 35, 73, 89, 100, page 930/line 2 ,
NRA 17: page 124/lines 6, 11, 33, 35, 40, 57 63; page
125/11nes 31, 41, 90, 93, 105; page 126/11ne 29, 42, 47 74,75,
NRDS 1: page 125/line 104
Duplicate 1: page 667/line 5 |
Tnitials/nickname .11: page 125/hnes 54, 55 page 126/1mes 14,
31, 44,53, 64,91, 92, 102, 103,
Affidavit/notary incomplete 4: page 639/lines 2, 3,4, 5

¢). Lawrence County
Total signature lines: 25 |

- Total signature lines to which dbjections raised: 20
Total Signaturé lines to which objections sustained: 15

Forged alteration of affidavit 15: page 771/lines 1 through 15

f). Mercer County A -

Total signature lines: 22

Total signature lines to which objections raised: 16




Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 11
NRA 1: page 702/line 1

 Forged alteration of affidavit 8: page 928/lines 1 though 8

Affidavit missing 2: page 637/lines 1, 2

g). Venango County

Total signature lines: 7

Total signature lines to which objections raisevd: 5
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 5

Forged alteration of affidavit 5: page 937/lines 1 through 5

h). Warren County‘

Total signature lines: 5

Total signatur‘eualines to which objectiohs raised: 4
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 1

Férged alteration of affidavit 1: page 934/line 1

Totals for all Eight Counties

Total signature lines - 416
Total signature lines to which objections raised 327
Total signature lines to which objections sustained: 143
Total valid signature lines 273

¢nior Judge
Gerified from the Record

OCT 13 2004
5 ) and Order Exk



IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

- In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President
In the General Election of November
2, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.
O'Connell,

Petitioners

No. 568 M.D. 2004

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

AND NOW, this 27% day of September, 2004, after hearing this date

to nominating petitions circulated in the counties of Berks, Columbia, Cumberland,

Dauphin, Bradford and Lackawanna, the Court finds as follows:

1) Mr. Steven Chiavetta testified as to registration records for the County of

Dauphin. Mr. Chiavetta is the Director of the Burcau of Registration and

Elections in Dauphin County. His testimony was credible.

2) Ms. Wanda S. Zeigler testified as to registration records for the County of

Cumberland. Ms. Zeigler is the Election Manager for Cumberland County.

Her testimony was credible.



3) Mr. Vincent Kurt Bellman testified as to registration records for the County
of Berks. Mr. Bellman is the Director of Elections and Chief Clerk to the
Board of Electors of Berks County. His testimony was credible.

4) Ms. Joann K. Réichart testified by telephone as to registration records for the
County of Columbia. Ms. Reichart is the Chief Registrar/Director of
Elections in Columbia County. Her testimony was credible.

5) The parties resolved the facts for challenges to nominating signatures m
Lackawanna County by stipulation, and the challenge to nominating
signatures in Bradford County was withdrawn.

6) As necessary, counsel and the Court examined the original papers.

7) Based on the credible testimony received and examination of the original
documents, the Court made the following rulings for the stated reasons.

a. Dauphin County
Total signatures: 52;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 49;
Total signatures to which objections sustained: 49;
1 page 708/side 4 - affidavit differed as to county of
s1gners;
47  page 802/side 4 — affidavit of circulator not notarized,;

1 page 908/side 1/line 1 —no date of signing.



b. Cumberland County
Total signatures: 13;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 12;
Total signatures to which objections sustained: 12;
11 page 803/side 4 — affidavit of circulator not notarized,
1 page 925/side 1/line 1 —did not reside in state.
c. Berks County
Total signatures: 33;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 20;
Total signatures to which objections sustained: 11;
5 page 757/side 4 — affidavit differed as to county;
1 page 827/side 1/line 2 — not registered;
1 page 848/side 1/line 1 — affidavit inconsistent with
residence;
2 page 914/side 4 — affidavit executed before signatures
dated;
1 page 932/side 4 — affidavit altered as to county;
1 page 1184/side 2/line 7 — use of initial rather than full
name as registered.

d. Columbia County



Total signatures: 3;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 3;
Total signatures to which objections sustained: 3;
1 page 886/side 1/line 1 — incorrect address, in different
county;
1 page 933/side 4 — affidavit altered as to county;
1 page 1062/side 4 — affidavit altered as to county;
. Lackawanna County
Total signatures: 15;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 11;
Total signatures to which objections sustained: 11;
3 page 738/side 4 - affidavit altered as to county of
Signers;
1 page 823/side 1/line 1 — registered at different address;
1 page 889/side 1/line 2 — registered at different address;
1 page 889/side 1/line 4 — registered at different address;
1 page 893/side 1/line 1 —registered at different address;
1 page 963/side 1/linel — registered at different address;
1 page 889/side 1/line 3 — illegible signature and name;

1 page 893/side 1/line 2 — address out of county;



1 page 1015/side 4 — affidavit inconsistent with county of

residence.

ROBERT SIMP@)N, Judge

Gertified from the Record

SEP 2 7 2004
gl Order Exit



IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President

In the General Election of November
2, 2004 4 . No. 568 M.D. 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.

O'Connell,
Petitioners

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

AND NOW, this 30™ day of September, 2004, after hearing on
September 29, 2004 to nominating petitions circulated in the counties of York, Perry,
Montour, Wyoming, Susquehanna, Pike, Northampton and Northumberland, the
Court finds as follows:

1) Mr. John Vernon Scott testified as to registration records for the County of
York. Mr. Scott is the Director of the Elections and Voter Registration in York
County. His testimony was credible.

2) Ms. Bonnie Delancey testified by telephone as to registration records for the
County of Perry. Ms. Delancey 1s the Director of ‘Voter Registration and

Elections for Perry County. Her testtmony was credible.



3) Ms. Holly Brandon testified by telephone as to registration records for the
County of Montour. Ms. Brandon is the Chief Clerk and Director of Elections
for Montour County. Her testimony‘ was credible.

4) Ms. Celine Reich testified by telephone as to registration records for the

| County of Wyoming. Ms. Reich 1s the Director of Elections for Wyoming
County. Her testimony was credible.

5) Ms. Janice DeFebo testified by telephone as to registration records for the
County of Pike. Ms. DeFebo 1s a clerk in the Bureau of Elections Office in
Pike County. Her testimony was credible.

6) Ms. Linda Arcury testified as to registration records for the County of
Northampton. Ms. Arcury is the Director of the Bureau of Elections for
Northampton County. Her testimony was credible.

7) Ms. Lor1 Weaver of the Northampton County Bureau of Elections assisted Ms.
Arcury by telephone with information concerning voter registration records in
Northampton County.

8) No challenges were presented to nominating signatures in the counties of
Susquehanna or Northumberland.

9) As necessary, counsel and the Court examined the original papers.

10) Based on the credible testimony received and examination of the original

documents, the Court made the following rulings for the stated reasons.



a. York County

<

Total signatures: 56;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 40;
Total signatures to which objections sustained: 11;
1 page 428/side 1/line 4 — not registered;
1 page 428/side 1/line 5 — not registered;
1 page 428/side 2/line 11 — not registered;
1 page 428/side 2/line 14 — not registered under name signed;
1 page 428/side 2/line 22 — registered at different address;
1 page 428/side 2/line 27 — not registered;
1 page 428/side 2/line 30 — registered at different address;
4 page 1110/side 4 — affidavit of circulator not notarized.
Perry County
Total signatures: 3;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 3;

Total signatures to which objections sustained: 0.

Total signatures: 2;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 2;
Total signatures to which objections sustainedf 1;

Iv page 832/side 1/line 1 — not registered.}

3



d. Wyonﬁng County
Total signatures: 6;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 2;
Total signatures to which objections sustained: 1;
1 page 881/side 1/line 3 — not registered on date signed. |
e. Pike County
Total signatures: 2;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 2;
Total signatures to which objections sustained: 0.
f. Northampton County
Total signatures: 70;
Total signatures to which initial objections raised: 46;

Total signatures to which objections sustained: 21;

[u—

page 132/side 1/line 5 —not registered;
1 page 132/side 1/line 6 — not registered,
1 page 132/side 2/line 13 — not registered:;
1 page 132/side 2/line 15 — not registered:;

1 page 132/side 2/line 16 — not registered;
1 page 132/side 2/line 22 — not registered;
| page 132/side 2/line 27 — not registered;
1 page 692/side l/iine 2 —not registered; |

4



| page 692/side 2/line 8 — not registered;

3 page 804/side 4 — no affidavit by circulator; affidavit of
circulator not notarized;

1 page 894/side 4 — affidavit altered as to county;

1 page 1019/side 1/line 1 — not registered;

1 page 1019/side 1/line 2 — not registered;

1 page 1151/side 1/line 2 — not registered;

1 page 1151/side 1/line 5 — not registered;

1 page 1151/side 1/line 6 — not registered;

1 page 1151/side 2/line 8 — not registered;

1 page 1151/side 2/line 9 — not registered;

1 page 1151/side 2/line 12 — not registered on date signed.
GCertified from the Pecord

SEP g0 2004
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President

in the General Election of November :
2, 2004 : No. 568 M.D. 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.

O’Connell,
Petitioners

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

AND NOW, this 8" day of October, 2004, after a hearing held on
September 28, 2004, on the Petition to Set Aside the Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as Candidates of an Independent Political Body
for President and Vice-President of the United States regarding nominating papers
circulated in the counties of Adams, Lancaster, Lebanon, Lehigh, Luzeme,
Lycoming, Monroe and Schuylkill, the Court finds as follows:
1. The Petitioners presented testimony from the following witnesses:
a.) Ms. Mary 7. Stehman testified as to registration records for the
County of Lancaster. Ms. Stehman is the Chief Registrar of Voter

Registration. Her testimony was credible.

! The Hearing was scheduled to begin at 9:30 a.m. Counsel for Petitioners filed a Motion for
Continuance of Hearing Time to allow for the substitution of counsel due to a medical
‘emergency, which was granted by the Court, and the Hearing commenced at 11:30 a.m.



b.) Ms. Elaine F. Ludwig testified as to registration records via the
telephone for the County of Lebanon. Ms. Ludwig 1s the Chief Clerk of
Elections and Voter Registration. Her testimony was credible. |

c.)  Ms. Elizabeth A. Hillwig testified as to registration records for the
County of Lehigh. Ms. Hillwig is the Chief Clerk of Voter Registration and
Election Bureau. Her testimony was credible.

d)  Mr. Leonard C Piazza, III testified as to registration records for the
County of Luzerne. Mr. Piazza is the Director of Elections. His testimony
was credible.

e.)  Ms. Alice Bair testified as to registration records via the telephone for
the County of Lycoming. Ms. Bair is the Assistant Voter Registrar. Her
testimony was credible.

f)  Ms. Gina Taylor testified as to registration records for the County of
Monroe. Ms. Taylor is the Acting Director of the Voter

Registration/Elections. Her testimony was credible.

The nomination papers attributed to the counties ‘of Adams, Lancaster,
Lebanon, Lehigh, Luzerne, Lycoming, Monroe and Schuﬂkﬂl and assigned
for my review contained a total of 210 signatures. The Petition to Set Aside
contained both Individual Line Challenges and “Global” challenges to an-
entire nominating paper. As necessary, counsel, witnesses and the Court

examined the original papers and exhibits prepared by the witnesses.

With regard to signatures or pages which the Secretary of State had

preliminarily stricken, Petitioners had to include all such signatures or pages,

o



in their Petition to Set Aside the Nominating Papers, in accordance with the

opinion of the Supreme Court in Nomination Papers of Ralph and Peter

Miguel Cameijo, (154 M.A.P. 2004, filed September 29, 2004, slip op., pp.
30-31) (hereinafter “Supreme Court Opinion”). Where Petitioners did not

object to such signatures or pages, this Court will not strike them.

The Global Challenges to entire nominating papers involve allegations that
the Circulators’ Affidavits are invalid because they either are blank, do not
contain a notarization, or contain a mistake in line 1 (“County of Nomination
~ Paper Signers’ Residence”). This Court will strike affidavits which are
blank or do not contain a notarization. At the Hearing, the Candidates orally
made a Motion to Amend the Defects in the Circulators’ Affidavits, which
the Court orally granted. The Court advised the parties that it would accept
notarized affidavits from the circulators whose affidavits contain a mistake
in line 1 that is apparent from the face of the nomination paper, and also

those whose affidavits contain a correction of that mistake. Amendment by

affidavit was previously permitted by this Court in In re: Nomination
Petition of Victor R. Delle Donne, 779 A.2d 1 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001), affirmed
per_curiam, 565 Pa. 561, 777 A.2d 412 (2001), when faced with the same

challenge to a circulator’s affidavit as presented here. Here, the circulator

placed the county of his or her residence, rather than that of the signatories

to the petition, on line 1 of the affidavit. As in Delle Donne, because the
mistake is apparent on the face of the papef, the Court here permitted
amendment by allowing the circulator to submit an affidavit indicating that

hev or she had incorrectly filled out line 1 of the circulator’s affidavit by



mistakenly filling in his or her county of residence rather than the county of
residence of those persons who had signed the nomination paper. All
affidavits had to be filed no later than 12:00 noon, on Friday, October 1,
2004. Where the Court received such affidavits, the Global challenge to the

paper was not sustained.

Some of the Individual Line Challenges involve allegations that the signers
were not registered to vote. Candidates argued at the hearing that the signers
of nomination papers did not need to be registered to vote to be a “qualified
elector” under Section 951 of the Pennsylvania Election Code, Act of June
3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. §2911(d), because the definition for
“qualified elector” in Section 101 of the Pennsylvania Election Code, 25
P.S. §2602, does not specifically contain a registration requirement. In

support of their argument, Candidates cited Morrill v. Weaver, 224 F. Supp.

2d 882 (E.D. Pa. 2002), where the district court held that under Section
951(d) of the Pennsylvania Election Code, to be a “qualified elector,”
circulator/affiants did not have to be registered voters. Id. at 900. Mr.
Justice Saylor specifically directed this Court “to separafely review, with
respect to each signature and affidavit, whether the signature or affidavit
meets the requirements imposed by law assuming that voter registration is
not required.” In re Nomination Paper of Ralph Nader, Pa. ,

CA2d (No. 171 MM 2004, filed October 1, 2004)(Saylor, I., concurring

and dissenting). Therefore, I will separately tally and discuss, with respect

to each signature and affidavit that is stricken due to lack of registration,



whether the signature would otherwise meet the requirements imposed by

law.

6. Based on the credible testimony received, examination of the original
documents, Petitioners’ Exhibits entered without objection, and circulators’

. . . 2
affidavits, the Court makes the following rulings for the stated reasons:”

a. Global Challenge — Blank Affidavit: 15 lines are stricken because the

Circulators’ Affidavit is blank.

b. Global Challenge — Lack of Notarization: 3 lines are stricken because

the Circulators’ Affidavit was not notarized.

C. Global Challenge — County of Signers is Incorrect on Affidavit: 4
lines are stricken because of the incorrect county. The Court received an
affidavit amending the defect for page 666, and on page 846 the County was
corrected and the correction initialed with the circulator’s initials. Thus, the

signatures on pages 666 and 846 are not stricken.

d. Not registered - 12 of the signature lines listed an address, but the name

did not match that of any registered voter in the county. Those lines are
stricken. However, all signatures were dated August 1, 2004 or earlier.
Therefore, since there was no evidence to suggest that the addresses listed

were inaccurate, all signers resided in the state more than 90 days

? T am indebted to my colleague, Judge Leadbetter, for the legal analysis in her Findings and
Conclusions re: Challenges to Montgomery County Nomination Papers, on which I rely.
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immediately preceding the election. While it would seem unlikely that very
many were non-citizens or minors, no evidence was presented as to the age
or citizenship of any of them, other than the affiants’ affidavits stating that
the signers are qualified electors. To the extent that the burden of persuasion
lies with Petitioners to establish that the signers are not Quahﬁed electors,
they have established only that the signers are not registered to vote, but
have failed to establish that they lack the qualifications enumerated m
Article VII, Section 1 of our Pennsylvania Constitution. To the extent that
lack of registration is deemed to satisfy Petitioners’ prima facie case,
candidates have failed to rebut that case with evidence that the signers

nonetheless possess the age and citizenship qualifications of Article VII,

Section 1.

e. Not registered at address — 4 signers were not registered to vote at the

address at which they signed the paper, although they were registered to vote
at another address in the county.‘ Those signatures are stricken. However,
since these 4 signers were registered to vote in the county, albeit at another
address, I find that they possess the qualifications enumerated m Article VII,

Section 1 of our Pennsylvania Constitution.

f. Registered after date of signing — 1 signer registered to vote after the date

of signing, and therefore must be stricken. However, since this signer
was registered to vote in the county, albeit after the date of signing, I find
that the signer possesses the qualifications enumerated in Article VII,

Section 1 of our Pennsylvania Constitution.



g. Registered in Another County — 1 signer’s registration had been

transferred from Lebanon County to Allegheny County prior to the paper
being signed. Therefore, this signature is stricken. However, with regard
to whether the signers possess the qualifications enumerated m Article
VII, Section 1 of our Pennsylvania Constitution, the analysis in section

6(d) applies.

h. The Address of Signer is located in another County — 4 signatures on

these nomination papers, challenged on the basis that the signers were not
registered, were of persons listing an address within the Commonwealth
in a county other than the one listed on the paper. Therefore, those
signatures are stricken. However, no other evidence was presented on
whether these individuals are registered in the county in which their
address is located. Thus, I find that there is no evidence as to whether or

not these possess the qualifications enumerated in Article VII, Section 1

of our Pennsylvania Constitution.

DR A

i, _Siggéture illegible — 1 signature is illegible and is therefore stricken.

] Mismatched signatures — 6 signatures were challenged on the basis that
they Wer@‘forged and 1 on the basis that it was printed. No expert testimony
was presented on this issue. Candidates objected to Mr. Piazza, the Director
of Elections of Luzerne County, offering expert testimony regarding whether

specific signatures on the affidavits were forgeries. Based upon Mr.



Piazza’s testimony that he has had no training in handwriting analysis and
did not know what a handwriting expert would do to determine whether the
signatures were forgeries, I sustain the objection and do not accept Mr.
Piazza as an expert in handwriting analysis. Based on my review, I find that

3 signatures are not in the handwriting of the signer and are therefore

stricken.

