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A Truth in Governance Report
on Petition Signature Fraud

Executive Summary

In recent years, widespread allegations
of petition signature fraud have been used
as justification for a number of legislative
changes to the citizen initiative process.
These changes have in turn sparked contro-
versy, culminating in court challenges over
regulations that initiative proponents con-
tend are unconstitutionally restrictive. As a
result, a number of these laws have already
been enjoined by federal courts or over-
turned as violating the First Amendment
rights of citizens.

In hopes of better informing the debate
over initiative and petition process reform,
this Truth in Governance Report seeks to
assess the degree to which signature fraud
can be verified in the 26 states in which
citizens enjoy a statewide petition process
for placing initiatives and/or referendums
on the ballot.

In the 20 states that responded to re-
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quests for information under state open
records and freedom of information laws,
there were 17 cases of individuals convicted
of forgery or fraud in the initiative and ref-
erendum petition process in five states be-
tween 1999 and 2008. The rarity of convic-
tions for fraud or forgery in the initiative
petition process (1.7 per year) only tells us
so much, but the data certainly suggest that
to the extent there is a problem with peti-
tion fraud, the first step would be to en-
force laws already on the books.

Though more research needs to be done,
the evidence thus far shows that cases of
verified fraud or forgery are not pervasive
in initiative or referendum petitions. Fur-
thermore, many of the “reforms” passed by
state legislatures to address fraud have
shown no positive results. Virtually all the
verified instances of fraud have been found
in states with such laws in place.
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etition signature fraud is everywhere,
Por s0 one might conclude from glanc-

ing at media clippings. The headline
of a 2008 Associated Press story in Oregon
reads: “Group alleges petition signatures
riddled with fraud.” North Dakota’s Bis-
marck Tribune hollered that same vyear:
“N.D. tax measure approved for ballot de-
spite possible fraud.” In 2008, a Colorado
website reported, “Woman alleging fraud a
prominent diversity activist,” which was
followed the next year by a Denver Post
headline: “[Governor] Ritter signs bill target-
ing petition fraud.”

With increasing frequency, the “F-word”
— fraud — is hurled at efforts by citizens to
put initiatives or people’s veto referendums
on the ballot.

The consequences go well beyond the
success or failure of any given ballot meas-
ure. In recent vears, allegations of fraud
have been used as justification for a num-
ber of legislative changes to the citizen ini-
tiative process.

These legislative acts have in turn
sparked controversy, culminating in court
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challenges over regulations initiative pro-
ponents contend are unconstitutionally re-
strictive. As a result, a number of these laws
have already been enjoined by federal
courts or overturned as violating the First
Amendment rights of citizens.

Fraud is a serious charge. But it is a core
American principle that charges must be
verified, that people remain innocent until
proven guilty. In hopes of better informing
the debate over initiative petition reform,
this Truth in Governance report seeks to
assess the degree to which signature fraud
has been verified in the 26 states where
citizens enjoy a statewide petition process
for placing initiatives and/or referendums
on the ballot.

The data from 1999 through 2008, a
ten-year period, may surprise you. The 20
states that have thus far substantially re-
sponded to requests for information under
state open records and freedom of informa-
tion laws, reported a total of 17 cases, all in
just five states, wherein individuals peti-
tioning for initiatives or referendums were
convicted of forgery or fraud. For context,
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in these same states during this same pe-
riod, more than 81 million petition signa-
tures were submitted to election officials —
meaning an average of less than one fraud
conviction for every 4.7 million petition
signatures submitted.

Most of the states that have thus far
provided substantial information (15 of 20)
had no cases of verified fraud during this
entire ten-year period.

It should be noted that six states have
not substantially com-
piled with the request for
information, accounting
for 23 percent of the
states being surveyed.
Meanwhile, though Cali-
fornia’s Secretary of State
has not reported any
cases of verified fraud,
the office did disclose
that there are currently
cases under investigation.

Nonetheless, such a relatively low num-
ber of convictions in so few states over a
decade indicates that the F-word may in-
deed have been overused.

Still, any fraud is too much fraud.
Moreover, there may be fraud that goes un-
detected or unprosecuted.

Whatever the actual degree of fraudu-
lent behavior, the data certainly suggests
that to the extent there is a problem with
petition fraud, a first step might be to more
aggressively enforce the laws currently on
the books. After reviewing testimony and
evidence about fraud in a recent court case
in Colorado, Federal Judge Philip Brimmer
found that “very few resources have been
devoted to enforcing such laws and very
few prosecutions have taken place,” declar-

Verified fraud or forgery |
is not at all pervasive in |
initiative petition cam- ?
paigns. There was only |
one fraud conviction for
every 4.7 million petition
signatures submitted.
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ing, “It is reasonable to conclude that more
enforcement would lead to more deterrence
of fraud and therefore less fraud in the bal-
lot initiative process.”

In that case, Independence Institute v.
Buescher, Judge Brimmer imposed a pre-
liminary injunction against enforcing a re-
striction that no more than 20 percent of
pay for circulating a petition can to be tied
to how many signatures are collected. The
judge concluded that “pay-per-signature
compensation is no more
likely than pay-per-hour
compensation to induce
fraudulent signature
gathering or to increase
invalidity rates.”

Eight states ban or re-
strict payment by the sig-
{ nature for initiative cam-
~ paigns. Federal courts

have struck down such
bans in five different states, not counting
the likelihood that Colorado’s law will be
ultimately overturned. Fifteen states refuse
to count signatures collected by non-
resident circulators. Banning out-of-state
petition circulators has been ruled uncon-
stitutional in ten different states. In each
case, courts have found that such restric-
tions infringe on First Amendment rights by
reducing the amount of political speech
available to initiative supporters.

A 2008 decision by a unanimous three
judge panel of the federal 10™ Circuit Court
of Appeals struck down an Oklahoma law
mandating that petition circulators be state
residents, concluding that “the record does
not support the district court’s conclusion
that non-resident circulators as a class
engage in fraudulent activity to a greater
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degree than resident circulators.”

The vast majority of the verified cases
of fraud or forgery (during this period) were
reported by states that limited petition cir-
culation to state residents (Idaho, Maine,
Ohio, North Dakota), and/or banned pay-
ments to petition circulators based on the
number of signatures they collect (Ohio,
North Dakota). Only Nebraska, with a single
instance of fraud, had neither a residency
requirement nor a ban on
per-signature payments
during this period. (Ne-
braska now has both laws,
passed by its unicameral
legislature in 2009.) These
two restrictions are popu-
lar “reforms” enacted by
state legislators to pre-

Very few resources have
been devoted to enforcing
laws against fraud and
very few prosecutions
have taken place.

— Federal Judge
Philip Brimmer

sive in initiative or referendum petitions.
Moreover, enforcing existing laws against
fraud and forgery is likely to be a far more
effective approach than legislation that has
already been enacted or is being debated in
many initiative petition states.

What is Petition Signature Fraud?
Twenty-six states allow citizens to place
state laws, people’s veto referendums or
amendments to the state
constitution on their
statewide ballot by col-
lecting a sufficient num-
ber of signatures from
registered voters on a pe-
tition. By signing such a
petition, a voter simply
indicates that he or she

vent fraud, but both have

been found unconstitutional in a number of
federal courts, and now appear to correlate
with increased fraud.

An astonishing 94 percent of verified
cases of fraud (16 of 17) concerned state
residents, not circulators from another
state. Additionally, the state with the most
fraud convictions — North Dakota — pro-
hibits paying petition circulators by the sig-
nature. A pay-per-signature ban in Ohio —
which also had several fraud cases — was
ruled unconstitutional in 2008. Whether
this correlation means that residency re-
quirements and restrictions on per-
signature pay tend to increase fraudulent
behavior, it certainly seems clear that these
legislative measures do little if anything to
reduce such activity.

More research needs to be done, but
thus far the evidence indicates that verified
fraud or forgery is simply not at all perva-
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would like the opportu-
nity to have a statewide vote on the matter.

Even with public support, qualifying a
ballot measure through the petition process
is difficult, requiring tens of thousands of
voter signatures in the smallest population
states and hundreds of thousands in larger
states — over a million total signatures are
usually submitted to state officials to se-
cure a proposition’s place on the ballot in
California and Florida.

By requiring a certain minimum number
of signatures before placing a question on
the ballot, state governments ensure that
only issues with a reasonable degree of pub-
lic interest appear on the ballot. But signa-
ture requirements are high enough that the
vast majority of attempts to put questions
on statewide ballots by petition fail to gar-
ner enough signatures.