Based upon the foregoing, of the 210 signatures on the nomination petitions
circulated in the Counties of Adams, Lancaster, Lebanon, Lehigh, Luzerne, -
Lycoming, Monroe and Schuylkill, 48 must be stricken upon grounds
specifically stated in the Objections to the Nomination Papers. They are
itemized in the attached Appendix. 162 valid signatures remain in support

of Candidates’ nomination. The Objectors had challenged 87 signatures.




APPENDIX

Lrcy

COUNTY PARAGRAPH CATEGORY PAGE |LINE
Monroe 6a Global Challenge — 1132 1-14
Blank Affidavit
Schuylkill g19 1
Adams 6b Global Challenge — 857 1,2
Lack of Notarization
Lancaster : 801 1
| Lancaster 6c Global Challenge — 1010 1,2
County of Signors
Incorrect on Affidavit
Lehigh 626 [
] 653 1
Lancaster 6d Not Registered 644 I
759 1
1186 |4
| Lehigh 614 1
845 1
846 2,9
859 |
1105 3
Luzerne 880 13
Lycoming 1107 1
Monroe 825 1
Lancaster 6e Not Registered at 869 1
Address
v 938 1
Lehigh 846 4
Monroe 811 1
Lehigh 6f Registered After Date of | 846 I
Signing
Lebanon 6g Registered in Another 927 1
| County
Lancaster 6h Address in Another 958 1
| County '




Lehigh 846 3

1006 1

1139 4

Lancaster 61 Hlegible 731 1

Luzerne 6] Mismatched Signature 554 2
| 880 2,15

[




IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President
in the General Election of November
2, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.

O’Connell,
Petitioners

No. 568 M.D. 2004

AMENDING ORDER

AND NOW, this 12" day of October, 2004, the citation appearing on page 3,

line 2, of the above-captioned opinion, filed October &, 2004, is hereby amended as

follows:

FROM: Nomination Papers of Ralph and Peter Miguel Camejo, (154 M.A.P.
2004, filed September 29, 2004, slip op., pp. 30-31)

TO: Nomination Papers of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo, (154

M.A.P. 2004, filed September 29, 2004, slip op., pp. 30-31)

Gertified from the Recold  RENEE COHN JUBFI

OCT 1 2 2004
and Order Exit




IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph Nader
and Peter Miguel Camejo as Candidates

of an Independent Political Body for
President and Vice President in the General

Election of November 2, 2004 : _
: No. 568 M.D. 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets, - HEARD: September 30, 2004

Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,

Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,

Donald G. Brown and Julia A. O’Connell,
Petitioners

BEFORE: HONORABLE JIM FLAHERTY, Senior Judge

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

RE: CHALLENGES TO DELAWARE AND CHESTER COUNTY
NOMINATION PETITIONS

AND NOW, this 8th day of October, 2004, after a hearing before the
undersigned (Trial Court) on the validity of signatures on the nominating papers
circulated in Delaware and Chester counties in Pennsylvania to place the names of
Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo (collectively, Candidate) on the November
4, 2004 ballot as independent candidates for the offices of President of the United
States and Vice President of the United States, respectively, Trial Court finds as

follows:

Candidate filed nominating papers with the Secretary of the
Commonwealth that included signatures of electors from, inter alia, Chester and
Delaware counties. Objectors Serody, Sweets, Bergman, Tinclisti, Cohen-Scott,

Brown and O’Connell (cbllcctivelyj Objectors) filed timely objections to the



nominating papers, which Trial Court has managed by assigning the two counties

‘of Chester and Delaware to this Trial Court for a hearing on the matter of the

validity of the signatures challenged by Objectors.

Candidate filed 388 signatures from Delaware County and 565
signatures from Chester County for a total of 953 signature lines submitted to this

Trial Court for adjudication of the 723 line-by-line objections and numerous other

affidavit objections.

Ms. Mary Jo Headley testified as to the registration records for the
County of Delaware as custodian of the voter registration records in her capacity as
the Director of Voter Registration Commission in Delaware County. Her testimony
was found to be credible. Ms. Linda Cummings testified as to the registration
records for the County of Chester as the custodian of the voter records in her
capacity as Director of Voter Registration in Chester County. Her testimony was

found to be credible. Both Objector and Candidate had their respective counsel

present.

Court was convened, matters were discussed on the record, and then
the hearing was recessed to give Objector and Candidate an opportunity to meet

with the election officials and reach stipulations. Counsel and Court examined the

original nomination papers, which were present and available in the courtroom.

Trial Court noticed red marks made on the original nomination papers and Trial
Court noted that Trial Court had made NO marks on the original nominating

papers and no admissible evidence was offered as to where those marks originated.

Court was reconvened and a hearing held on the record. Other
opinions in Trial Court and the Supreme Court have held that the parties (both

sides) as represented in other courtrooms have been uncooperative with the court



and have presented stall tactics. It is essential to assure all involved that the

attorneys and public officials who presented themselves in these proceedings for

Delaware and Chester counties were a most professional, cooperative group n

coming to stipulations and in attempting to resolve the legal matters presented so

as NOT to tax the resources of Trial Court or the citizens of the Commonwealth.

‘They are hereby commended and appreciated.

Based upon the stipulations of the parties and the evidence presented,
Trial Court made the following findings of fact, based upon the law as stated, as

demonstrated in detail in the tables attached.

388 signatures were collected and submitted from Delaware County.
565 signatures were collected and submitted from Chester County for a total of 953

signatures. Of these, Objectors challenged and Trial Court reviewed 723 signature

lines. OFf these 723 signatures with objections, 364 were stipulated or found to be

not registered at all and were struck for being not registered.’ One (1) signature

was registered after the date of signing and was struck for being not registered on

the date of signing.” Twenty-two (22) signatures were registered at an address

I Of the 364 not registered voters, it should be noted that in accordance with the

accompanying line-by-line tabulation, thirty-five (35) voters signed with addresses outside the

county indicated on the respective affidavit. Their voter registration was not able to be
ies under scrutiny in Trial Court (Delaware and Chester)

determined because only the two counti
had officials present in the courtroom with voter records. In addition, however, Trial Court ruled

(in accordance with the Election Code, as provided, supra) that out-of-county electors signing on

a petition or nomination paper which is not labeled for that county are invalid signatures. See out

of county discussion, infra.
2 The parties stipulated between themselves and Trial Court accepted their stipulation that

those electors whose registrations were entered on the books of the registrar of elections within
ten (10) days of signing the nomination paper would be counted as valid elector signatures
(permitting 10 days for processing). Such stipulations are the equivalent of withdrawing the
objections to that line. Electors who registered after the ten day grace period would be counted as

(Footnote continued on next page...)



differently from that on the voter registration card and were struck for bemng not

registered at the voting address. Twenty-seven (27) lines were struck for having

line information which was required, but omitted. Three (3) signatures were struck
for having a printed signature. Fourteen (14) otherwise valid lines were struck on
nomination papers where the circulator affidavits were held to be invalid and

therefore invalidated the entire nomination paper.

Therefore, 431 lines were struck from the nomination papers, leaving

522 valid signatures collected from Delaware and Chester counties.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW RELIED UPON

This particular hearing was held on September 30, 2004, giving Trial

Court the benefit of following the majority of Pennsylvania’s Supreme Court’s

September 29, 2004 opinion in the instant case at In re Nomination Papers of

Nader,  Pa. __, A2d 2004 Pa. LEXIS 2241 (Newman, Justice at

154 MAP 2004, J-176-2004, filed September 29, 2004) filed in the case sub judice.

Based on that majority opinion, we must consider the longstanding and overriding

policy in our Commonwealth to protect the elective franchise. See Weiskerger

Appeal, 290 A.2d 109, 109 (Pa. 1972). In promoting that policy, Trial Court has

made clear that the Election Code must be liberally construed in order to protect a
candidate’s right to run for office and the voters’ right to elect the candidate of
their choice. In re Nominating Petition of Flaherty, 770 A.2d 331 (Pa. 2001).

Furthermore, nomination petitions are presumed to be valid and an objector has the

(continued...)

invalid. Only one signature was litigated in this regard, and it was stipulated to being invalid by

the candidate during the hearing.



burden of proving that a nomination petition is invalid. See In r€ Nomination

Petition of Driscoll, 847 A.2d 44, 39 (Pa. 2004), see also Section 977 of the

Election Code, 25 P.S. §2937.

Because the Supreme Court continues to direct Trial Court to construe

the Pennsylvania Election Code liberally in order to protect a candidate's right to

run for office and the voters' rights to elect the candidate of their choice, a party

alleging defects in a nominating petition has the burden of proving those defects.

Where a court is not convinced that the challenged signatures (or in this case, other

information) are other than genuine, the challenge is to be resolved in favor of the

candidate. In re Petition to Set Aside Nomination of Fitzpatrick, 822 A.2d 867

(Pa. Cmwlth. 2003). In this case, there were no handwriting experts proffered from

either side.

LINE CHALLENGES

Trial Court followed the direction of the Supreme Court in Nader

(9/29/2004) to adhere to the stringent signature requirement outlined in In re
Nomination Petition of Silcox, 674 A.2d 224 (Pa. 1996) (where an elector who

signs a nomination petition must personally write his occupation, place of

residence and date on the petition). Additionally, the stringent signature

requirements of Flaherty will be upheld (printing is not permitted where a

signature is required, names and addresses must match the voters’ registration

cards, circulators must be present when the elector signs the petition).
Collectively, the Supreme Court has now adopted a ‘stringent signature

requirement” as outlined in Nader (9/29/2004), which Trial Court followed.

Where the Supreme Court did not opine directly on the invalidity of

the signatures stricken by the Secretary of the Commonwealth, the Supreme Court



did take notice that the Election Code requires the Secretary of the Commonwealth

to strike those signatures that are “material errors or defects apparent on their face,

or on the face of the appended or accompanying affidavits....”” In the instant case,

the parties stipulated that the signatures struck by the Secretary of the

Commonwealth are invalid based on the defect appearing on the face of the

nomination paper and Trial Court acknowledged the defects and struck the

signatures.

After a hearing on the evidence, Trial Court acknowledges that the

Candidate’s position is that electors who may be qualified electors from one

county and signed on a nomination paper for a county other than their county of
residence should be considered valid signators.” Trial Court disagrees. Section 951
(d) of the Election Code, 25 P.S. 2911(d) clearly states that, “Nomination papers
may be on one or more sheets and different sheets must be used for signers resident
‘1 different counties [emphasis added].” Therefore, signatures were stricken where

the electors resided in a county outside of Delaware County for the Delaware

petitions and Chester County for the Chester petitions.

@)

Where the only objection to the line was that ditto marks were used t
indicate that the elector intended the same address, municipality or date, contrary

to some previously published single-judge opinions of this court, today Trial Court

struck all signatures using ditto marks for omitted line information.’

3 Section 976 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. §2936 (a).
4 Candidate made a global objection on the record as to the veracity of out-of-county
electors being valid signatures. That objection is noted and is overruled in accordance with the

Election Code provisions as designated herein, supra.
3 In the past, the Supreme Court has upheld, per curiam, failure to strike signatures where

ditto marks were used for the signer's address. See September 29, 2004 _slip opinion of Pa.
(Footnote continued on next page. o)




Objectors attempted to indicate that some signatures were “forgeries.”
The word “forgery” is a term of art in the criminal code of Pennsylvania and is
beyond the scope of Trial Court’s inquiry. Trial Court was willing to accept that a
signature or a line may have been penned by a person other than the registered
elector and that line was stricken as a ‘signature signed by another’ person other
than the elector. No consideration of the concept of "‘forgery” was considered.
Except for provisions for elderly or disabled persons unable to write, as outlined in
Petition to Set Aside Nomination of Fitzpatrick, 822 A.2d 867 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2003),
appeal denied, 573 Pa. 700, 825 A.2d 1262 (2003), entries made in whole or n

part by someone other than the registered voter must be stricken. Petition of

Thompson, 516 A.2d 1278 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

Signatures may have been stricken as ‘line signed by another’,
indicating that some piece of the line information (including printed name) was
signed by a person other than the registered elector which is not permitted as a

valid signature under the Supreme Court’s ‘stringent signature requirement’. Nader

(9/28/2004); Thompson.

-

Signatures may have been stricken for having ‘incomplete or omi
line information’ under the Supreme Court’s ‘stringent signature requirement’.
Nader (9/29/2004). These lines had obvious defects on their face of missing

information required to be entered by the elector under Section 908 of the Election

Code, 25 P.S. §2868.

(continued...)

Supreme Court, supra; Flaherty, Silcox, and Thompson. Contra, In re Nomination Petition of
Delle Donne, 779 A.2d 412 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001)(single judge opinion affirmed per curiam 565

(Footnote continued on next page...)




~ Signatures were stricken for having initials or nicknames instead of
the signature as presented by the elector’s voter registration card. [Flaherty.
Signatures using nicknames or initials that differ from voter registration cards are
not valid. It is a curable defect and requires direct evidence that the signer intended
the ‘nitial to be a substitute for the first name in the signature, but where the only
evidence is the voter registration card with a full name, the signature with initial is

invalid. In re Petition for Agenda Initiative, 821 A.2d 203 (Pa. Cwmlth. 2003).

Because the Candidate offered no rehabilitation or cure for the defects, the
signatures were stricken.

Signatures were stricken for having illegible signatures or illegible

line information in contravention of Section 908 of the Election Code, 25 P.S.

§2868. See also, Elliot Nomination Petition, 362 A.2d 438 (Pa Cmwlth. 1976),
affd, 466 Pa. 436, 353 A.2d 466 (1976).

CIRCULATOR AFFIDAVIT CHALLEN GES

In addition, there were numerous challenges to the affidavits required

to be notarized and attached to each nomination paper. The court reviewed the

challenges presented and overruled the objection to a number of challenges where

the information on the affidavit had been crossed-out and re-written and where

there was no extrinsic evidence presented to indicate where, when or how the

strike-out and re-writing took place. Without evidence (proof) that the affiant did

(continued...)

Pa. 561, 777 A.2d 412 (2001); contra also, In re Nomination Petition of Brown, 846 A.2d 783

(Pa. Cmwlth. 2004).




not make the notation, the objector failed to meet its burden of proof and the

affidavit was upheld.

To the contrary, where the affidavit was defective on its face (as in the

case of the incorrect county being entered in affidavit portion of the nomination

paper), the need for extrinsic evidence was not necessary for the objector to carry

its burden of proving that the circulator affidavit was invalid. This instance

occurred in three factual situations.

First, the circulator affidavit was found to be invalid where the

information on the affidavit required to be written by the circulator was the county
s and the affiant wrote the county of his own residence instead. This

is contrary to Section 951 of the Election Code at 25 P.S. §2911(d)(5), which

of the elector

requires the county of the electors to be indicated on this line in the affidavit.’

SQince this is a material defect on the face, the circulator’s affidavit was invalidated

and any remaining valid signature lines which Objector had put on notice of a line-

by-line challenge on that nomination paper were stricken.

Second, where the notary failed to use their stamp to notarize the

affidavit, Trial Court found that the notarization was unable to be authenticated

under 57 P.S. §158, Section 6 of the Notary Public Law of 1953, as amended,’

which requires notaries to use a one-inch by three-and-one-half-inch rubber stamp

6« Fach sheet shall have appended thereto the affidavit of some person, not necessarily
a signer, and not necessarily the same person on ecach sheet, setting forth . .. (5) that they all
reside in the county named in the affidavit; . .. .” 25 P.S. §2911(d)(5)-

7 The Notary Public Law of 1953 is the Act of August 21, 1953, P.L. 1323, as amended,
Dec. 9, 2002, P.L. 1269, No. 151 §6, effective July 1, 2003. Only in the case of electronic
instruments is there any exception to using a rubber stamp to notarize a document.



indicating their name and commission information in order to authenticate

instruments. ¢ Therefore, on the pages where the notary failed to use the notarial

stamp, the circulator’s affidavit was deemed invalid for failure to be properly

notarized and any additional valid signature lines which Objector had put on notice

of a line-by-line challenge on that nomination paper was struck as invalid.

TABLES REGARDING SPECIFIC FINDINGS

FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING CIRCULATOR AFF IDAVITS

PAGE | COUNTY CHALLENGE | DEFECT AFFIDAVIT | ADDT’L
NO. NOTED BY VALID OR LINES
COURT INVALID STRUCK
BY COURT
PAGE.
LINE
148 CHESTER Forged all None Valid None
signatures — no
evidence
presented
638 CHESTER Affidavit None Valid None
forgery —no
evidence
presented
760 CHESTER Affidavit None Valid None
forgery —no

825 P.S. § 158. (regarding the Notarial Seal) provides:

(a) A notary public shall provide and keep an official seal which shall be used to
authenticate all the acts, instruments and attestations of the notary. The seal
shall be a rubber stamp and shall show clearly in the following order: the
words "Notarial Seal"; the name and surname of the notary and the words
"Notary Public"; the name of the municipality and county in which the notary
maintains an office; and the date the notary's commission expires.

(b) The seal shall have a maximum height of one (1) inch and width of three
and one-half (3 1/2 ) inches, with a plain border. It shall be stamped in a
prominent place on the official notarial certificate near the notary's signature

in such a manner as to be capable of photographic reproduction.
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evidence
presented

None

799

CHESTER

Affidavit
forgery —no
evidence
presented

None

Valid
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PAGE | COUNTY CHALLENGE | DEFECT NOTED | AFFIDAVIT | ADDT’L
NO. BY COURT VALID OR LINES
INVALID STRUCK
BY COURT
PAGE.
LINE
818 CHESTER Defective Montgomery Invalidas to | 818.01
Affidavit County entered | all signatures
Information instead of on
Chester County | nomination
paper
847 CHESTER Defective Philadelphia Invalid as to | 847.01
Affidavit County entered | all signatures
Information | instead of on
Chester County | nomination
paper
849 CHESTER Affidavit None Valid None
forgery —no
evidence
presented
851 CHESTER Defective Delaware Invalid as to | 851.02
: Affidavit County entered | all signatures | 851 .04
Information | instead of on
Chester County | nomination
paper
84 CHESTER Defective No Notary Invalid as to | None
Notary Seal | Stamp all signatures
on
nomination
paper
862 CHESTER Affidavit None Valid None
forgery — no
evidence
presented
1016 |CHESTER Affidavit None Valid None
forgery — no
evidence
presented
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PAGE | COUNTY CHALLENGE | DEFECT NOTED | AFFIDAVIT | ADDT’L
NO. BY COURT VALID OR LINES
INVALID STRUCK BY
COURT
- PAGE . LINE
1172 | CHESTER Defective Montgomery Invalid as to | None
Affidavit County entered | all signatures
Information | instead of on
Chester County | nomination
paper
616 DELAWARE | Defective No Notary Invalid asto | 616.01
Notary Seal | Stamp all signatures | 616.03
on
nomination
paper
622 DELAWARE | Defective Philadelphia Invalid as to | None
Affidavit County entered | all signatures
Information | instead of on
Chester County | nomination
paper
628 DELAWARE | Defective Philadelphia Invalid as to | None
Affidavit County entered | all signatures
Information | instead of on
Chester County | nomination
paper
685 DELAWARE | Affidavit None Valid None
forgery —no
evidence
presented
736 DELAWARE | Affidavit None Valid None
forgery —no
evidence
presented
737 DELAWARE | Affidavit None Valid None
forgery — no
evidence
presented
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PAGE
NO.