When petition fraud or forgery occurs, it
can deceive state officials into believing
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there is more support for a question ap-
pearing on the ballot than is actually the
case. It can also mislead initiative propo-
nents into believing they have enough valid
signatures on a petition, when they do not,
potentially undermining the success of their
campaign. Even when initiative supporters
catch signatures they believe are fraudulent,
they have often already
paid for them and are
thus still defrauded.

Therefore, it is in the
interest of state govern-
ments, voters and initia-
tive leaders to establish
clear rules and open,
transparent and diligent
enforcement of those rules against fraudu-
lent activity.

It is important, however, to distinguish
alleged fraud from actual fraud. An allega-
tion must not be equated with a conviction.

Oftentimes, the F-word is misapplied to
mix-ups in paperwork, to obtaining more
invalid signatures than usual, or to acciden-
tal violations of petition laws that cannot
qualify as attempts to deceive elections of-
ficials about the validity of signatures.
These are, instead, honest mistakes, not at-
tempts to defraud.

Examples of fraudulent actions include
forging signatures, paying voters to sign,
coercing voters into signing, and tricking
people into signing a petition. It is also
fraud to fill out a legal petition form in a
purposely dishonest, misleading way —
whether done by a petition circulator or a
notary public or a campaign worker.

Forging a signature on a ballot petition
or fraudulently collecting a signature is a
purposeful attempt to deceive elections of-

If fraud is occurring,
authorities should be
making full use of the
existing laws to go
after the perpetrators.

Truth

ficials or initiative proponents into accept-
ing a signature as that of a registered voter
who supports the issue in question appear-
ing on the ballot, when that is untrue.

Method

Every one of the 26 states that have
some form of statewide initiative or refer-
endum has laws against for-
gery of petition signatures or
fraud in the process. The best
way to measure the extent of
the problem is to discover the
number of verifiable instances
of fraud, i.e. those prosecuted
and convicted under these
laws.

If fraud is occurring and authorities
rightly seek to combat it, they should be
making full use of the existing laws to go
after the perpetrators.

Using state open records, or “Sunshine”
laws, Citizens in Charge Foundation sent a
formal request to officials in the 26 states
with an initiative and/or referendum process
and asked for the following information:

“Pursuant to the state open records law,
[citation of open record statute], I write to
request access to and a copy of records of
any and all instances in which your office
and a court of law have verified forgery
or fraud of signatures submitted for ini-
tiatives and referenda between 1999-
2008. 1 would also like to know how
many total signatures for initiatives and
referenda were submitted for each year
during the same time period. If your
agency does not maintain these public
records, please let me know who does
and include the proper custodian’s name
and address.”
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Because states differ as to which office
is responsible for verifying signatures or
prosecuting election crimes, Citizens in
Charge Foundation sent requests to both
Secretaries of State and Attorneys General.
In some cases, those offices then referred
us to others, such as state boards of elec-
tions or local officials, who would likely re-
tain records of petition signature fraud.

In order to differentiate between in-
stances where fraud was merely alleged and
where it had actually been proven, we used
the justice system as our guide. By asking
for instances where a court of law had veri-
fied the fraud — i.e., had found someone
guilty — Citizens in Charge Foundation fo-
cused only on instances where state fraud
laws were proven to be violated.

To make the survey sufficiently broad,
Citizens in Charge Foundation captured
data from the 2000, 2002, 2004, 2006 and
2008 election cycles.

Responses

We initially requested records from 52
offices — 26 Secretaries of State and 26 At-
torneys General. Forty-six offices sent com-
plete responses as of the time of publica-
tion. In three states — Nevada, Oklahoma
and Oregon — Secretaries of State failed to
provide complete responses.

In four states — Florida, Idaho, Mon-
tana, and Ohio — we were referred to
county-level authorities, with whom we
subsequently filed records requests. In Illi-
nois and Maryland, our requests to the Sec-
retary of State were forwarded to the state
Boards of Elections.

The overall response from six states —
Florida, Massachusetts, Montana, Nevada,
Oklahoma, and Oregon — has been incom-
plete. Citizens in Charge Foundation is fol-
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lowing up with all state and county offices
that have not fully responded according to
state open record laws, and this report will
be updated as additional data is received.

Cases of forgery or fraud have so far
been reported in five states — Idaho, Maine,
Ohio, Nebraska, and North Dakota — with a
total of 17 convictions. California’s Secre-
tary of State indicated that investigations
were pending, and as such documents could
not be obtained under state law.

Many states did not keep full records of
the number of signatures that were turned
in by various petition campaigns. Several
states only count the number of signatures
that officials verified — meaning they stop
counting once the number needed to qualify
a petition is reached. Many states keep re-
cords on file for less time than the scope of
our inquiry. Very few states count the num-
ber of signatures collected for petitions that
fail to qualify for the ballot. Therefore, Citi-
zens in Charge Foundation used the best
data available from various state officials to
ascertain an absolute minimum number of
signatures that were collected during the
time of our survey. It is reasonable to as-
sume many millions of additional signa-
tures had been submitted during the stud-
ied ten years.

Results: A Widespread Lack

of Verified Signature Fraud
The responses from state officials

showed a widespread lack of signature
fraud, with a national average of 1.7 cases
per year. Twelve states — Alaska, Arkansas,
Arizona, Colorado, Illinois, Maryland, Michi-
gan, Mississippi, Missouri, South Dakota,
Utah, and Washington — reported that they
had no records of verified forgery or fraud
of signatures on petitions. California also
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reported no convictions for petition signa-
ture fraud, but investigations are ongoing.
Records of fraud were returned from five
states — Idaho, Maine, Nebraska, Ohio and
North Dakota. Two states — New Mexico
and Wyoming — did not have any petitions
turned in between 1999 through 2008.

Idaho

Idaho’s Secretary of State indicated that re-
cords of forgery or fraud would lie with the
county clerks. With 40 of the 44 counties
responding, a total of two fraud convictions
have been reported. In both cases those
convicted were Idaho residents, and mini-
mum sentences of one year in prison and
minimal court costs were imposed.

Maine

The office of the Maine Attorney General
indicated that one instance of fraud and
aggravated forgery was on file. One individ-
ual, a state resident, was convicted of turn-
ing in forged signatures in twelve counties
for a 2005 initiative. A punishment of 45
days in jail and $25 in costs was imposed
upon conviction.

Ohio
Ohio’s Secretary of State indicated that the
responsibility for verifying forgery or fraud
lie with the county boards of election. With
73 of 88 counties responding to the request,
a total of six fraud convictions were reported
from four counties. In all six cases, the per-
petrators were Ohio residents. Fines ranged
from $50 to in excess of $1000, and pun-
ishments of up to six months in prison for
each of multiple counts were meted out. Fur-
ther, the courts barred some defendants
from ever collecting signatures for a petition.

Truth

Nebraska
Records of the Attorney General indicate
that one individual, a resident of the state,
was convicted in 2005 for placing two sig-
natures “other than her own” on two differ-
ent petitions. A fine of $400 ($200 per of-
fense) was imposed.

North Dakota

North Dakota’s Attorney General returned
records on seven verified cases of forgery
and fraud on initiative petitions from 2006
and 2008. Six of the individuals convicted
were state residents; the other one was
from Minnesota. Penalties included proba-
tion, fines and court costs in excess of
$1000, and one individual was restricted
from owning firearms.

Putting the F-word in Perspective
Citizens in Charge Foundation has re-
ceived substantial responses to our open
records requests from 20 of the 26 states
surveyed. During the ten years between
1999 and 2008, the responses document at
least 81,635,847 petition signatures were
submitted to election officials and there
were 17 verifiable cases of petition signa-
ture fraud. All 17 fraud convictions took
place in just five of those 20 states, with
three-fourths of the states reporting no in-
stances of fraud related to initiative petitions.
Citizens in Charge Foundation will con-
tinue to collect data from several states,
and more cases of verified fraud may be
returned. However, with most of the data
reported and most states having no cases of
verified fraud or forgery, it seems clear that
the F-word has been overused. ﬂ
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Status of Study on
Verified Signature Fraud