COUNTY

CHALLENGE

DEFECT NOTED
BY COURT

AFFIDAVIT
VALID OR
INVALID

ADDT’L
LINES
STRUCK
BY COURT
PAGE .
LINE

742

DELAWARE

Affidavit
forgery —no
evidence
presented

None

Valid

None

758

DELAWARE

Affidavit
forgery —no
evidence
presented

None

Valid

None

800

DELAWARE

Affidavit
forgery —no
evidence
presented

None

Valid

None

824

DELAWARE

Affidavit
forgery —no
evidence
presented

None

Valid

None

826

DELAWARE

Affidavit
forgery — no
evidence
presented

None

Valid

None

843

DELAWARE

Affidavit
forgery —no
evidence
presented

None

Valid

None

844

DELAWARE

Affidavit
forgery —no
evidence
presented

None

Valid

None

891

DELAWARE

Affidavit
forgery — no
evidence
presented

None

Valid

None
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|

PAGE COUNTY CHALLENGE DEFECT NOTED | AFFIDAVIT ADDT’L
NO. BY COURT VALID OR LINES
INVALID STRUCK
BY COURT
PAGE.
LINE
972 DELAWARE | Affidavit None Valid None
forgery —no |
evidence
presented
974 DELAWARE | Affidavit None Valid None
forgery —no
evidence
presented
998 DELAWARE | Affidavit None Valid None
forgery — no
evidence
presented
1045 | DELAWARE | Affidavit None Valid None
forgery —no
evidence
presented .
1119 | DELAWARE | Defective Philadelphia Invalid as to | 1119.01
Affidavit County entered | all signatures 1119.02
Information | instead of on 1119.03
Chester County | nomination | 11 19.04
paper 1119.05
1133 | DELAWARE | Defective No Notary Invalid as to | 1133.01
Notary Seal | Stamp all signatures
on
nomination
paper
1154 | DELAWARE | pefective Philadelphia Invalid asto | 1154.01
Affidavit County entered | all signatures
Information | instead of on 1154.02
Chester County | nomination
paper
TOTAL NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL SIGNATURES STRICKEN | 14

15



FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING THE LINE CHALLENGES (includes
the lines stricken from papers with affidavit problems invalidating page)

TOTALS COUNTY PAGE . LINE FINDINGS
Chester 144.02 VALID
Chester 144.03 VALID
Chester 144.05 VALID
Chester 144.10 VALID
Chester 144.13 VALID
Chester 144.14 VALID
Chester 144.15 VALID
Chester 144.16 VALID
Chester 144.17 VALID
Chester 144.21 VALID
Chester 144.24 VALID
Chester 144.30 VALID
Chester 144.31 VALID
Chester 144.33 VALID
Chester 145.03 VALID
Chester 145.06 VALID
Chester 145.08 VALID
Chester 145.09 VALID
Chester 145.14 VALID
Chester 145.15 VALID
Chester 145.16 VALID
Chester 145.18 VALID
Chester 145.22 VALID
Chester 145.25 VALID
Chester 145.31 VALID
Chester 145.33 VALID
Chester 145.35 VALID
Chester 145.37 VALID
Chester 145.38 VALID
Chester 145.39 VALID
Chester 145.43 VALID
Chester 145.45 VALID
Chester 145.47 VALID
Chester 145.56 VALID

16



TOTALS COUNTY  PAGE.LINE FINDINGS

Chester 145.57 VALID
Chester 146.02 VALID
Chester 146.03 VALID
Chester 146.05 VALID
Chester 146.06 VALID
Chester 146.11 VALID
Chester 146.16 VALID
Chester 146.17 VALID
Chester 146.19 VALID
Chester 146.21 VALID
Chester 146.23 VALID
Chester 146.24 VALID
Chester 146.25 VALID
Chester 146.26 VALID
Chester 146.27 VALID
Chester 146.30 VALID
Chester 146.33 VALID
Chester 146.35 VALID
Chester 146.36 VALID
Chester 146.37 VALID
Chester 146.38 VALID
Chester 146.39 VALID
Chester 146.43 VALID
Chester 146.47 VALID
Chester 146.45 VALID
Chester 146.50 VALID
Chester 146.51 VALID
Chester 146.52 VALID
Chester 146.57 VALID
Chester 146.58 VALID
Chester 146.61 VALID
Chester 146.65 VALID
Chester 147.04 VALID
Chester 147.05 VALID
Chester 147.08 VALID
Chester 147.13 VALID
Chester 147.16 VALID
Chester 147.17 VALID
Chester 147.19 VALID

17



TOTALS COUNTY PAGE.LINE FINDINGS

Chester 147.20 VALID
Chester 147.21 VALID
Chester 147.25 VALID
Chester 147.26 VALID
Chester 147.28 VALID
Chester 147.29 VALID
Chester 147.31 VALID
Chester 148.01 VALID
Chester 148.03 VALID
Chester 148.04 VALID
Chester 148.05 VALID
Chester 148.06 VALID
Chester 148.07 VALID
Chester 148.10 VALID
Chester 148.11 VALID
Chester 148.12 VALID
Chester 148.13 VALID
Chester 148.14 VALID
Chester 148.15 VALID
Chester 148.17 VALID
Chester 148.18 VALID
Chester 148.19 VALID
Chester 148.20 VALID
Chester 148.21 VALID
Chester 148.22 VALID
Chester 148.24 VALID
Chester 148.26 VALID
Chester 148.27 VALID
Chester 148.28 VALID
Chester 148.29 VALID
Chester 148.30 VALID
Chester 148.32 VALID
Chester 148.33 VALID
Chester 148.34 VALID
Chester 148.35 VALID
Chester 148.37 VALID
Chester 148.39 VALID
Chester 148.41 VALID
Chester 148.41 VALID
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TOTALS COUNTY PAGE.LINE FINDINGS

Chester 148.42 VALID
Chester 148.43 VALID
Chester 148.44 VALID
Chester 232.06 VALID
Chester 232.09 VALID
Chester 232.10 VALID
Chester 232.10 VALID
Chester 232.101 VALID
Chester 232.103 VALID
Chester 232.105 VALID
Chester 232.11 VALID
Chester 232.12 VALID
Chester 232.13 VALID
Chester 232.19 VALID
Chester 232.23 VALID
Chester 232.27 VALID
Chester 232.30 VALID
Chester 232.33 VALID
Chester 232.34 VALID
Chester 232.42 VALID
Chester 232.45 VALID
Chester 232.51 VALID
Chester 232.54 VALID
Chester 232.55 VALID
Chester 232.64 VALID
Chester 232.80 VALID
Chester 232.81 VALID
Chester 232.82 VALID
Chester 232.88 VALID
Chester 232.89 VALID
Chester 232.91 VALID
Chester 232.92 VALID
Chester 232.93 VALID
Chester 232.95 VALID
Chester 232.96 VALID
Chester 232.97 VALID
Chester 638.01 VALID
Chester 744.04 VALID
Chester 744.07 VALID

19



TOTALS COUNTY  PAGE. LINE FINDINGS

Chester 744.10 VALID
Chester 744.11 VALID
Chester 744.12 VALID
Chester 760.01 VALID
Chester 760.02 VALID
Chester 760.03 VALID
Chester 799.01 : VALID
Chester 813.01 VALID
Chester 813.02 VALID
Chester 862.01 VALID
Chester 872.03 VALID
Chester 872.04 VALID
Chester 872.05 VALID
Chester 872.06 VALID
Chester 872.07 VALID
Chester 872.08 VALID
Chester 872.09 VALID
Chester 872.13 VALID
Chester 872.15 VALID
Chester 872.22 VALID
Chester 872.23 VALID
Chester 872.24 VALID
Chester 872.25 VALID
Chester 873.01 VALID
Chester 875.02 VALID
Chester 875.03 VALID
Chester 875.05 VALID
Chester 875.06 VALID
Chester 875.07 VALID
Chester 877.05 VALID
Chester 877.15 VALID
Chester 877.22 VALID
Chester 877.23 VALID
Chester 884.01 VALID
Chester 884.02 VALID
Chester 884.04 VALID
Chester 884.05 VALID
Chester 884.10 VALID
Chester 926.01 VALID

20



TOTALS COUNTY PAGE . LINE FINDINGS

Chester 926.02 VALID
Chester 960.01 VALID
Chester 960.02 VALID
Chester 1005.01 VALID
Chester 1016.01 VALID
Chester 1016.02 VALID
Chester 1016.04 VALID
Chester 1016.05 VALID
Chester 1016.06 VALID
Chester 1017.07 VALID
Chester 1017.08 VALID
Chester 1017.09 VALID
Chester 1049.01 VALID
Chester 1175.01 VALID
Chester 1175.02 VALID
Chester 1175.03 VALID
Chester Valid 206
' Delaware 233.01 VALID
Delaware 233.02 VALID
Delaware 233.03 VALID
Delaware 233.05 VALID
Delaware 233.10 VALID
Delaware 233.12 VALID
Delaware 233.13 VALID
Delaware 233.16 VALID
Delaware 233.18 VALID
Delaware 233.20 VALID
Delaware 233.21 VALID
Delaware 233.23 VALID
Delaware 233.24 VALID
Delaware 233.25 ' VALID
Delaware 233.26 VALID
Delaware 233.27 VALID
Delaware 233.30 VALID
Delaware 233.32 VALID
Delaware 233.40 VALID
Delaware 233.41 VALID
Delaware 233.42 VALID
Delaware 233.43 VALID

21



TOTALS COUNTY PAGE . LINE FINDINGS

Delaware 233.50 VALID
Delaware 233.51 VALID
Delaware 233.53 VALID
Delaware 604.01 VALID
Delaware 604.02 VALID
Delaware 605.01 VALID
Delaware 609.02 VALID
Delaware 622.01 VALID
Delaware 685.02 VALID
Delaware 736.01 VALID
Delaware 736.02 VALID
Delaware 736.03 VALID
Delaware 737.01 VALID
Delaware 742.01 VALID
Delaware 742.02 VALID
Delaware 742.04 VALID
Delaware 742.05 VALID
Delaware 742.06 VALID
Delaware 758.01 VALID
Delaware 758.03 VALID
Delaware 758.05 VALID
Delaware 800.01 VALID
Delaware 834.01 VALID
Delaware 844.01 VALID
Delaware 868.01 VALID
Delaware 879.01 VALID
Delaware 921.01 VALID
Delaware 972.01 VALID
Delaware 972.02 VALID
Delaware 974.01 VALID
Delaware 974.03 VALID
Delaware 974.04 VALID
Delaware 974.05 VALID
Delaware 974.07 VALID
Delaware 974.09 VALID
Delaware 974.10 VALID
Delaware 974.11 VALID
Delaware 974.12 VALID
Delaware 974.13 VALID

22



TOTALS COUNTY PAGE . LINE FINDINGS

Delaware 974.14 VALID
Delaware 974.16 VALID
Delaware 974.17 VALID
Delaware 974.18 VALID
Delaware 974.19 VALID
Delaware 974.20 VALID
Delaware 974.22 VALID
Delaware 974.24 VALID
Delaware 974.25 VALID
Delaware 974.27 VALID
- Delaware 975.01 VALID
Delaware 975.02 VALID
Delaware 981.01 VALID
Delaware 1027.03 VALID
Delaware 1027.04 VALID
Delaware 1045.01 VALID
Delaware 1045.02 VALID
Delaware 1045.03 VALID
Delaware 1113.01 VALID
Delaware 1113.02 VALID
Delaware 1130.03 VALID
Delaware 1144.01 - VALID
Delaware 1144.02 VALID
Delaware 1144.05 VALID
Delaware 1150.02 VALID
Delaware Valid 86
TOTAL
292

VALID

23



SIGNATURES STRUCK THROUGH STIPULATION OR LITIGATION
*Signature was stipulated as invalid unless noted as litigated.
Litigated was struck by Court at hearing after testimony

TOTALS COUNTY PAGE.LINE FINDINGS
Chester 144.06 REGISTERED LATE Litigated
Chester
Registered Late 1
TOTAL
REGISTERED
LATE 1
Chester 232.62 PRINTING
Chester 232.99 PRINTING
Chester 147.10 PRINTING LITIGATED
Chester Printing 3
TOTAL
PRINTING 3
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 144.07 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 144.08 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 144.20 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 144.36 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 145.11 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 145.21 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 145.27 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 854.01 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 854.10 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
Chester 854.20 REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated

Chester 854.26

24



TOTALS

COUNTY

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

PAGE . LINE

872.12

872.26

900.02

900.04

900.07

900.09

900.10

900.11

900.12

900.14

900.15

900.19

900.20

900.21

900.22

900.23

900.24

952.01

983.02

25

FINDINGS
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated



TOTALS

Chester Out of
County
TOTAL OUT
OF COUNTY

COUNTY

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester

35

Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester

PAGE . LINE

1013.04

1013.05

1013.07

1013.09

1162.01

144.04
144.25
144.27
144.28
144.29
144.32
144.34
144.35
145.04
145.19
145.19
145.24
145.34
145.48
145.51
146.12
146.31
146.41
146.54
146.56
146.59
147.11
147.18
148.08

26

FINDINGS
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated
OUT OF COUNTY NOT
REGISTERED Litigated

35
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED



TOTALS

COUNTY
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester

PAGE . LINE

148.09
148.16
148.23
148.25
148.36
148.40
232.01
232.04
232.05
232.08
232.102
232.16
232.17
232.21
232.24
232.26
232.29
232.31
232.50
232.52
232.61
232.63
232.78
744.01
744.02
744.03
744.08
744.09
849.01
849.02
849.03
851.01
854.02
854.03
854.04
854.05
854.06
854.07
854.08

27

FINDINGS
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED



TOTALS

COUNTY
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester

PAGE . LINE

854.09
854.11
854.12
854.13
854.15
854.16
854.17
854.18
854.19
854.21
854.22
854.23
854.24
854.25
872.01
872.16
872.17
872.18
872.21
884.06
884.08
900.01
900.03
900.05
900.08
900.13
900.16
900.17
900.18
900.25
900.26
952.02
952.03
952.04
952.04
952.05
952.07
952.08
952.09

28

FINDINGS
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED



TOTALS

Chester Not
Registered
TOTALS

COUNTY
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester

124
COUNTY
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware

PAGE . LINE

952.10
952.11
952.12
952.13
952.14
952.15
960.04
983.01
983.03
1013.01
1013.02
1013.03
1013.06
1013.08
1013.10
1013.11
1172.01
1172.02
232.35
232.41
851.03
884.03

PAGE . LINE

233.06

233.08
233.09
233.14
233.22
233.28
233.29
233.31
233.34
233.35
233.36
233.37
233.39
233.44
233.45

29

FINDINGS
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED - Litigated
NOT REGISTERED - Litigated
NOT REGISTERED - Litigated
NOT REGISTERED - Litigated

FINDINGS

NOT REGISTERED

O L AsANA LS

NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED



TOTALS

COUNTY
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware

PAGE . LINE

233.46
233.48
233.49
233.52
233.54
233.55
233.56
233.74
291.23
291.24
602.01
605.02
605.03
616.02
616.04
616.05
616.06
622.02
628.01
628.02
655.01
655.04
655.05
655.06
655.07
685.01
685.03
685.04
685.05
742.03
758.02
758.04
824.01
824.02
824.03
824.04
824.05
824.06
824.06

30

FINDINGS
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED

NOT REGISTERED

NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED



TOTALS

COUNTY
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware

PAGE . LINE

824.07
824.08
824.09
824.11
824.12
824.13
824.14
824.15
824.16
824.18
824.19
824.20
824.21
824.22
824.23
824.24
824.25
824.26
824.27
824.28
826.01
826.02
826.03
826.04
826.05
826.06
826.07
826.08
826.09
826.10
843.01
843.02
843.03
843.04
843.05
843.06
843.07
843.08
843.09

31

FINDINGS
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED

NOT REGISTERED

NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED



TOTALS

COUNTY
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware

PAGE . LINE

844.02
844.03
868.02
878.00
878.01
878.02
878.04
882.01
891.01
891.02
891.03
891.04
891.05
891.06
891.07
891.08
891.09
891.10
891.11
§91.12
891.13
891.14
891.15
891.16
891.17
891.18
891.19
891.20
891.21
891.22
891.25
891.26
891.27
920.19
950.01
950.02
950.03
950.04
950.05

32

FINDINGS
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED



TOTALS

COUNTY
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware

PAGE . LINE

950.06
950.07
950.08
950.09
950.10
950.11
950.12
950.13
950.14
950.15
950.16
950.17
950.18
950.20
950.21
950.22
950.23
950.24
950.25
950.26
950.27
954.01
954.02
954.03
954.04
954.05
954.06
954.07
954.08
954.09
954.10
954.11
954.12
954.13
954.14
954.15
954.16
954.17

54.18

33

FINDINGS
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED



TOTALS

Delaware Not
Registered
TOTAL NOT
REGISTERED

COUNTY
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware
Delaware

205

PAGE . LINE

954.19
954.20
974.02
974.06
974.08
974.15
974.21
974.23
974.26
974.28
975.04
975.05
975.06
998.01
998.02
1060.01
1060.02
1060.03
1060.04
1060.05
1060.07
1060.08
1060.09
1060.10
1060.11
1060.12
1060.13
1060.14
1060.15
1060.16
1060.17
1113.03
1130.02
1144.06

34

FINDINGS
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED
NOT REGISTERED

329



TOTALS

Chester Line
Information
TOTAL LINE
INFORMATION

Delaware Initials

Chester Initials
TOTAL INITIALS

COUNTY
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester

Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester

13

Delaware

Delaware
2
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
12

PAGE . LINE

144.22
144.23
146.55
232.32
232.73
744.05

877.02
877.04
877.13
877.14
877.16
877.17

877.18

233.33
233.19

146.42
147.32
147.35
147.36
148.31
232.14
232.46
232.48
232.71
884.07
960.03
960.05

35

FINDINGS
LINE INFORMATION INVALID
LINE INFORMATION INVALID
LINE INFORMATION INVALID
LINE INFORMATION INVALID
LINE INFORMATION INVALID
LINE INFORMATION INVALID
LINE INFORMATION INVALID —
Litigated
LINE INFORMATION INVALID —
Litigated
LINE INFORMATION INVALID —
Litigated
LINE INFORMATION INVALID —
Litigated
LINE INFORMATION INVALID —
Litigated
LINE INFORMATION INVALID —
Litigated
LINE INFORMATION INVALID —
Litigated

13
INITIALS

INITIALS - Litigated

INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated
INITIALS - Litigated

14



TOTALS

Chester Count
TOTAL
DIFFERENT

ADDRESS

COUNTY
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
Chester
22

PAGE . LINE

144.09
145.02
145.05
145.41
145.42
145.46
145.55
145.58
146.01
146.10
146.28
146.67
147.03
148.02
232.25
232.28
232.39
232.66
232.70
608.01
847.02
875.01

36

FINDINGS
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated
DIFFERENT ADDRESS - Litigated

22



TOTALS

Chester Affidavit

Delaware
Affidavit
TOTAL
AFFIDAVIT

Delaware Notary
Stamp

TOTAL
NOTARY
STAMP

COUNTY

Chester

Chester

Chester

Chester
4

Delaware

Delaware

Delaware

Delaware

Delaware

Delaware

Delaware

7
!

Delaware

Delaware

Delaware

3

PAGE . LINE

818.01
847.01
851.02

851.04

1119.01
1119.02
1119.03
1119.04
1119.05
1154.01

1154.02

616.01

616.03

1133.01

37

FINDINGS

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

COUNTY LINE WRONG ON
AFFIDAVIT - Litigated

11

AFFIDAVIT MISSING NOTARY

STAMP - Litigated

AFFIDAVIT MISSING NOTARY

STAMP - Litigated

AFFIDAVIT MISSING NOTARY

STAMP - Litigated



Signatures
Collected
Delaware
Signatures
Collected
Chester
TOTAL
SIGNATURES
COLLECTED
TOTAL
LITIGATED
TOTAL
STRUCK

TOTAL VALID

@/M MM@

388

565

953

723

522
431

TOTALS OF ALL SIGNATURES

JWLAHERTY Senior Judge /

38
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph Nader
and Peter Miguel Camejo as Candidates

of an Independent Political Body for
President and Vice President in the General

Election of November 2, 2004 :
- No. 568 M.D. 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets, - HEARD: September 30, 2004

Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti,

Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,

Donald G. Brown and Julia A. O’Connell,
Petitioners

BEFORE: HONORABLE JIM FLAHERTY, Senior Judge

CORRECTED
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

RE: CHALLENGES TO DELAWARE AND CHESTER COUNTY
NOMINATION PETITIONS

AND NOW, this 13th day of October, 2004, the Findings and
Conclusions filed on October 8 2004 in this matter are hereby WITHDRAWN
and REPLACED by these corrected Findings and Conclusions.

After a hearing before the undersigned (Trial Court) on the validity of
signatures on the nominating papers circulated in Delaware and Chester counties in
Pennsylvania to place the names of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo
(collectively, Candidate) on the November 4, 2004 ballot as independent
candidates for the offices of President of the United States and Vice President of

the United States, respectively, Trial Court finds as follows:



Candidate filed nominating papers with the Secretary of the
Commonwealth that included signatures of electors from, inter alia, Chester and
Delaware counties. Objectors Serody, Sweets, Bergman, Tinclisti, Cohen-Scott,
Brown and O’Connell (collectively, Objectors) filed timely objections to the
nominating papers, which Trial Court has managed by assigning the two counties

of Chester and Delaware to this Trial Court for a hearing on the matter of the

validity of the signatures challenged by Objectors.

Candidate filed 388 signatures from Delaware County and 565
signatures from Chester County for a total of 953 signature lines submitted to this

Trial Court for adjudication of the 723 line-by-line objections and numerous other

affidavit objections.

Ms. Mary Jo Headley testified as to the registration records for the
County of Delaware as custodian of the voter registration records in her capacity as
the Director of Voter Registration Commission in Delaware County. Her testimony
was found to be credible. Ms. Linda Cummings testified as to the registration
records for the County of Chester as the custodian of the voter records in her
capacity as Director of Voter Registration in Chester County. Her testimony was

found to be credible. Both Objector and Candidate had their respective counsel

present.

Court was convened, matters were discussed on the record, and then
the hearing was recessed to give Objector and Candidate an opportunity to meet
with the election officials and reach stipulations. Counsel and Court examined the
original nomination papers, which were present and available in the courtroom.

Trial Court noticed red marks made on the original nomination papers and Trial



Court noted that Trial Court had made NO marks on the original nominating

papers and no admissible evidence was offered as to where those marks originated.

Court was reconvened and a hearing held on the record. Other
opinions in Trial Court and the Supreme Court have held that the parties (both
sides) as represented in other courtrooms have been uncooperative with the court
and have presented stall tactics. It is essential to assure all involved that the
attorneys and public officials who presented themselves in these proceedings for
Delaware and Chester counties were a most professional, cooperative group in
coming to stipulations and in attempting to resolve the legal matters presented so

as NOT to tax the resources of Trial Court or the citizens of the Commonwealth.

They are hereby commended and appreciated.

Based upon the stipulations of the parties and the evidence presented,
Trial Court made the following findings of fact, based upon the law as stated, as

demonstrated in detail in the attached appendices (Summary Appendix, Appendix

A and Appendix B).

Therefore, 430 lines were struck from the nomination papers, leaving
523 valid signatures collected from Delaware and Chester counties. The numbers
are more accurately broken down, by county (at the request of the candidate), in

the attached appendices.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW RELIED UPON

This particular hearing was held on September 30, 2004, giving Trial
Court the benefit of following the majority of Pennsylvania’s Supreme Court’s
September 29, 2004 opinion in the instant case at In re Nomination Papers of

Nader,  Pa. __ , A2d 2004 Pa. LEXIS 2241 (Newman, Justice at




154 MAP 2004, J-176-2004, filed September 29, 2004) filed in the case sub Jjudice.
Based on that majority opinion, we must consider the longstanding and overriding
policy in our Commonwealth to protect the elective franchise. See Weiskerger
Appeal, 290 A.2d 109, 109 (Pa. 1972). In promoting that policy, Trial Court has
made clear that the Election Code must be liberally construed in order to protect a
candidate’s right to run for office and the voters® right to elect the candidate of

their choice. In_re Nominating Petition of Flaherty, 770 A.2d 331 (Pa. 2001).

Furthermore, nomination petitions are presumed to be valid and an objector has the

burden of proving that a nomination petition is invalid. See In re Nomination

Petition of Driscoll, 847 A.2d 44, 39 (Pa. 2004), see also Section 977 of the
Election Code, 25 P.S. §2937.

Because the Supreme Court continues to direct Trial Court to construe
the Pennsylvania Election Code liberally in order to protect a candidate's right to
run for office and the voters' rights to elect the candidate of their choice, a party
alleging defects in a nominating petition has the burden of proving those defects.
Where a court is not convinced that the challenged signatures (or in this case, other
information) are other than genuine, the challenge is to be resolved in favor of the

candidate. In re Petition to Set Aside Nomination of Fitzpatrick, 822 A.2d 867

(Pa. Cmwlth. 2003). In this case, there were no handwriting experts proffered from

either side.

LINE CHALLENGES

Trial Court followed the direction of the Supreme Court in Nader

(9/29/2004) to adhere to the stringent signature requirement outlined in In re
Nomination Petition of Silcox, 674 A.2d 224 (Pa. 1996) (where an elector who

signs a nomination petition must personally write his occupation, place of




residence and date on the petition). Additionally, the stringent signature
requirements of Flaherty will be upheld (printing is not permitted where a
signature is required, names and addresses must match the voters’ registration
cards, circulators must be present when the elector signs the petition).
Collectively, the Supreme Court has now adopted a ‘stringent signature
requirement’ as outlined in Nader (9/29/2004), which Trial Court followed.

Where the Supreme Court did not opine directly on the invalidity of
the signatures stricken by the Secretary of the Commonwealth, the Supreme Court
did take notice that the Election Code requires the Secretary of the Commonwealth
to strike those signatures that are “material errors or defects apparent on their face,
or on the face of the appended or accompanying affidavits. _.”’! In the instant case,
the parties stipulated that the signatures struck by the Secretary of the
Commonwealth are invalid based on the defect appearing on the face of the

nomination paper and Trial Court acknowledged the defects and struck the

signatures.

After a hearing on the evidence, Trial Court acknowledges that the
Candidate’s position is that electors who may be qualified electors from one
county and signed on a nomination paper for a county other than their county of
residence should be considered valid signators.? Trial Court disagrees. Section 951
(d) of the Election Code, 25 P.S. 2911(d) clearly states that, “Nomination papers
may be on one or more sheets and different sheets must be used for signers resident

in different counties [emphasis added].” Therefore, signatures were stricken where

! Gection 976 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. §2936 (a).



the electors resided in a county outside of Delaware County for the Delaware

petitions and Chester County for the Chester petitions.

Where the only objection to the line was that ditto marks were used to
indicate that the elector intended the same address, municipality or date, contrary
to some previously published single-judge opinions of this court, today Trial Court

struck all signatures using ditto marks for omitted line information.’

Objectors attempted to indicate that some signatures were “forgeries.”
The word “forgery” is a term of art in the criminal code of Pennsylvania and is
beyond the scope of Trial Court’s inquiry. Trial Court was willing to accept that a
signature or a line may have been penned by a person other than the registered
elector and that line was stricken as a ‘signature signed by another’ person other
than the elector. No consideration of the concept of “forgery” was considered.
Except for provisions for elderly or disabled persons unable to write, as outlined in
Petition to Set Aside Nomination of Fitzpatrick, 822 A.2d 867 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2003),
appeal denied, 573 Pa. 700, 825 A.2d 1262 (2003), entries made in whole or in

part by someone other than the registered voter must be stricken. Petition of

Thompson, 516 A.2d 1278 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

(continued...)

2 Candidate made a global objection on the record as to the veracity of out-of-county
electors being valid signatures. That objection is noted and is overruled in accordance with the
Election Code provisions as designated herein, supra.

3 In the past, the Supreme Court has upheld, per curiam, failure to strike signatures where
ditto marks were used for the signer's address. See September 29, 2004 slip opinion of Pa.
Supreme Court, supra; Flaherty, Silcox, and Thompson. Conira, In re Nomination Petition of
Delle Donne, 779 A.2d 412 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001)(single judge opinion affirmed per curiam 563
Pa. 561, 777 A.2d 412 (2001); contra also, In re Nomination Petition of Brown, 846 A.2d 783

(Pa. Cmwlth. 2004).




Signatures may have been stricken as ‘line signed by another’,
indicating that some piece of the line information (including printed name) was
signed by a person other than the registered elector which is not permitted as a

valid signature under the Supreme Court’s ‘stringent signature requirement’. Nader

(9/28/2004); Thompson.

Signatures may have been stricken for having ‘incomplete or omitted
line information’ under the Supreme Court’s ‘stringent signature requirement’.
Nader (9/29/2004). These lines had obvious defects on their face of missing

information required to be entered by the elector under Section 908 of the Election

Code, 25 P.S. §2868.

Signatures were stricken for having initials or nicknames instead of
the signature as presented by the elector’s voter registration card. Flaherty.
Signatures using nicknames or initials that differ from voter registration cards are
not valid. It is a curable defect and requires direct evidence that the signer intended
the initial to be a substitute for the first name in the signature, but where the only
evidence is the voter registration card with a full name, the signature with initial is

invalid. In re Petition for Agenda Initiative, 821 A.2d 203 (Pa. Cwmlth. 2003).

Because the Candidate offered no rehabilitation or cure for the defects, the

signatures were stricken.

Signatures were stricken for having illegible signatures or illegible
line information in contravention of Section 908 of the Election Code, 25 P.S.

§2868. See also, Elliot Nomination Petition, 362 A.2d 438 (Pa Cmwlth. 1976),
aff'd, 466 Pa. 436,353 A.2d 466 (1976).




CIRCULATOR AFFIDAVIT CHALLENGES

In addition, there were numerous challenges to the affidavits required
to be notarized and attached to each nomination paper. The court reviewed the
challenges presented and overruled the objection to a number of challenges where
the information on the affidavit had been crossed-out and re-written and where
there was no extrinsic evidence presented to indicate where, when or how the
strike-out and re-writing took place. Without evidence (proof) that the affiant did

not make the notation, the objector failed to meet its burden of proof and the

affidavit was upheld.

To the contrary, where the affidavit was defective on its face (as in the
case of the incorrect county being entered in affidavit portion of the nomination
paper), the need for extrinsic evidence was not necessary for the objector to carry

its burden of proving that the circulator affidavit was invalid. This instance

occurred in three factual situations.

First, the circulator affidavit was found to be invalid where the
information on the affidavit required to be written by the circulator was the county
of the electors and the affiant wrote the county of his own residence instead. This
is contrary to Section 951 of the Election Code at 25 P.S. §2911(d)(5), which
requires the county of the clectors to be indicated on this line in the affidavit.*
Since this is a material defect on the face, the circulator’s affidavit was invalidated
and any remaining valid signature lines which Objector had put on notice of a line-

by-line challenge on that nomination paper were stricken.

4« Tach sheet shall have appended thereto the affidavit of some person, not necessarily
a signer, and not necessarily the same person on each sheet, setting forth . . . (5) that they all
reside in the county named in the affidavit; . . . 725 P.S. §2911(d)(5).



Second, where the notaries failed to use their respective stamp to
notarize the afﬁdavit, Trial Court found that the notarization was unable to be
authenticated under 57 P.S. §158, Section 6 of the Notary Public Law of 1953, as
amended,” which requires notaries to use a one-inch by three-and-one-half-inch
rubber stamp indicating their name and commission information in order to
authenticate instruments. ¢ Therefore, on the pages where the notary failed to use
the notarial stamp, the circulator’s affidavit was deemed invalid for failure to be
properly notarized and any additional valid signature lines which Objector had put
on notice of a line-by-line challenge on that nomination paper was struck as

invalid.

Therefore, with the inclusion of the attached appendices, these

Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law are hereby respectfully submitted.

JIIMF LQ&RTY Senior Judge

> The Notary Public Law of 1953 is the Act of August 21, 1953, P.L. 1323, as amended,
Dec. 9, 2002, P.L. 1269, No. 151 §6, effective July 1, 2003. Only in the case of electronic
instruments 1s there any exception to using a rubber stamp to notarize a document.

25 P.S. § 158. (regarding the Notarial Seal) provides:

(a) A notary public shall provide and keep an official seal which shall be used to
authenticate all the acts, instruments and attestations of the notary. The seal
shall be a rubber stamp and shall show clearly in the following order: the
words "Notarial Seal"; the name and surname of the notary and the words
"Notary Public"; the name of the municipality and county in which the notary
maintains an office; and the date the notary's commission expires.

(b) The seal shall have a maximum height of one (1) inch and width of three
and one-half (3 1/2 ) inches, with a plain border. It shall be stamped in a
prominent place on the official notarial certificate near the notary's signature
in such a manner as to be capable of photographic reproduction.