State co;:? : i:gce Status
Alaska vV V' Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Arizona vV VvV Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Arkansas vV V' Fully responded with no reports of fraud
California v v/ Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Colorado vV V' Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Florida v/ Vv Awaiting responses from county officials
ldaho v/ V' 37 of 44 counties responded with one instance of fraud
llinois v/ Vv Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Maine v Vv Fully responded with one instance of fraud
Maryland AR Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Massachusetts v~ Failed to respond, further request issued to AG
Michigan o Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Mississippi o Sl Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Missouri v V' Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Montana v v/ 23 of 56 counties responded with no reports of fraud
Nebraska v/ V' Fully responded with one instance of fraud
Nevada Failed to respond, further request issued to AG and SoS
New Mexico v V' Fully responded with no reports of fraud
North Dakota v/ V' Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Ohio v/ V' 73 of 88 counties responding with five instances of fraud
Oklahoma Failed to respond, further request issued to AG and SoS
Oregon v’ Failed to respond, further request issued to SoS
South Dakota v V' Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Utah v vV Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Washington Vil v Fully responded with no reports of fraud
Wyoming v Fully responded with no reports of fraud

Truth
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Sighature Fraud: State-by-State

Alaska Arkansas

0 cases of fraud reported 0 cases of fraud reported

783,582 signatures processed 1,021,879 submitted

Status: Fully Responded Status: Fully Responded

In response to our inquiry about forgery or  In response to our inquiry about forgery or

fraud, both the Office of the Lieutenant
Governor and the Attorney General indi-
cated that after extensive searches of both
offices no records of forgery or fraud were
found.

Arizona

0 cases of fraud reported

7,911,726 signatures submitted
Status: fully responded

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, Arizona’s Secretary of State indicated
that any such records would be with the
Attorney General, and the Attorney General
indicated that if any records existed they
would be with that Secretary of State.

fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
they did not have records of verified fraud
on file. The Attorney General indicated that
his office does not maintain any records
that fall within the description we seek.

California

0 cases of fraud reported

26,541,044 signatures verified
Status: Fully Responded

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, California’s Secretary of State in-
formed us that they did have records re-
sponsive to our request, but those records
were part of an ongoing investigation by
the Secretary’s Election Fraud Investigation

Truth
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Unit and as such were exempt from public
records law. Citizens in Charge Foundation
is following up with the Election Fraud In-
vestigation Unit to determine if charges will
be filed related to incidents of fraud during
the time we surveyed. The Attorney General
indicated the records of fraud would not be
housed with the Department of Justice.

Colorado

0 cases of fraud reported
4,913,257 signatures submitted
Status: Fully Responded

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State gave the follow-
ing reply, “Our office has not identified any
instances of forgery of fraud.” The Attorney
General indicated that they would not be
the custodian of such records.

Florida

0 cases of fraud reported
. 10,349,730 signatures submitted
| Status: Awaiting further data

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
if any such records did exist they would be
housed with county elections supervisors.
Citizens in Charge Foundation in the proc-
ess of contacting election supervisors in
Florida’'s sixty-seven counties. Florida's At-
torney General indicated that they were not
the custodian of the records we are seeking.

Idaho

- 2 cases of fraud reported
161,276 signatures validated

Status: 37 out of 44
counties responded

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
records of any instances of forgery or fraud
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of signatures submitted would be main-
tained by the county clerks. We forwarded
our request on to Idaho’s 44 county clerks,
37 of which had responded at the time of
publication. Records of two fraud convic-
tions were returned. In both cases the con-
victed were Idaho residents, and minimum
sentences of one year in prison and mini-
mal court costs were imposed. The Attorney
General had no documents related to veri-
fied forgery or fraud. T

Illinois

0 cases of fraud reported .ol

444,226 signatures validated
Status: Fully Responded

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State gave the follow-
ing response: “neither the state board of
elections nor a court of law have verified
any instances of forgery or fraud.” The At-
torney General indicated that such records
would not be maintained in that office.

Maine
1 instance of fraud

Status: Awaiting
further data

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Attorney General was only able to
identify only one case responsive to your
request in which a Maine court ruled that
voter signatures on a citizen initiative peti-
tion had been forged. At the time of publi-
cation Maine’s Secretary of State had not
responded to our request.

Maryland

0 cases of fraud
reported

Status: Fully Reported

Maryland’s Secretary of State forwarded our
inquiry about forgery or fraud to the state

Truth
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Board of Elections, who's Director of Elec-
tion Management said that “To the best of
my knowledge the state Board of Elections
has never referred any petition signatures
to prosecuting authorities.” The Attorney
General indicated that their office was not
the custodian of those records.