ADJUDICATION | CHESTER \ DELAWARE | TOTAL
VALID SIGNATURES | 206 \ 87 | 293

| | |
STRIKE DEFECTIVE AFFIDAVIT | 4 | 10 | 14
STRIKE DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ 23 | 0 | 23
STRIKE INITIALS | 12 \ 0 \ 12
'STRIKE LINE INFORMATION INVLAID \ 13 | 5 \ 18
STRIKE NOT REGISTERED \ 121 | 200 | 321
STRIKE OUT OF COUNTY ADDRESS (ot registered) | 37 | 0 \ 37
STRIKE PRINTING | 3 | 0 | 3
STRIKE LATE REGISTRATION l 1 \ 0 \ 1
STRIKE USED NICKNAME \ \ 1 | 1
TOTAL LINES STRICKEN | 214 | 216 \ 430

| | |
TOTAL SIGNATURES SUBMITTED | 565 | 388 | 953
LESS TOTAL LINES STRICKEN FROM ABOVE \ 214 | 216 | ~430
TOTAL VALID SIGNATURES SUBMITTED \ 351 \ 172 | 523

| | |
- | | |

| | |

| | | |

| | |

| | |

| | |

| | |

| | |

| | |
i \] \\ \ |

| | |

| | |

SUMMARY APPENDIX
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COUNTY

| PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE

| ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
| | | |

BEGIN CHESTER COUNTY | l \ |

I Chester | 81801 |  STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated
Chester 84701 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated

B Chester . 851.02 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated

B Chester | 85104 |  STRIKE AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated

Chester Strike Defective Affidavit County Line | l 4 |
Chester | 14409 STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 14502 STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 14505 STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 14541 STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS i Litigated
Chester 14542 STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 14546 |  STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester | 14555 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester \ 145.58 } STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester | 14601 STRIKE DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester 14610 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated i
Chester | 14628 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS ( Litigated
Chester 14667 | STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 14703 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester 14802 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester | 23221 STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester 23225 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS ) Litigated
Chester l 232.28 \ STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester 23239 | STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS 1 Litigated
Chester 23266 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 23270 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS 1 Litigated |
Chester | 60801 |  STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester | 847.02 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester . 87501 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS l Litigated

APPENDIX A

Page 1



COUNTY . PAGE.LINE l VALID/STRIKE \ ADJUDICATION \ LITIGATED
Chester Strike Different Address \ \ | 23 ‘

APPENDIX A Page 2



COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 14642 STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester 14732 STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated |
Chester . 14735 STRIKE | INITIALS l Litigated
Chester | 14736 STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester 14831 STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester | 23246 | STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester 23248 STRIKE \ INITIALS | Litigated
Chester 23247 STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester 23271 STRIKE | INITIALS |
Chester . 884.07 STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester | 960.03 STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester 960.05 STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated

Chester Strike Initials \ \ ' 1 12 |
Chester 14422 | STRIKE LINE INFORMATION INVALID | Litigated
Chester | 14423 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Chester | 14655 STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Chester 23232 STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Chester 23273 STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Chester 74405 | STRIKE |  LINEINFORMATIONINVALID |
Chester o871.02 STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID ) Litigated
Chester . 877.04 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID | Litigated
Chester | 87713 STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID \ Litigated
Chester . 87714 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID | Litigated
Chester . 87716 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID | Litigated
Chester . 87717 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID | Litigated
Chester | 87718 | STRIKE \\ LINE INFORMATION INVALID \ Litigated

|

Chester Strike Invalid Line Information

13
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester 14404 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 14425 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester T 14427 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14428 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14429 | STRIKE 1 NOT REGISTERED |
Chester . 14432 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14434 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester . 14435 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14504 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester - 14519 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED
Chester | 14524 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14534 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14548 | STRIKE 1 NOT REGISTERED 1
Chester | 14549 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14551 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14612 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 14631 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14641 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 14651 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 14656 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14659 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14711 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED )
Chester | 14718 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14808 |  STRIKE NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 14809 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14816 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1 Litigated
Chester 14823 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14825 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1 Litigated
Chester | 14836 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14839 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l

APPENDIX A

Page 4



COUNTY " PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester 23201 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 23204 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 23205 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 23208 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 232102 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 23206 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 23217 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | |
Chester 23224 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 23226 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester L 23229 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 23231 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
B Chester ©23241 STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
B Chester . 23250 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l
Chester | 23252 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 23261 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 23263 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 23278 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
B Chester | 74401 |  STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 74402 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 74403 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 74408 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 74409 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 84901 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 84902 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 849.03 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 85101 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 851.03 |  STRIKE NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 85402 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 85403 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester 85404 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
APPENDIX A
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 85405 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 85406 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 854.07 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 854.08 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester T 854.09 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 85411 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l
Chester | 85412 |  STRIKE NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 85413 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 85415 |  STRIKE NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 85416 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 85417 | STRIKE | ~ NOT REGISTERED \
Chester 85418 | STRIKE l NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 85419 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 85421 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 85422 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 85423 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 85424 |  STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 85425 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 87201 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 87216 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 87217 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED i
Chester | 87218 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester - 87221 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 88406 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 88408 = STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ] |
Chester | 90001 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 90003 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 90005 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 90008 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l
Chester ©900.13 | STRIKE l NOT REGISTERED |
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 900.16 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester 90017 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester .~ 900.18 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester 90025 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 90026 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 95202 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 95203 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 952.04 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Chester . 952.04 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 952.05 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 95207 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 95208 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 95209 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 95210 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 95211 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 95212 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester " 95213 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l
Chester | 95214 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 95215 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 96004 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 98301 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 98303 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester - 1013.01 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 1013.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘\
Chester 101303 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 1013.06 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED )
Chester 101308 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 101310 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
Chester 101311 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 117201 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester - 117202 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester Strike Not Registered \ \ \ 121 I
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COUNTY

" PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE |

ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester 14407 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 14408 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED Litigated
Chester | 14420 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 14436 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 14511 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 14521 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 14527 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _ | Litigated
Chester 23235 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 85401 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester | 85410 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 85420 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 85426 | STRIKE . OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 87212 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 87226 |  STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester - 884.03 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 90002 | STRIKE  OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 90004 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated |
Chester | 90007 | STRIKE  OUTOF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester ' 900.09 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED Litigated
Chester | 900.10 | STRIKE  OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 90011 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 90012 |  STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 90014 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 90015 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _ | Litigated
Chester . 90019 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 90020 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 90021 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 90022 |  STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 90023 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 90024 | STRIKE ' OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _ | Litigated
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COUNTY PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 95201 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 98302 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 101304 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED Litigated
Chester [ 1013.05 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _ | Litigated
Chester | 1013.07 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 1013.09 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 116201 STRIKE  OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester Strike Out of County Not Registered l \ 37 )
Chester 23262 |  STRIKE | PRINTING |
Chester 23299 | STRIKE | PRINTING \
Chester 14710 STRIKE | PRINTING | Litigated |
Chester Strike Printing ‘ \ \ 3 \
Chester 14406 | STRIKE | REGISTERED LATE | Litigated
Chester Strike Registered Late \ ' l‘ \ 1 \‘
Chester Total Stricken 1 l\ 214 \1 \
Chester \\ 14402 | __VALD | VALID |
i Chester | 14403 ] VALID | VALID |
Chester 14405 | VALD | VALID \
Chester | 14410 VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14413 | VALID \ VALID \
Chester | 14414 ] VALID \ VALID |
B Chester 14415 | VALID | VALID \
Chester | 14416 i VALID | VALID |
Chester 14417 | VALDD | VALID \ ,
Chester | 14421 VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14424 | VALID \ VALID \
Chester | 14430 VALID | VALID |
Chester 14431 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14433 VALID | VALID \
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COUNTY [ PAGELINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 14503 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester | 14506 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester 14508 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester | 14509 VALID | VALID |

Chester 14514 VALID | VALID |

Chester 14515 VALID | VALID | N
Chester 14516 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14518 VALID | VALID |

Chester " 14522 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester | 14525 | VALID 1 VALID |

Chester | 14531 VALID VALID \

Chester | 14533 VALID VALID |

Chester | 14535 VALID VALID (

Chester . 14537 VALID | VALID |

Chester 14538 | VALID 1 VALID \

Chester | 14539 | VALID 1 VALID |

Chester | 14543 | VALID 1 VALID (

Chester 14545 VALID 1 VALID |

Chester 14547 | VALID | VALID \

Chester . 14556 VALID \ VALID )

Chester | 14557 VALID \ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Chester . 14602 VALID | VALID |

Chester 14603 | VALID \ VALID \

Chester 14605 | VALID | VALID l

Chester \ 14606 | VALID | VALID |

Chester . 14611 | VALID | VALID \

Chester | 14616 | VALID \ VALID 1

Chester | 14617 | VALID | VALID ‘l

Chester | 14619 | VALID | VALID \

Chester 14621 | VALID 1 VALID 1
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 146.23 VALID \ VALID l
Chester . 14624 VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14625 | VALID | VALID |
Chester . 14626 VALID | VALID |
Chester 14627 VALID | VALID 1
Chester 14630 VALID | VALID ﬂ
Chester | 14633 VALID | VALID \
Chester | 14635 VALID | VALID |
Chester . 14636 VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14637 VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester 14638 | VALID i VALID |
Chester | 14639 | VAL | VALID | B
Chester | 14643 | VALD | VALID |
Chester | 14647 VALID | VALID g
Chester 14649 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14650 VALID | VALID l
Chester | 14652 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14654 | VALID | VALID 1
Chester | 14657 | VALID | VALID | B
Chester 14658 | VALID | VALID | |
Chester | 14661 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14665 | VALID 1 VALID 1
Chester 14704 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14705 VALID | VALID l
Chester | 14708 | VALID | VALID | B
Chester 14713 VALID § VALID (
Chester | 14716 | VALID | VALID |

~ Chester 14717 VALID \ VALID \
Chester 14719 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14720 | VALID 1 VALID \
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COUNTY " PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 14721 VALID | VALID |

Chester 14725 VALID | VALID |

Chester | 14726 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 14728 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester 14729 VALID | VALID |

Chester . 14731 | VALID | VALID |

Chester | 14801 | VALID | VALID |

Chester . 148.03 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester | 14804 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester . 14805 | VALID 1 VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14806 | VALID \ VALID \ Litigated |
Chester 14807 | VALID | VALID ) Litigated |
Chester | 14810 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14811 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester C14812 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester 14813 VALID 1 VALID \ Litigated
Chester C 14814 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14815 VALID \ VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14817 | VALID \ VALID Litigated
Chester | 14818 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester 14819 | VALID \ VALID l Litigated
Chester | 14820 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester 14821 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14822 | VALID | VALID 1 Litigated
Chester | 14824 | VALID | VALID 1 Litigated
Chester | 14826 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester 14827 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14828 VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester | 14829 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester 14830 | VALID | VALID l Litigated
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COUNTY PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester 14832 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14833 VALID \ VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14834 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14835 | VALID | VALID 1 Litigated
Chester 14837 VALID ) VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14838 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14840 | VALID 1 VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14841 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester . 14842 | VALID | VALID ‘\ Litigated
Chester | 14843 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester 14844 | VALID \ VALID \ Litigated
Chester 23206 | VALID | VALID | B
Chester 23209 VALID \ VALID | |
Chester 23210 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 232100 VALID l VALID 1
Chester 232101 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 232103 |  VALD | VALID )

Chester 232105 | VALID 1 VALID |
Chester 23211 VALID | VALID \ |
Chester - 23212 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester 23213 VALID ] VALID \
Chester 23219 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 23223 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 23230 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 23233 | VALID VALID |
Chester 23234 VALID | VALID 1
Chester 23242 | VALID | VALID 1
Chester | 23245 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 23251 | VALID 1 VALID \
Chester 23254 VALID | VALID \
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COUNTY " PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 23255 VALID | VALID |

Chester 23257 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester | 23264 VALID | VALID |

Chester 23280 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester | 23281 VALID VALID |

Chester | 23282 VALID \ VALID | |
Chester . 23288 VALID | VALID \

Chester | 232.89 VALID | VALID |

Chester . 23291 | VALID | VALID 1

Chester | 23292 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 23293 | VALID | VALID \

Chester 23295 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 23296 | VALID 1 VALID \

Chester | 23297 | VALID VALID |

Chester 63801 VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester . 74404 | VALID \ VALID (

Chester 74407 | VALID | VALID ‘g

Chester 74410 VALID | VALID l

Chester [ 74401 VALID VALID |

Chester 74402 VALID VALID

Chester | 76001 | VALID VALID Litigated
Chester | 760.02 | VALID 1 VALID \ Litigated
Chester | 760.03 | VALID 1 VALID | Litigated
Chester - 799.01 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 813.01 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester o 813.02 | VALID | VALID \

Chester | 86201 | VALID ) VALID | Litigated
Chester 87203 | VALID | VALID l

Chester | 87204 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester 87205 | VALID | VALID k
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COUNTY  PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester . 872.06 VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 872,07 VALID | VALID \
Chester | 872.08 VALID 1 VALID |
Chester | 872.09 VALID X VALID |
Chester | 87213 VALID | VALID |
Chester . 87215 | VALID 1 VALID |
Chester \ 87222 | VALID | VALID |
Chester . 87223 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 87224 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 87225 VALID | VALID |
Chester 873.01 | VALID } VALID 1
Chester \ 875.02 | VALID | VALID |
Chester . 87503 | VALID | VALID 1
Chester | 87505 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester . 87506 VALID | VALID \
Chester | 87507 | VALID 1 VALID |
Chester | 87705 | VALID | VALID )
Chester 87715 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 87722 | VALID | VALID 1
Chester | 87723 |  VALID | VALID |
Chester 88401 | VALID | VALID l
Chester | 88402 |  VALID | VALID |
Chester | 884.04 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 88405 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester 88410 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 92601 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester 92602 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 96001 [ VALID | VALID |
Chester | 960.02 | VALID | VALID \
Chester | 1005.01 | VALID | VALID \
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COUNTY " PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester " 1016.01 | VALID | VALID \
Chester | 101602 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 101604 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 1016.05 | VALID \ VALID \
Chester 101606 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 1017.07 | VALID \ VALID \
Chester | 1017.08 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 1017.09 | VALID l VALID 1
Chester | 1049.01 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 117501 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 1175.02 | VALID | VALID \
Chester o 1175.03 | VALID | VALID |
Chester Total Valid | \ l‘ 206 ‘\
l
Chester Total Objections \‘ l \ | 420
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
| | | |
BEGIN DELAWARE COUNTY | \ | 1
Delaware | 1119.01 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated
Delaware | 111902 |  STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated
Delaware | 111903 |  STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated
Delaware | 1119.04 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE { Litigated
Delaware | 111905 |  STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE j Litigated |
Delaware 115401 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated
Delaware | 115402 |  STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE \ Litigated
Delaware Strike Defective Affidavit County Line | | 7 |
Delaware | 61601 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - NOTARY \ Litigated
Delaware . 61603 STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - NOTARY | Litigated
Delaware | 113301 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - NOTARY \ Litigated
Delaware Strike Defective Affidavit Notary Box \ \ 3 ‘
Delaware | 23309 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID l
Delaware 23328 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Delaware 23329 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Delaware " 23333 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Delaware | 97406 | STRIKE ) LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Delaware Strike Line Information Invalid \ \ 5 |
Delaware [ 23306 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23307 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 23308 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23313 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
| Delaware T 23322 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23331 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 23334 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware . 23335 |  STRIKB | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 23336 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 23337 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23339 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED (
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COUNTY  PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware 23344 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23345 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23346 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED i
Delaware | 23348 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23349 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 23352 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 23354 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23355 STRIKE l NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23356 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 602.01 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware . 605.02 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 605.03 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 616.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 61604 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 61605 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 61606 |  STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 62202 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 62801 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 62802 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 65501 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware . 655.04 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 655.05 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 65506 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 65507 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 68501 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 68503 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
Delaware | 68504 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 68505 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 74203 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 75802 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
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COUNTY ' PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware | 75804 | STRIKE { NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 82401 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware [ 82402 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED Y
Delaware 82403 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED )
Delaware 82404 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82405 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 82406 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82407 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 82408 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82409 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware L8241 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘|
Delaware | 82412 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 82413 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82414 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82415 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82416 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82418 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \ |
Delaware L 82419 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82420 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 82421 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82422 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 82423 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
Delaware | 82424 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 82425 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 82426 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 82427 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82428 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 82601 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | |
Delaware 82602 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 82603 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
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COUNTY [ PAGELINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION \ LITIGATED
Delaware | 82604 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82605 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 82606 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 82607 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 82608 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
~ Delaware | 82609 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82610 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 84301 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 843.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 84303 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘|
Delaware | 84304 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware - 84305 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 84306 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 84307 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 84308 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 843.09 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 84402 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 84403 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 868.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware [ 87801 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 878.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 878.03 | STRIKE 1 NOT REGISTERED ‘\
Delaware | 87804 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 88201 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
Delaware | 89101 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89102 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 89103 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | B
Delaware | 891.04 | STRIKE ] NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware . 891.05 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
Delaware | 891.06 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
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COUNTY " PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware . 89107 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 89108 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 891.09 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware " 891.10 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89L1l | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 89L12 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89113 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware " 891.14 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89115 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89116 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 8117 | STRKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 89118 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89119 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 89120 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89121 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 89122 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89123 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 89124 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware . 89125 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89126 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 89127 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95001 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95002 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘\
Delaware | 95003 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 950.04 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED l
Delaware 95005 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
Delaware 95006 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 795007 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95008 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95009 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware 95010 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware L 95011 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware . 95012 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95013 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | |
Delaware 95014 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95015 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 95016 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95017 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95018 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95019 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95020 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95021 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED &
Delaware 95022 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 95023 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95024 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘|
Delaware 95025 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95026 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 95027 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 95401 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95402 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 95403 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95404 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
Delaware | 95405 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 95406 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 95407 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95408 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95409 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 95410 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95411 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 95412 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

APPENDIX A

Page 23



COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware | 95413 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 95414 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 95415 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 95416 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED Y

Delaware | 95417 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 95418 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 95419 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 95420 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 97402 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 97408 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED f‘ |
Delaware | 97415 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 97421 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 97423 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 97426 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 97428 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware . 975.04 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 97505 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 97506 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 99801 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | |
Delaware | 99802 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware - 1060.01 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 1060.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 106003 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 106004 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 106005 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 106007 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED [

Delaware | 106008 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | |
Delaware | 1060.09 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 1060.10 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 106011 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION [ LITIGATED
Delaware 106012 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 1060.13 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 106014 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 1060.15 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 1060.16 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 106017 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 111303 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 113002 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 115002 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Delaware Strike Not Registered \ \ l 200 \
Delaware 23319 | STRIKE | USED NICKNAME | Litigated
Delaware Strike Used Nickname \ \ ]‘ 1 \
| | | |
Delaware Total Stricken \‘ \ 216 l‘ | |
| |
Delaware | 23301 | VALID 1 VALID |
Delaware 23302 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 23303 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware - 233.05 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware [ 23310 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware 23311 VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 23312 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware 23314 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 23316 VALID | VALID | ]
Delaware | 23318 | VALID ) VALID \ )
Delaware 23320 VALID | VALID |
B Delaware 23321 | VALID 1 VALID \
Delaware 23323 | VALID | VALID }
Delaware | 23324 | VALID \ VALID \
Delaware \ 233.25 \ VALID \ VALID l
Delaware 23326 | VALID \ VALID |
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware 23327 VALID | VALID ‘\
Delaware | 23330 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware 23332 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware | 23340 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware 23341 VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 23342 VALID \ VALID \
Delaware 23343 VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 23350 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware 23351 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 23353 | VALID | VALID \
Delaware 60401 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware [ 604.02 VALID | VALID |
Delaware l 605.01 \ VALID i VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware T 609.02 |  VALID VALID |
Delaware | 62201 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware | 685.02 | VALID 1 VALID ' Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 73601 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Delaware 73602 | VALID l VALID | Litigated
Delaware | 736.03 VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Delaware . 73701 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Delaware 74201 VALID | VALID | Litigated
Delaware . 74202 | VALID \ VALID 1 Litigated
Delaware 74204 | VALID 1 VALID 1 Litigated
Delaware | 74205 VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Delaware | 74206 | VALID | VALID 1‘ Litigated
Delaware 75801 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Delaware 75803 | VALD | VALID 1 Litigated
Delaware | 75805 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Delaware | 80001 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Delaware 83401 | VALID | VALID \
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware 84401 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 868.01 | VALID | VALID \
Delaware 87901 | VALID \ VALID ‘\
Delaware [ 92101 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware ‘ 972.01 \ VALID \ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97202 | VALID | VALID . Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97401 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97403 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97404 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97405 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97407 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97409 VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97410 | VALID | VALID " Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97411 | VALID 1 VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97412 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97413 | VALID \ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97414 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware \ 974.16 \ VALID \ VALID “ Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97417 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware ‘ 974.18 ‘ VALID \ VALID 1 Signature Not Litigated
Delaware . 97419 | VALID 1 VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 974.20 \ VALID \ VALID \ Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97422 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 974.24 \ VALID \ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97425 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware \ 974.27 \‘ VALID \ VALID \ Signature Not Litigated |
Delaware | 97501 | VALID | VALID \
Delaware 97503 | VALID | VALID 1
Delaware | 981.01 | VALID \ VALID ' Signature Not Litigated
Delaware . 1027.03 | VALID \ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware | 1027.04 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware 104501 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware | 1045.02 | VALID | VALID |
B Delaware 104503 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 1113.01 | VALID ‘\ VALID |
Delaware | 1113.02 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 113003 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 114401 | VALID | VALID \
Delaware | 114402 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware 114405 | VALID | VALID \
Delaware 114406 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware Valid \ | 87 | \
Delaware Objections Total \ \\ \‘ |\ 303
l
TOTAL OBJECTIONS | \\ | \ 723
| | |
\ END OF APPENDIX |
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COUNTY PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION . LITIGATED
BEGIN CHESTER COUNTY \ \\ \
Chester | 14402 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14403 | VALID | VALID | )
Chester | 14404 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \ )
Chester | 14405 | VALID | VALID \
Chester | 14406 |  STRIKE | REGISTERED LATE \ Litigated
Chester 14407 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED Litigated
Chester . 14408 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 14409 | STRIKE DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
B Chester . 14410 VALID \ VALID |
Chester 14413 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14414 VALID | VALID |
Chester [ 14415 | VALID ) VALID |
Chester | 14416 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester [ 14417 | VALID ) VALID |
Chester 14420 STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 14421 | VALID 1 VALID | Litigated |
B Chester | 14422 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID | Litigated
Chester | 14423 | STRIKE 1 LINE INFORMATION INVALID {
Chester | 14424 | VALID | VALID \
Chester | 14425 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14427 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 14428 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED i
B Chester 14429 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 14430 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14431 | VALID \ VALID \ B
Chester 14432 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14433 | VALID | VALID \
Chester | 14434 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 14435 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14436 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester | 14502 |  STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester | 14503 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 14504 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14505 |  STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 14506 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14508 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester 14509 | VALID | VALID |
Chester . 14511 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 14504 VALID | VALID |
Chester . 14515 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester . 14516 VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester . 14518 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 14519 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 14521 |  STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 14522 | VALID 1 VALID | B
Chester 14524 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | |
Chester 14525 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14527 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 14531 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester . 14533 | VALID | VALID l
Chester 14534 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14535 | VALID { VALID |
Chester 14537 | VALID \ VALID
Chester | 14538 | VALID | VALID
Chester 14539 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14541 STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester | 14542 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS 1 Litigated
Chester 14543 | VALID \ VALID \
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COUNTY " PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 14545 VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14546 |  STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 14547 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14548 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14549 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14551 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14555 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester | 14556 VALID \ VALID |
Chester 14557 | VALID \ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Chester | 14558 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester " 14601 |  STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS { Litigated
Chester 14602 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 14603 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14605 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 14606 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 14610 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester 14611 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 14612 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 14616 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 14617 | VALID l VALID |
Chester | 14619 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 14621 | VALIDD | VALID |
Chester | 14623 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14624 VALID | VALID 1
Chester | 14625 | VALID | VALID | N
Chester | 14626 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 14627 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 1 146.28 l STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester | 14630 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester " 14631 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
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COUNTY PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester | 14633 VALID | VALID |
Chester 14635 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14636 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14637 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14638 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14639 | VALID \ VALID ;
Chester | 14641 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester \ 146.42 \ STRIKE ‘ INITTALS | Litigated
Chester 14643 | VALID 1 VALID |
Chester 14647 VALID | VALID \
Chester | 14649 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester 14650 | VALID | VALID \
Chester | 14651 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14652 | VALID | VALID \
Chester | 14654 | VALID \ VALID ‘|
Chester | 14655 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Chester " 14656 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Chester . 14657 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 14658 VALID 1 VALID |
Chester 14659 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED {
Chester 14661 | VALID | VALID {
Chester | 14665 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester 14667 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester | 14703 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS ) Litigated
Chester 147.04 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester 14705 | VALID \ VALID l
Chester | 14708 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 14710 | STRIKE | PRINTING \ Litigated
Chester | 14711 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14713 | VALID \ VALID l
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COUNTY  PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED

Chester | 14716 VALID | VALID |

Chester 14717 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 14718 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 14719 | VALID \ VALID | |
Chester 14720 VALID | VALID |

Chester | 14721 VALID | VALID |

Chester 14725 VALID \ VALID \

Chester [ 14726 ] VALID | VALID \

Chester | 14728 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14729 | VALID | VALID \

Chester . 14731 | VALID | VALID ‘\

Chester 14732 STRIKE | INITIALS \ Litigated
Chester 14735 | STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester 14736 | STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester | 14801 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester . 14802 STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester | 14803 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester | 148.04 | VALID \ VALID 1 Litigated
Chester | 14805 VALID | VALID q Litigated
Chester | 14806 | VALID \ VALID \ Litigated |
Chester 14807 VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14808 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 14809 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1

Chester | 14810 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14811 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14812 VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester | 14813 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14814 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14815 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14816 | STRIKE l NOT REGISTERED \ Litigated
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COUNTY " PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED |
Chester | 14817 | VALID \ VALID \ Litigated
Chester | 14818 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14819 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester 14820 | VALID \ VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14821 VALID | VALID 1 Litigated
Chester . 14822 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14823 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 14824 | VALID \ VALID \ Litigated
Chester | 148.25 \ STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED \ Litigated
Chester | 14826 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Chester 14827 | VALD | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14828 | VALID 1 VALID | Litigated |
Chester 14829 | VALID 1 VALID | Litigated |
Chester | 14830 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14831 |  STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester 14832 VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14833 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester 14834 | VALD | VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14835 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester 14836 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester | 14837 VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester | 14838 | VALID \ VALID \ Litigated
Chester 14839 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 14840 | VALID \ VALID % Litigated
Chester 14841 | VALID ] VALID 1 Litigated
Chester | 14842 | VALID \ VALID ] Litigated
Chester | 14843 | VALID | VALID { Litigated
Chester | 14844 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Chester | 23201 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 23204 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l
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COUNTY  PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED

Chester 23205 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 23206 | VALID | VALID \

Chester 23208 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 23209 | VALID \ VALID l

Chester 23210 | VALID | VALID |

Chester | 232100 | VALID | VALID \

Chester 232101 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 232102 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 232103 | VALID | VALID |

Chester | 232105 | VALID \ VALID \

Chester 23201 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester 23212 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 23213 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester | 23216 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 23217 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 23219 VALID | VALID |

Chester | 232.21 \ STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS \ Litigated
Chester 23223 | VALID l VALID \

Chester | 23224 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 23225 STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester | 23226 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester | 23228 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 23229 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 23230 | VALID 1 VALID |

Chester | 23231 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 23232 | STRIKE | LINEINFORMATION INVALID \

Chester 23233 | VALID | VALID } N
Chester | 23234 | VALID | VALID | |
Chester | 23235 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED \ Litigated
Chester 23239 | STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
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COUNTY PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester \ 23241 l STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED ‘ Litigated
Chester 23242 VALID | VALID |
Chester 23245 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 23246 STRIKE \ INITIALS \ Litigated
Chester 23247 STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester 23248 | STRIKE | INITIALS b Litigated
Chester " 23250 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 23251 | VALID | VALID \

Chester 23252 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester | 23254 | VALID \ VALID 1

Chester | 23255 VALID \ VALID |

Chester 23257 | VALID | VALID \

Chester 23261 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 23262 | STRIKE | PRINTING |

Chester | 23263 | STRIKE 1 NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 23264 | VALID | VALID |

Chester | 23266 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 23270 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester 23271 | STRIKE | INITIALS \

Chester " 23273 | SIRIKE |  LINEINFORMATIONINVALID

Chester 23278 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 23280 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester - 23281 | VALID | VALID |

Chester | 23282 | VALID | VALID \

Chester | 23288 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 23289 | VALID \ VALID \

Chester 23291 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 23292 | VALID | VALID 1 |
Chester | 23293 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 23295 VALID \ VALID |
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED

Chester 23296 VALID | VALID \

Chester 23297 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 23299 |  STRIKE | PRINTING |

Chester . 608.01 | STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated

Chester | 63801 | VALID | VALID | Litigated

Chester 74401 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 74402 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 74403 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 74404 VALID \ VALID |

Chester | 74405 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID | B
Chester 74407 VALID | VALID | B
Chester | 74408 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 74409 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \ ]
Chester 74410 VALID | VALID |

Chester | 74401 | VALID 1 VALID |

Chester 74412 VALID \ VALID \

Chester 76001 | VALID \ VALID | Litigated

Chester | 760.02 | VALID ‘1 VALID \ Litigated

Chester 76003 | VALID | VALID | Litigated

Chester 79901 | VALID ] VALID | Litigated

Chester 81301 |  VALID | VALID |

Chester 813.02 | VALID | VALID 1

Chester | 81801 |  STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE ! Litigated

Chester 84701 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE \ Litigated

Chester | 847.02 | STRIKE \ DIFFERENT ADDRESS ‘5 Litigated i
Chester 84901 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 84902 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester | 84903 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1

Chester 85101 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 851.02 | STRIKE \ AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE ‘1 Litigated
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION \ LITIGATED

Chester . 851.03 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED | Litigated

Chester 85104 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated

Chester | 85401 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated

Chester o 854.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \ ]
Chester | 85403 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 85404 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED “

Chester | 85405 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 85406 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 85407 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 85408 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 85409 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 85410 | STRIKE | OUTOF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated

Chester 85411 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | |
Chester | 85412 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \ Litigated

Chester 85413 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 85415 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 85416 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 85417 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 85418 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | ]
Chester 85419 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \ |
Chester | 85420 |  STRIKE | OUTOF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED 1 Litigated

Chester 85421 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 85422 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 85423 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 85424 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 85425 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 85426 |  SIRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated

Chester | 86201 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated B
Chester | 87201 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 87203 | VALID \ VALID |
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester . 872.04 | VALID | VALID \
Chester | 87205 | VALID | VALID i
Chester . 87206 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 87207 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester | 87208 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 87209 VALID \ VALID |
Chester 87212 | STRIKE | OUTOF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 87213 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester . 87215 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 87216 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester 87217 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester 87218 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Chester . 87221 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester 87222 VALID | VALID \
Chester | 87223 | VALID ) VALID \
Chester 87224 VALID | VALID ‘\
Chester | 87225 | VALID 1 VALID |
Chester 87226 |  STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 87301 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester . 875.01 | STRIKE | DIFFERENT ADDRESS | Litigated
Chester | 87502 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 875.03 | VALID ( VALID |
Chester | 87505 | VALID | VALID |
Chester . 87506 | VALID | VALID \
Chester 87507 | VALID \ VALID |
Chester . 87702 |  STRKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID | Litigated
Chester | 877.04 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID | Litigated
Chester | 87705 | VALID | VALID \
Chester T 87713 STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID \ Litigated
Chester 87714 | STRIKE | LINEINFORMATIONINVALID Litigated
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester 87715 | VALID | VALID ‘|
Chester o 877.16 | STRIKE \ LINE INFORMATION INVALID \ Litigated
Chester 87717 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID | Litigated
Chester 87718 | STRIKE \ LINE INFORMATION INVALID \ Litigated
Chester | 87722 | VALID | VALID |
Chester 87723 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 88401 | VALID | VALID |
Chester T 884.02 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 884.03 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _ | Litigated
Chester | 884.04 | VALID | VALID |
Chester | 88405 | VALID | VALID \ Litigated
Chester 88406 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 88407 | STRIKE | INITIALS \ Litigated
Chester | 884.08 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 88410 VALID | VALID \
Chester . 90001 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED \
Chester 90002 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 90003 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester . 900.04 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 900.05 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester - 900.07 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 790008 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Chester | 90009 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester \ 900.10 \ STRIKE t OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED ‘ Litigated
Chester | 90011 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 90012 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 90013 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Chester | 90014 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 90015 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 90016 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
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COUNTY " PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED

Chester | 900.17 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 90018 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED }

Chester | 90019 |  STRIKE | OUTOF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 90020 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated |
Chester | 90021 [ STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED \ Litigated
Chester 90022 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 90023 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED \ Litigated
Chester 90024 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 90025 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 90026 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 92601 | VALID | VALID \

Chester 92602 | VALID | VALID \

Chester 95201 STRIKE " OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _ | Litigated
Chester 95202 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 95203 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 95204 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 95204 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 95205 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 95207 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester . 95208 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 95209 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 95210 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 95211 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 95212 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 95213 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 95214 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 95215 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Chester 96001 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester 96002 | VALID | VALID \

Chester . 960.03 | STRIKE \ INITIALS 1 Litigated
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION \ LITIGATED

Chester | 960.04 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 96005 | STRIKE | INITIALS | Litigated
Chester | 98301 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester .~ 983.02 |  STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 983.03 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 1005.01 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester 101301 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 101302 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester " 1013.03 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED Y

Chester 101304 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED _| Litigated
Chester 1 1013.05 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED { Litigated
Chester | 101306 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 5

Chester " 1013.07 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED Litigated
Chester | 101308 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1

Chester 101309 |  STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester | 101310 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l

Chester 101311 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester | 1016.01 | VALID | VALID |

Chester 101602 | VALID \ VALID |

Chester | 1016.04 | VALID | VALID | |
Chester | 101605 | VALID | VALID |

Chester - 1016.06 | VALID 1 VALID |

Chester | 1017.07 VALID | VALID !

Chester " 1017.08 | VALID \ VALID \

Chester | 1017.09 | VALD | VALID |

Chester 0 1049.01 | VALID | VALID |

Chester | 116201 | STRIKE | OUT OF COUNTY NOT REGISTERED | Litigated
Chester 117201 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED i

Chester L 117202 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Chester 117501 | VALID \ VALID \
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COUNTY  PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Chester C1175.02 VALID | VALID |
Chester | 1175.03 VALID | VALID |

Chester Count “ \ 420 \ \

|

|

\
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COUNTY  PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION \ LITIGATED
|
BEGIN DELAWARE COUNTY \ \ |
Delaware 233.01 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 233.02 VALID | VALID |
Delaware T 233.03 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware | 23305 | VALID ‘\ VALID \
Delaware 23306 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | |
Delaware | 233.07 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23308 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
B Delaware o 233.09 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID |
Delaware | 23310 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware 23301 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware | 23312 | VALID ; VALID |
Delaware 23313 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 23304 | VALID | VALID }
Delaware | 23316 | VALID | VALID \
Delaware | 23318 VALID \ VALID |
Delaware | 23319 | STRIKE | USED NICKNAME \ Litigated
Delaware | 23320 | VALID | VALID \
Delaware 23321 VALID \ VALID \
| Delaware | 23322 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 23323 VALID 1 VALID \
Delaware 23324 VALID | VALID |
Delaware 23325 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware 23326 VALID ] VALID ‘\
| Delaware | 23327 | VALID | VALID | B
Delaware 23328 |  STRIKE |  LINEINFORMATION INVALID \
Delaware | 23329 STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID \
Delaware 23330 | VALID \ VALID (
Delaware 23331 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED l
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COUNTY " PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware 23332 VALID | VALID (

Delaware 23333 | STRIKE |  LINEINFORMATIONINVALID |

Delaware 23334 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware . 23335 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘|

Delaware | 23336 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 23337 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘\ |
Delaware 23339 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware | 23340 | VALID \ VALID |

Delaware 23341 VALID | VALID |

Delaware | 23342 | VALID \ VALID |

Delaware 23343 VALID | VALID \

Delaware \ 23344 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 23345 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 23346 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 23348 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 23349 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 23350 | VALID | VALID |

Delaware | 23351 VALID | VALID \ ]
Delaware | 23352 |  STRKE | NOT REGISTERED }

Delaware 23353 | VALID 1 VALID |

Delaware | 23354 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 23355 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 23356 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 60201 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 60401 | VALID 1 VALID |

Delaware | 60402 VALID | VALID 1 |
Delaware | 605.01 | VALID l VALID " Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 60502 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 60503 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1

Delaware | 609.02 | VALID 1 VALID \
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COUNTY

| PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE |

ADJUDICATION LITIGATED
Delaware . 61601 STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - NOTARY Litigated
Delaware 61602 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware 61603 | STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - NOTARY Litigated
Delaware " 61604 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware | 61605 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED N
Delaware | 61606 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware | 62201 | VALID | VALID

Delaware \ 622.02 | STRIKE ‘ NOT REGISTERED

Delaware | 62801 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware 62802 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware - 65501 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware | 65504 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware 65505 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED

Delaware | 655.06 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware . 65507 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED

Delaware 68501 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware | 685.02 | VALID | VALID Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 68503 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware T 685.04 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware | 68505 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 73601 | VALID | VALID Litigated
Delaware l 736.02 ( VALID \ VALID Litigated
Delaware | 73603 | VALID | VALID Litigated
Delaware | 73701 | VALID | VALID Litigated
Delaware | 74201 | VALID \ VALID Litigated
Delaware \ 742.02 | VALID \ VALID Litigated
Delaware 74203 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED

Delaware | 74204 | VALID \ VALID Litigated
Delaware 74205 | VALID | VALID Litigated
Delaware 74206 | VALID \ VALID Litigated
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COUNTY PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware | 75801 VALID \ VALID | Litigated
Delaware | 75802 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 75803 | VALID 1 VALID | Litigated
Delaware 75804 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1

Delaware 75805 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Delaware | 800.01 | VALID | VALID | Litigated
Delaware 82401 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 82402 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 82403 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware | 82404 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED | B
Delaware | 82405 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED | B
Delaware 82406 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 82407 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 82408 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘\

Delaware 82409 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 82411 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 82412 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 82413 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware | 82414 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 82415 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware | 82416 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware | 82418 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED '|

Delaware 82419 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 82420 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 82421 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 82422 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 82423 | STRKE | NOT REGISTERED \1

Delaware \ 824.24 \ STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED l

Delaware | 82425 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 82426 STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED 1
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware | 82427 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 82428 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 82601 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 82602 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 82603 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82604 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 82605 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82606 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 82607 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82608 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware "~ 82609 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 82610 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 83401 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 843.01 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware ] 843.02 \ STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 84303 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 84304 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 84305 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 843.06 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 84307 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 843.08 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 84309 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 84401 | VALID | VALID \
Delaware 84402 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 84403 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 86801 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware | 868.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 87801 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware o 878.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 878.03 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED \
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION \ LITIGATED
Delaware | 878.04 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware ©879.01 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware | 88201 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware . 891.01 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89102 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 891.03 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 891.04 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 89105 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89106 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 89107 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 89108 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89109 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 89110 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware . 89L11 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 89112 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware ‘ 891.13 l STRIKE “ NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware [ 89L14 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89115 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89116 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89117 | STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 89118 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 89119 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89120 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 89121 STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89122 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware T 89123 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89124 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89125 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 89126 STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 89127 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
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COUNTY  PAGELINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware 92101 | VALID \ VALID 1
Delaware 95001 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95002 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 95003 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95004 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95005 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95006 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware ‘ 950.07 \ STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 95008 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95009 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95010 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95011 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware ~ 95012 |  STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95013 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95014 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95015 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 95016 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95017 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware ‘ 950.18 \ STRIKE ! NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 95019 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95020 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95021 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
Delaware | 95022 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95023 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95024 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘\
Delaware | 95025 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 95026 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware 95027 | STRIKE ( NOT REGISTERED ‘1 |
Delaware | 95401 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED 1
Delaware 954.02 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION \

LITIGATED

Delaware 95403 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware | 95404 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 95405 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 95406 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 95407 | STRIKE ] NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware | 95408 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 95409 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 95410 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 95411 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware [ 95412 | STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware . 95413 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 95414 |  STRIKE | ~ NOT REGISTERED \ -

Delaware \ 954.15 ] STRIKE \ NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware " 95416 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 95417 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 95418 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 95419 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware | 95420 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \

Delaware 97201 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated

Delaware 97202 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated

Delaware 97401 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated

Delaware 97402 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 1 974.03 \ VALID 1 VALID \ Signature Not Litigated

Delaware 97404 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated

Delaware \ 974.05 \ VALID \ VALID l Signature Not Litigated*

Delaware 97406 | STRIKE | LINE INFORMATION INVALID 1

Delaware 97407 | VALID [ VALID | Signature Not Litigated

Delaware 97408 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |

Delaware 97409 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated

Delaware | 974.10 \ VALID \ VALID \ Signature Not Litigated
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COUNTY | PAGE.LINE [ VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED
Delaware | 97411 VALID \ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97412 | VALID | VALID . Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97413 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 974.14 \ VALID | VALID \ Sighature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97415 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware ‘ 974.16 VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97417 VALID \ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware . 97418 VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97419 | VALID | VALID  Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97420 | VALID ‘\ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97421 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 97422 VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated |
Delaware 97423 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 1 974.24 VALID ‘ VALID \ Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97425 VALID \ VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware 97426 STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ‘1
Delaware | 97427 | VALID q VALID  Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 97428 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 97501 | VALID \ VALID |
Delaware 97503 | VALID | VALID \
Delaware | 97504 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED ¥
Delaware 97505 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 97506 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 981.01 | VALID | VALID | Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 998.01 | STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware 99802 |  STRIKE | NOT REGISTERED \
Delaware | 102703 | VALID ! VALID  Signature Not Litigated
Delaware | 1027.04 | VALID 1 VALID )
Delaware | 104501 | VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 1045.02 | VALID 1 VALID |
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION \ LITIGATED
Delaware . 1045.03 VALID VALID |
Delaware | 1060.01 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 1060.02 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 1060.03 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 1060.04 STRIKE ] NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 1060.05 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED 1
Delaware . 1060.07 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 1060.08 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED )
Delaware | 1060.09 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED !
Delaware . 1060.10 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED |
Delaware | 1060.11 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED
Delaware | 1060.12 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED
Delaware . 1060.13 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED
Delaware | 1060.14 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED
Delaware . 1060.15 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED
Delaware | 1060.16 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED
Delaware | 1060.17 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED
Delaware | 1113.01 VALID VALID
Delaware | 1113.02 VALID VALID
Delaware 1113.03 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED
Delaware 1119.01 STRIKE AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE Litigated
Delaware 1119.02 STRIKE AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE Litigated
Delaware 1119.03 STRIKE AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE Litigated
Delaware 1119.04 STRIKE AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE Litigated
Delaware 1119.05 STRIKE AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE Litigated
Delaware 1130.02 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED

~ Delaware 1130.03 VALID VALID
Delaware 1133.01 STRIKE AFFIDAVIT - NOTARY Litigated
Delaware 1144.01 VALID VALID |
Delaware O 1144.02 VALID VALID |
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COUNTY [ PAGE.LINE | VALID/STRIKE | ADJUDICATION | LITIGATED

Delaware  1144.05 VALID | VALID |
Delaware | 1144.06 VALID y VALID |

Delaware | 1150.02 STRIKE NOT REGISTERED \ Litigated

Delaware ‘ - 1154.01 STRIKE AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE \ Litigated

Delaware | 1154.02 STRIKE | AFFIDAVIT - COUNTY LINE | Litigated
Delaware Count | 303 \
| |
TOTAL OBJECTIONS | 723 l |
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph

Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President in:
the General Election of November 2,

2004
No. 568 M.D. 2004

- Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets,
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclistr,
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,
Donald G. Brown and Julia A.

O'Connell,
Petitioners

: FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
RE: CHALLENGES TO BUCKS COUNTY NOMINATION PAPERS

DATE: October 8, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets, Ronald Bergman, Richard
Trinclisti, Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott, Donald G. Brown and Julia A.
O'Connell (Objectors) have filed objections to the Nonﬁnétion Papers of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo (Candidates) as Candidates of an Independént‘
Political Body for President and Vice President of the United States in the General
Election scheduled for November 2, 2004. This opinion disposes of chéﬂenges to

nomination papers circulated in Bucks County.



The Candidates circulated sixty-six nomination papers in Bucks
County, collecting 1,149 signatures. Objectors filed a petition challenging a
substantial number of the Bucks County signatures. A hearing was conducted on

Monday, September 27, 2004, in Bucks County to determine the validity of those

signatures.

The objectors have the burden of proving alleged defects in a
nomination petition and that the petition does not contain the statutorily required

number of signatures. In re Nomination of Flaherty, 564 Pa. 671, 770 A.2d 327

(2001). Where a court is not convinced that challenged signatures are other than

genuine, the challenge is to be resolved in favor of the candidate. Id.

1. Not Registered
At the September 27, 2004, hearing, Objectors challenged numerous
signaturés as invalid because they were signed by persons not registered to vote in

 Bucks County." Here, in support' of their challenges, Objectors offered the

! Section 951(a) of the Pennsylvania Election Code (Election Code), Act of June 3, 1937.
P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S, §2911(a), which relates to nominations by political bodies,
requires that nomination papers be signed by “qualified electors” of the state. The words
“qualified elector” mean “any person [1] who shall possess all of the qualifications for voting
[which are] now or hereafter prescribed by the Constitution of this Commonwealth, or [2] who,
being otherwise qualified by continued residence in his election district, shall obtain such
qualifications before the next ensuing election.” Section 102(t) of the Election Code, 25 P.S.

§2602(t) (emphasis added).

The qualifications for voting prescribed by the Constitution of this Commonwealth are
set forth in Article VII, Section 1, which states that every citizen twenty-one years of age,
possessing the specified citizenship and residency qualifications, shall be entitled to vote
“subject ... to such laws requiring and regulating the registration of electors as the General
Assembly may enact.” Pa. Const., art. VI, §1 (emphasis added). Thus, to be a “qualified
(Footnote continued on next page...)




testimony of Deena K. Dean, Director of the Bucks County Board of Elections and
Voter Registration (Director). Based on her credible testimony that the signers
were not registered to vote in Bucks County, this court struck the following 183

signatures on Candidates’ nomination papers:

PAGE # | LINE #

30 11

32 1,2,11, 18,20, 26, 31, 35, 38

33 16, 24,25, 26

36 2.4.5.8,13, 17,22, 24, 26,27, 29

133 5,12, 15,33, 34, 46
(continued...)

elector” under the Election Code, a person must be registered to vote or must register to vote .
before the ensuing election pursuant to the Pennsylvania Voter Registration Act (Voter

Registration Act), 25 Pa. C.S. §§1101-3302.

Although the Election Code appears to allow non-registered persons to sign a nomination
paper as long as they register to vote before the next ensuing election, our supreme court has
pointed out that, if non-registered persons were permitted to sign a petition based on an
assumption that they will eventually register to vote, there would be no way of ascertaining at the
time the petition is filed whether the requisite number of signers are electors. Aukamp v. Dichm,
336 Pa. 118, 8 A.2d 400 (1939). Thus, our supreme court has held that the signing of a
nomination paper must occur “after or simultaneous with voter registration.” In re Nomination
Papers of Nader, Pa. , A2d  (No. 154 MAP 2004, filed September 29, 2004),

slip op. at 27.

Justice Saylor’s concurring and dissenting opinion had not been issued at the time of the
hearing. See In re Nomination Papers of Nader, Pa. , A2d _ (No. 171 MM 2004,
filed October 1, 2004) (Saylor, J., concurring and dissenting). Thus, the only evidence presented
by Objectors was whether, consistent with their challenges, the signers were registered. Because
the validity of Morril v. Weaver, 224 F. Supp. 2d 882, (E.D. Pa. 2002), as suggested by Justice
Saylor, was not before this court, Objectors offered no evidence with respect to whether these
signers would otherwise be qualified electors. '




- 676
764
779
805
815
821
835
837
839
840
841

11,17, 18, 24, 36, 44, 52, 56, 58, 64, 70
13,21, 29,32, 37, 52, 61, 62

32 |

1

1,2,3,4

9

9,10, 11, 23,27, 28, 32,33, 38, 41, 44, 47
L, ,
1,2,3,4,5,7,8,9,10,11, 12

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,

17,18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25
1.
1,5

8,12

4,7,9,10,11, 12
1,4 | |
3

4,7,9
4,7,12,19,27,28
; |

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9

1



PAGE # LINE #

866 1,2,3,4,5,7,8,9,10
870 1

890 1,3,4,5,6,8,9,10, 11
959 2

986 2

1007 | 6,9, 15,21

1044 4

1098 = ]

1100 1

1115 3,6,12,57,58

1117 5.12, 13, 21,22, 26
1141 5

1179 6

1. Not Registered on Date of Signing _
Objectors challehged certain signatures because, although the signer 1s
ﬁow registered to vote in Bucks County, the signer was not registered to vote in‘
Bucks County on the date he or she signed the nomination paper.” Here, Objectors

challenged nine (9) signatures as persons who, although now registered to vote 1n

2 {n Brumbach v. Weaver, 525 A.2d 15 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1987), this court stated that the
signer of a nomination petition must be a registered voter at the time he or she signed the
petition. Moreover, our supreme court has reaffirmed that requirement in this case. In re

Nomination Papers of Nader.

N



Bucks County, were not registered at the time they signed the nomination papers. . |

At the hearing, this court struck the following signatures on this basis:

PAGE # LINE #
32 7,12
33 , 5,31
86 | 3

140 | - 34
141 35

375 | 49

1179 17°

ITI. Not Registefed at Address
Objectors challenged certain signatures because the address given by
the signer did not match the address shown on the voter registration card.” Here, in
éupport of their challenges, Objectors offered the testimony of the Director.

Candidates were not represented at the hearing while the court was considering

3 Pursuant to the direction of Justice Saylor in his concurring and dissenting opinion in
this case, see In re Nomination Papers of Nader, (Saylor, J., concurring and dissenting), if this '
court were to accept Morrill as controlling law, these signers would be qualified electors because
they are currently registered to vote in Bucks County.

4 With respect to a residence challenge, our supreme court stated in Flaherty, that, absent
extraordinary circumstances, electors who declare a residence at an address different from the
address listed on the registration card are not qualified electors at the time they sign a nomination
petition, unless they have completed the removal notice required by statute. Flaherty. Moreover,
our supreme court has reaffirmed that principle in this case. See In re Nomination Papers of

Nader.




these. challenges. ~ Thus, Candidates did not object to these challenges.

Accordingly, this court struck the following twenty-two (22) signatures:

PAGE # LINE #

32 36,37
33 12
86 11,20, 25
140 - 4
141  54,67,75,91
615 3
805 2
815 | 2
890 2,7
986 1
1007 | 13
1115 16
1141 6
1171 13
1179 12°

> We have been additionally directed to consider whether the signatures meet the
requirements imposed by law assuming voter registration is not required. In re Nomination
Papers of Nader (Saylor, J., concurring and dissenting). We have no evidence that the four (4)
persons who signed on page 141, line 91; page 805, line 2; page 1141, line 6; and page 1171, line
13 are registered and, thus, are qualified electors. The remaining eighteen (18) signers reside at
addresses within Bucks County and, inasmuch as they had been registered there in the past, they
would be qualified electors were it not for the registration requirement. : o




IV. Missing Information
Objectors challenged certain signature lines because the signer
omitted certain required information.® Here, the court struck the following three

(3) signatures on this basis:

PAGE # LINE #
32 32 |
743 1
1115 13

Moreover, the parties stipulated that certain signatures should be
stricken because of missing information. The court strikes the following six (6)

signatures on this basis:

PAGE # LINE #
134 6
140 | ©19,31,51,75

615 127

¢ Section 951(c) of the Election Code states that each signer “shall add to his signature his
legibly printed name and residence, giving city, borough or township, with street and number, if
any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed in words or numbers.” 25 P.S. §2911(c).
This language clearly requires the elector to add the information, and when the words of a
statute are clear and free from ambiguity, the letter of it is not to be disregarded under the pretext
of pursuing its spirit. In re Silcox; section 1921(b) of the Statutory Construction Act of 1972, 1
- Pa.C.S. §1921(b). ;

7 Although the parties stipulated that the following forty-two (42) additional signatures
should be stricken for missing information, the court did not strike these signatures because
Objectors either failed to challenge them with specificity in Exhibits 1 and 3 to their petition or
did not raise a challenge based on missing information.

(Footnote continued on next page...)



V. Handwriting Challenges
Objectors challenged a number of signatures alleging that some of the
information on the signature line was written in the hand of someone other than the
‘ signer.! Here, the court struck the following thirteen (13) signatures because

information on the signature line was in the hand of someone other than the signer:

(continued...)

PAGE # LINE #

32 17, 34

33 22

133 9,17, 32

134 : 5,41, 64

136 1,7,27, 41

137 ' 13,35

140 54,77

141 25,26, 51,92, 96
375 54

660 3,5, 15,22, 26, 30, 48, 50
672 : 6 -
673 11

837 9,16, 21,22, 29
852 ' 1

866 6

1171 18

1179 , 19

8 Section 951(c) of the Election Code states that each signer “shall add to his signature his
legibly printed name and residence, giving city, borough or township, with street and number, if
any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed in words or numbers.” 25 P.S. §2911(c).
Where someone other than the elector adds the residence or date of signing, the signature is
invalid. In re Silcox, 543 Pa. 647, 674 A.2d 224 (1996); Petition of Thompson, 516 A.2d 1278
(Pa. Cmwlth. 1984). However, if a signer is elderly and disabled and would have difficulty in
‘writing the information, someone other than the signer may add the address and date of signing.
Petition to Set Aside Nomination of Fitzpatrick, 822 A.2d 867 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2003), appeal
denied, 573 Pa. 700, 825 A.2d 1262 (2003).




PAGE # LINE #

33 | 4
135 2,3,4,5,6
140 16, 65
375 | | 20

579 | 4

837 5

1007 10

1117 | 23

VI. Illegible
Objectors challenged certain signatures alleging that the signatu:re or
other information is so illegible as to preclude verification.” Here, the court struck

the following four (4) signatures as illegible:

PAGE # LINE #
140 : 35
766 4,5,6

? Signatures which are not sufficiently legible as to be capable of identification and:hence
cannot be associated with the signatures and/or addresses of a registered voter are invalid.
Elliott. The signature must be so illegible as to preclude verification. In re Nomination Petition
of Delle Donne, 779 A.2d 1 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2001). An address that is so illegible that it cannot be
identified with a registered voter also invalidates the signature. Cooper. An illegible signature
or address is not an amendable defect. Cooper.