Massachusetts

0 cases of fraud reported
2,675,794 signatures filed
Status: Awaiting further data

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
their office did not have the jurisdiction to
pursue fraud cases, and that any records of
verified forgery or fraud would be with the
Attorney General. Despite multiple attempts
to contact Massachusetts’s Attorney Gen-
eral, we have not received a response at the
time of publication.

Michigan
: 0 cases of fraud reported
7,453,341 signatures filed
Status: Fully Reported

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State said that “To
the best of my knowledge no instances fit-
ting those criteria are on record.” The At-
torney General indicated that after a search
of their records they do not poses any
documents related to verified fraud.

Mississippi
0 cases of fraud reported

Status: Fully Reported

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
the authority to prosecute fraud lies with
the Attorney General. The Attorney General
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indicated that their office possesses no re-
cords of fraud.

Missouri

2,595,894 signatures
submitted

Status: fully reported

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
their “review did not reveal any instances of
fraud." The Attorney General’s office indi-
cated that they had no records of fraud.

Montana

0 cases of fraud reported

MONTANA

540,691 signatures
submitted

Status: 23 out of 56
counties reporting

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
the any records of fraud would be held by
the county elections officials. At the time of
publication 23 of the state’s 26 counties
had responded with no reports of verified
fraud. The Attorney General indicated that
they did not have any records responsive to
our request.

Nebraska

1 case of fraud reported

1,381,305 signatures turned
Status: Fully Reported

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
their office does not prosecute any criminal
activity. The Attorney General was only able
to find one instance of verified forgery or
fraud on a petition.

Truth
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Nevada

0 cases of fraud reported

Status: Awaiting further data

Despite multiple attempts to contact Ne-
vada’s Secretary of State, we have not re-
ceived a response at the time of publication.
Nevada’s Attorney General sent a letter in-
dicating their intention to complete the re-
quest, however at the date of publication
the Attorney General had not fulfilled our
request.

New Mexico
0 cases of fraud reported
0 signatures turned in

Status: fully reported

New Mexico’s Secretary of State indicted
that no petitions for referendum (New Mex-
ico does not have any form of initiative) had
been received by the state between 1999
and 2008.

North Dakota

7 cases of fraud reported
209,799 signatures submitted
Status: Fully Reported

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
there had been two instances of fraud dur-
ing the time period in question, and that
records would be housed with the Attorney
General. The Attorney General provided re-
cords indicating a total of seven prosecu-
tions for petition fraud.

Ohio
5 cases of fraud reported

2233224 signatures submitted

Status: 74 of 88 counties
reporting
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In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State and Attorney
General indicated that under Ohio law,
county boards of election verify signatures.
With 74 of the state’s 88 counties reporting,
five cases of fraud have been identified.

Oklahoma
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OKLAHOMA

0 cases of fraud reported 0y

1403709 signatures
submitted

Status: Awaiting further data

Both Oklahoma’s Attorney General and Sec-
retary of State returned replies that did not
answer or address our request for records
of forgery or fraud in their offices, and fol-
low up requests are being sent.

Oregon

0 cases of fraud reported

Status: Awaiting
further data

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Attorney General gave the following
indicated that the Department of Justice is not
the custodian of the records. At the time of
publication Oregon’s Secretary of State had not
completed fulfillment of our request.

South Dakota

0 cases of fraud reported

122738 signatures
submitted

Status: Fully reported

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
their office did not have any such records
on file. The Attorney General replied that
“This office does not have any record of
verified forgery or fraudulent signatures
submitted for initiatives and referendums
between 1999-2008.”

Truth
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Utah Wyoming

0 cases of fraud reported 0 signatures submitted
437,006 signatures verified 0 cases of fraud reported
Status: Fully Reported Status: Fully reported

In response to our inquiry about forgery or  In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Office of the Lieutenant Governor fraud, the Secretary of State indicated that
indicated that they had no records of veri- there had been no signatures turned in
fied forgery or fraud. The Attorney General during that time. The Attorney General
replied that “I have been unable to find any ~ “found no records of any investigated alle-
records within the Attorney General’s Office  gations.” «
that fit within your request. Nor am I aware

of any other agency that has such records.”

Washington

0 cases of fraud reported
9,909,602 signatures submitted
Status: Fully reported

In response to our inquiry about forgery or
fraud, the Secretary of State said that “We
have found no verified forgery or fraud for
initiatives or referendums.” The Attorney
General indicated that any such records
would be housed by the Secretary of State.
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