10



V1I. Conclusion

 TOTAL SIGNATURES 1149
STRICKEN SIGNATURES | |
Not Registered - 183
Not Registéred on Date of Signing 9
Not Registered at Address 22
Missing Information | 9
Handwriting Challenges 13
- Tllegibility ’ 4
TQTAL STRICKEN | : -240
TOTAL VALID SIGNATURES | 909

'ROCHELLE S. FRIEDMAN, Judge

11



‘ ADDENDUM 1
TO THE OPINION FILED OCTOBER 8, 2004 BY
THE HONORABLE

ROCHELLE S. FRIEDMAN

IN RE NOMINATION PAPER OF RALPH NADER
NO. 568 M.D. 2004

BUCKS COUNTY SIGNATURE TOTALS BY TYPE OF CHALLENGE

Challenge Number Stricken Running Total of Valid Signatures
\ ‘ 1149/
Not Registered _ 183 966
Not Registered on Date of Signing 9 957
Not Registered at Address - 22 935
Missing Information 3 932
Missing Information (Stipulated) 6 926
Handwriting Challenges 13 913
lllegible 4 909
Total 240 909




ADDENDUM 2
TO THE OPINION FILED OCTOBER 8, 2004 BY
THE HONORABLE
ROCHELLE S. FRIEDMAN

IN RE NOMINATION PAPER OF RALPH NADER
NO. 568 M.D. 2004

BUCKS COUNTY SIGNATURE TOTALS BY PAGE

Page Sign. Lines Stricken Valid
1 30 39 -2 37
2 32 39 -14 25
3 33 33 -8 25
4 86 . 30 -15 15
5 133 47 -6 41
6 134 79 -2 77
7 135 69 -6 63
8 136 69 0 69
9 137 : 36 0 36
10 140 91 -20 71
11 141 106 -13 93
12 375 - 61 -3 58
13 441 25 . 0 25
14 579 5 -2 3
15 613 4 -4 0
16 615 13 -3 - 10
17 660 51 -12 39
18 664 6 0 6
19 668 2 0 2
20 670 2 -1 1
21 671 1 0 1
22 672 12 -11 1
23 673 25 -24 1
24 676 2 -1 1
25 743 6 -1 5
26 764 6 -2 4
27 766 6 -3 3
28 779 12 -2 10
29 805 12 -7 5
30 815 4 -3 1
31 821 10 -1 9
32 828 2 -0 2
33 835 9 -3 6
34 836 2 0 2
35 837 30 -7 23




ADDENDUM 2
TO THE OPINION FILED OCTOBER 8, 2004 BY
THE HONORABLE
ROCHELLE S. FRIEDMAN

IN RE NOMINATION PAPER OF RALPH NADER
NO. 568 M.D. 2004

BUCKS COUNTY SIGNATURE TOTALS BY PAGE

Valid

Page Sign. Lines Stricken

36 839 2 -1 1
37 840 9 -9 0
38 841 2 -1 1 -
39 852 2 0 2
40 853 1 0 1
41 860 1 0 1
42 861 1 0 1
43 866 10 -9 1
44 870 1 -1 0
45 890 11 -11 0
46 924 2 0 2
47 951 5 0 5
48 959 2 -1 1
49 964 2 0 2
50 973 1 0 1.
51 986 2 -2 0
52 1004 3 0 3
53 1007 21 -6 15
54 1044 4 -1 3
55 1068 1 0 1
56 1082 1 0 1
57 1098 1 -1 0
58 1100 1 -1 0
59 1115 21 -7 14
60 1117 26 -7 19
61 1121 13 0 13
62 1141 12 -2 10
63 11562 1 0 1
64 1160 2 0 2
65 1171 22 -1 21
66 1179 20 -3 17

TOTALS: 1149 -240 909




IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
Candidates of an Independent Political
- Body for President and Vice President
in the General Election of

November 2, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J. Sweets, : No. 568 M.D. 2004
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclisti, '
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,

Donald G. Brown and Julia A.

O’Connell,
Petitioners

FINDINGS AND CONCILUSIONS
RE: CHALLENGES TO MONTGOMERY COUNTY NOMINATION PAPERS

DATE: October 4, 2004

On September 27, 2004, a hearing was held to rule on challenges to
nomination petitions circulated in Montgomefy County on behalf of the
candidacies of Ralph Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo. In addition to written notice
of the scheduled hearing, several days before the hearing, the court contacted
counsel for both sides requesting the name of the attorney who would represent
their respéctive clients. Candidates did not supply the court with this information
and neither they nor counsel on their behalf attended the hearing. Prior to
proceeding, the court requestéd counsel for objectors, Ira Leftoﬁ, to again contact
counsel for the candidates to determine their intentions. The first attorney,

Pennsylvania counsel of record, referred Lefton to a Washington, D.C. attorney.



The Washington, D.C. attorney referred Lefton to yet a third lawyer who was not
in his office. At this point, the court directed that the hearing proceed.

Counsel for objectors called as a witness Mr. Joseph Passarella,
Department Head of Voter Services for Montgomery Count“y,‘ who testified and
identified documents. Pursuant to this court’s order of September 20, 2004 [9/20
Order], Mr. Passarella and three staff members of Voter Services working under
his supervision compared challenged signature lines on nomination papers against
the Montgomery County voter registration records with respect to the categories
listed in the 9/20 Order. He identified one tally sheet for each challenged page of
the nomination papers, which set forth the results of his examination as to each
chaﬂenged line, and entered a total for each category. Where particular voter
registration records wére relevant, copies of those records were attached to the tally
sheet. Mr Passarella was found to be credible, and based upon his testimony, I
found that the documents accurately reflected the results of his examination of
copies of the nomination papers and the original Montgomery County VOt.CI'
registration records. Abcordingly, the documents were admitted into evidence. In
each instance where Montgomery County Voter Services found a line to be
defective, I have personally examined the original nomination papers at issue, as
well as the documents introduced and the Objections to the Nomination Papers, in
order to make independent rulings. In addition to review of the lines found
defective by Montgomery County Voter Services, rulings were made ffom the
bench on several additional lines raised at the hearing by counsel for objectors.

Based upon the testimony presented and my review as described

above, I find the following:



1.

The nomination papers attributed to Montgomery County and assigned for my

review contained a total of 990 signatures.

342 of those signature lines listed an address in Montgomery County, but the

‘name did not match that of any registered voter in the county. These lines must be

stricken.

16 of those signature lines listed an address in Montgoméry County, and an
elector by that name was registered in the county, but at a different address.
Examination of the registration records of those electors did not reflect that any of
them had ever lived at the address on the nomination paper. Further, no evidence
was proffered that the registered elector and the person signing the nomination

paper were the same, let alone that (s)he had moved from one address to the other

“and was within the statutory window to notify Voter Services of the change. These

lines must be stricken. In re Nomination Papers of Nader, Pa. , - A2d

__ (2004) (No. 154 MAP 2004, filed September 29, 2004) slip op. at 27-28 (2004
WL 218535, *12-13); In re Nomination Petition of Flaherty, 564 Pa. 671, 682, 770
A.2d 327,333 (2001).

3 of those signature lines were signed by persons who were registered voters at
a different address in Montgomery County on the date of signing the nomination
paper, but before the hearing had notified Voter Services of a change of address to
that stated on the nomination papers in compliance with the Voter Registration

Act.! These persons were qualified electors, and their signatures will not be

stricken.

! In 2002, the legislature enacted a new Voter Registration Act, 25 Pa. C.S. §§ 1101 —3302.
Section 1501(b) provides for the process to be used where an elector changes address. See 25 Pa.

C.S. §1501.



5.

13 of the signature lines were signed by persons who first registered to vote in
Montgomery County after signing the nomination papers. No evidence was
presented as to the date that any of them postmarked or delivered an application to
register. I therefore find that these persons were not qualified electors when they
signed the nomination papers and, therefore, these lines must be stricken. Nader,
_Paat ,  A2dat__,slipop.at26-27 (2004 WL 2185351, *12).

5 lines on the nomination papers had printed signatures and must be stricken.
Nader, _ Pa.at ,  A2dat__ slipop. at27-28 (2004 WL 2185351, *13);
Flaherty, 564 Pa. at 679, 770 A.2d at 332; In re Nomination Petition of Silcox, 543
Pa. 647, 650, 674 A.2d 224,225 (1996).

21 lines on the nomination papers omitted information required by the Election
Code? and therefore must be stricken. Section 951 of the Election Code, as
amended, 25 P.S. § 2911

5 lines on the nomination papers were so illegible that Voter Services was
unable to ascertain whether they were signed by qualified electors. These must be
stricken. [n re NOmination.Petition of Delle Donne, 779 A2d 1, 11 — 12 (Pa.
Cmwlth. 2001). '

Page 235, line 11 was challenged on the ground that the elector’s city of
residence was forged, but no expert testimony was presented on this issue. Upon

review, it did not appear that the printing of this entry was significantly different

2 Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. §§ 2600 ~ 3591.

3 Gection 951 of the Election Code directs that a qualified elector signing a nomination paper
“shall add to his signature his legibly printed name and residence, giving city, borough or
township, with street and number, if any, and shall also add the date of signing, expressed in

2

words or numbers . . ..



from the printing of the name and street address. Therefore, I was unable to
determine that the éntry was other than that of the elector, and denied the motion to
strike. |

10. Pages 54 and 354 were challenged on the ground that the affiant had listed an
address different from the address listed by an elector of the same name signing
line 2 on page 54. Counsel argued that, therefore, one address must have been
false. Although the name was the same, neither the printed name nor the cursive
signature on line 2 of page 54 appeared to be in the same hand as those on the
affidavits, and the address was entirely different.* I find it most likely that the
affiant on pages 54 and 354 and the signer of page 54, line 2 are different persons
with the same name and, therefore, the address difference is of no moment. There
is no basis to strike pages 54 and 354.

11. At the hearing, counsel for objectors asked that multiple lines on page 303 be
stricken. Although these signatures had not been challenged in the Objections to
the Nomination Papers, counsel asserted that they had already been stricken by the
Secretary of State, thus abrogating the rule that lines not challenged within seven
days of filing of the nomination papers may not be challenged later. /n re
Nomination Petition of Bryant, __ Pa. _, 852 A.2d 1193 (2004). While I note
the presence of red circles and “x” marks adjacent to‘ these lines, there was no
agreement of counsel as to who made these notations or when they were made.
Further, I can find no statute, regulation or other imformation of which T can take
judicial notice that such marks represent strikes by the Secretary of State, and no

evidence was presented upon which I could base such a finding. Moreover, even

* I later discovered that page 418, line 9 appears to have been signed by the affiant on pages
54 and 354. -



assuming that these marks represent his strikes, the lack of any requirement that
the Secretary memorialize his actions and the reasons for them in some more
formal way strongly suggests that his strikes are intended to be for his
administrative use in carrying out his duties under Section 976 of the Election
Code, as aménded, 25 P.S. § 2936, and that once he accepts nomination papers for
filing, our review of any objections to the papers is de novo. Finally, in remanding
this matter, our Supreme Court has addressed this issue, albeit in the context of a
different argument. “Because the Objectors [included the signatures already
rejected by the Secretary in their Objections to the Nomination Papers], the
Candidates had notice of the stricken signatures, and the Objectors assumed the
Secretary’s burden to prove the invalidity of the signatures....Here, the procedure
that was used, and approved, by the court provided for the Candidates to be
advised of the signatures that the Secretary had rejected, thereby giving them an
opportuliity to rebut the arguments ahd evidence presented by the Objectors in
support of the Secretary’s striking of the signatures. Accordingly, the requirements
of due process were met ....” Nader, __Pa.at __,  A2dat__, slip op. at
31-32 (2004 WL 2185351, *14). In the particular instance before me, the Imes at
issue were not challenged in the Objections to the Nomination Papers, but were
first challenged by Objectors at the heéring. These challenges will be denied as
untimely.

12.  Finally, 53 signatures on these .nomination papers, challenged on the basis that
the signers were not qualified electors, were of persons listing an address within
the Commonwealth but in a county other than Montgomery. Accordingly, the
Montgomery County Voter Services had no way of ascertaining whether or not

they were registered voters, and made no attempt to do so. No other evidence was



presented on the point, and I find that objectors have failed to establish a prima
facie case that these persons are not qualified electors. Counsel for Objectors bases
his argument upon Section 951 of the Election Code, which provides, in pertinent
part, that: “different sheets [of the nomination papers] must be used for signers
resident in different counties.” See 25 P.S. § 2911(d). These out-of-county
signatures appeared on pages which purport, in both the Preamble and the
concluding Affidavit, to contain signatures of persons residing in Montgomery
County. I need not decide here, however, whether a violation of Section 2911
invalidates all out of county signatures, as Objectors argue, or even the entire page
on the ground that the affidavit is false. No objection on any such ground was
made in the Objections to the Nomination Papers; the lines were challenged, if at
all, only on the ground that the signer was not registered.” Objectors failed to meet
their burden of proof on this ground.

13. Based'upon the following, of the 990 signatures on the nomination petitions
circulated in Montgomery County, 402 must be stricken upon grbunds specifically
stated in the Objections to the Nomination Papers. They are itemized in the

attached Appendix. 588 valid signatures remain in support of Candidates’

nomination.

T 4 anns

An order will follow in due course. " O0T = 4 2004

"D leedbe bl

BONNIE BRIGANCE LEADBETTER, Judge

= Pl Tl
S Sl Sl

> Our Supreme Court has “uniformly held that new substantive objections are barred by the

expiration of the seven-day time period [established in Section 977 of the Election Code, 25 P.S.

~ §2937], despite the timely filing of a challenge based upon substantively distinct grounds to set

aside a nomination petition.” /n re Nomination Petition of Bryant, Pa. , n.4, 852
A.2d 1193, 1195 n.4 (2004).
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APPENDIX

Paragraph Category Page | Line(s)
2 Not Registered 29 2
54 1-3,5,7-13, 15-16, 20-21, 23-25,
30, 32, 33, 35-36, 38-45, 48-49,
51, 54, 56-63, 65-68, 71-72, 75-
75,77, 81-82, 84-89, 94-99, 101-
02,104, 107-08, 110
60 1, 3-6, 9-12, 14, 18-20, 22-23,
25-29,31-33,35-38, 41-46
76 5,7
235 14,10,31
250 |1,6,17,28,32,37-38,41-42
354 | 1,3-7,9-10, 13-16, 18-19, 21-24,
26-33, 36-39, 41-42, 44-46, 50,
52-55, 57-58, 61-70, 72-82; &4-
92
394 | 1,4,8,11,14,22,42
418 |2-7, 11-12, 15-16, 18, 20-21, 24-
27, 30-31, 34-35, 37-38, 40, 42,
44, 46, 48, 50-62, 64, 67,75
553 |3
563 | 1-2
648 |5
651 |3-9,11-14
657 |2
062 |3
1675 2,13,14
745 12,8,10,17
761 16,8,9,11
772 12,13, 14
787 13,7,9,11-13,17,27
807 |2
864 | 1-3,5-14,16-24
874 |1
g87 |1-11,13-18
903 |10,14,23
957 13,4
962 15,12
997 |1
1011 | 1-3
1046 | 2
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1111 |2
1124 11,6
1167 | 1
1170 | 1-3
3 Not registered at |29 10
address _ _
54 4,17, 46, 53, 93
60 15 ’
394 | 27-28
418 [ 13,29
553 |1
787 |6
1046 | 1
1131 15,20
5 Not registered on | 54 37,70, 83, 109
date signed papers
250 |5
354 |25
394 19,29,43
418 68,74
761 |4
903 19
6 Printed signatures | 29 17
54 22,34
354 |56
394 |38
7 Missing  required | 54 78-79
information
60 24
235 132
250 |7
418 149,70-73
675 |5
745 |11
gl6 |13
865 |6
903 | 1,12
956 |3
962 |3
976 |34
997 12
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Nllegible 418 | 8,47
553 12
611 |1
962 |17




IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In Re: Nomination Paper of Ralph
Nader and Peter Miguel Camejo as
. Candidates of an Independent Political
Body for President and Vice President in
the General Election of November 2, 2004

Linda S. Serody, Roderick J, Sweets, : 568 M.D. 2004
Ronald Bergman, Richard Trinclist, : :
Terry Trinclisti, Bernie Cohen-Scott,

Donald G. Brown and Julia A. O'Connell,

Petitioners

ADDENDUM

In light of the admcnit_idn of Mr. Justice Saylor' fhat we keep account
of whether, as to signatures or affidavits stricken because of registration
requirements, the signers or affiants otherwise possess the constitutional and legal
qualifications of electors sct forth in Article ,VI.I,. Section' 1 of our Pennsylvania
Constitution and incorporated by reference in Section 102(t) of the Election Code,?
25P.S. §2602(t),.this addendum is attached to my earlier findings and conclusions.

| Paragraph 1: No additional findings necessary.

' Paragraph 2: All signatures were dafed August |, 2004, or.earlier. Therefore,
since therc was no evidence to suggest that the Montgomery County addresses
listed were inaccurate, all signers resided in. the state more than 90 days
immediately preceding the clection. While it would seem unlikely that very many
were non-citizens or minors, no cvidence was presented as to the age or citizenship

of any of them, other than the affiants’ affidavits stating that the signers are

! See In re Nomination Paper of Ralph Nader, __ Pa. . A2d __ (No. 171 MM

2004, filed October 1, 2004)(Saylor, 1., concurring and dissenting).
Y Act of June 3, 1937, P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. § 2602(1).



quahﬁcd electors. To the extent that the burden of persuasion lies with objectors to
establish that ‘1V:he signers are not qﬁaliﬁedcl_cc_tors, they have established only that
the signers are not registered to vote, but have failed to establish that they lack the
qualifications enumerated In Article VII, Section 1 of our Pennsylvama
Constitution. To the extent that lack of registration is deemed to satisfy objectors’
prima facie case, caﬁdidates have failed to rebut that case with evidence that the.
signérs nonetheless possess the age and c;itizcnship qualifications of Article VII,
Section 1. ' |
Paragraph 3: Since these 16 signers were registered to vote in the county,
albeit at another address, I ﬁnd'tha't they possess the qualiﬁcations enumerated In
Article VII, Section 1 of our Pennsylvania Constitution.
Paragraph 4: No additional findings necessary.
Parag-raph-.S: Since these 13 signérs were registered to vote in the county,
albeit after t_hé date Vof signing, T find that they possess the qualifications
cnumerated in Article VII, Section 1 of our Pennsylvania Constitution.

Paragraphs 6-13: No additional findings necessary. |

Dated: October 4, 2004 lx - L\C: ‘T;K)/UQQ'%\{' i

BONNIE BRIGANCE LEADBETTER, Judge






