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Chairwoman Tsernoglu, members of the committee, thank you for allowing me to testify today.
I am here on behalf of Save Our States Action, an organization focused on defending the
Electoral College and opposing the National Popular Vote interstate compact.

I'd like to focus most of my time on the most critical technical defect in the compact, but first
I"d like to point out the obvious problem with this bill — if it passes and ever goes into effect,
Michigan’s voters would no longer be entrusted with the power to choose which presidential
candidate deserves the state’s support and electoral votes. Instead, that power will be given
away to voters in other states who will make that choice for Michigan, even overruling the
choice of voters in your state. In my view eliminating Michigan’s voice in the presidential
election process would be unfortunate, as | believe Electoral College preserves and protects the
vital role that states play in our federal nation.

You should have a red folder that contains supporting documentation for the problems with the
compact I’'m about to outline — as you might imagine, the folks at National Popular Vote do not
always agree with what I'm about to say, although in a handful of cases they do. So | thought it
might be helpful to provide you with evidence for what I’'m about to say.

The first few pages in the folder briefly outline how the compact is supposed to operate, and
the remaining pages document the problems related to the core defect of the compact, which
is that there is no official national vote count that can be used for this compact. No national
agency, commission, or official will produce a certified vote total for every presidential
candidate, and the compact does not create an agency, commission, or official that will do so.
Instead the compact leaves it to the chief election official of each member state, acting
independently, to obtain vote totals from other states and tabulate them to determine which
candidate received the most votes nationally.

It sounds like an easy task, and | know the other side will claim it is. As one of the lobbyists for
the compact stated in a hearing in Minnesota a few weeks ago, “We can all do the math.”

This simplistic hand-waving tries to hide the fact that votes in every state are cast, counted,
recounted, and reported in different ways according to fifty-one different sets of election
codes, some of which cause serious problems for National Popular Vote and will lead to
confusion, controversy, chaos, crisis, and a lack of a conclusive determination of the winner if
the national vote is close, as four of the last sixteen presidential elections have been.

A few examples of the ways in which just saying “we can all do the math” doesn’t address the
problem of there not being an official national vote count:



NPV requires member states to accept vote totals from other states if they are on an
“official statement,” which would include either a Certificate of Ascertainment or a
statewide canvas. But these documents can contain significant errors. New York’s last
four Certificates of Ascertainment have been missing tens or hundreds of thousands of
votes, including 425,000 missing votes in 2012 and 102,000 missing votes in 2016.

Ranked choice voting, which Alaska and Maine will use for president in 2024, poses a
challenge because “official statements” from those two states will include both the
initial and final vote totals, with no guidance in the compact on which vote totals are to
be used in tabulating the national vote. Because initial and final vote totals can differ by
tens or even hundreds of thousands of votes, the choice of which totals to use could
determine the outcome under NPV in a close election.

Another problem is what happens when a third-party or independent candidate finishes
ahead of the Democratic or Republican candidate in a state using ranked choice voting.
In this instance, the final vote total from that state for that third-place candidate will be
zero votes, meaning hundreds of thousands or even millions of votes erased from the
national vote count for the third-place Democrat or Republican. I'll note that NPV’s
leadership insists that the final vote count in RCV states is what must be used, and that
they accept and are OK with the erasure of hundreds of thousands or millions of votes
for the Democratic or Republican candidate in the national vote count.

If for some reason there is not an “official statement” available to obtain vote totals by
the time the compact needs them - for example, if there is a recount still underway or
court challenges to results, or if a state is simply refusing to cooperate with the
compact, then the chief election official in NPV member states has the power to
estimate vote totals for that state using any methodology they think appropriate.
Several of the methods that could be used to estimate vote totals that NPV’s own
lobbyists described in a 2021 North Dakota hearing would have been off by tens or
hundreds of thousands of votes.

States can sometimes just do strange things that would pose a serious problem for the
compact. Because of an odd ballot design in 2016, California wound up doubling the
vote total for Donald Trump on its Certificate of Ascertainment, crediting him with an
extra 4,483,810 votes. Had the compact been in effect in that election, it seems Donald
Trump would still have won because the extra votes from California would have been
included in the national vote total.



e The compact stipulates that votes will only be included from states that hold a
“statewide popular election.” As explained in the book Every Vote Equal, published by
National Popular Vote, this doesn’t actually mean every state where people vote for
presidential electors, it means every state where people vote for presidential electors
according to National Popular Vote’s definition of a “statewide popular vote.” For
example, if any state allows voters to vote for individual electors, all of the votes in that
state will be excluded from the national vote count. In 1960 seven states allowed people
to vote for individual electors and as a result roughly eleven million votes would have
been excluded from the national vote count in that election under the compact’s vote-
counting process. According to National Popular Vote's definition, Richard Nixon won
the popular vote by more than 600,000 votes in 1960.

It's also worth noting that, even without national popular vote’s defective vote counting
process, historians still argue whether Richard Nixon or John Kennedy won the popular
vote in 1960, owing largely to uncertainty over how to count votes from Alabama that
year. It’s an interesting bit of historical trivia because of course Kennedy won the
Electoral College vote regardless of the Alabama issues, but under National Popular
Vote not being able to conclusively determine a winner would be a national crisis.

These examples all illustrate the problem with attempting to cobble together vote totals from
fifty-one separate elections and then pretend that twenty or so officials in compact member
states can produce an accurate, uniform, and conclusive national vote count when they are all
acting independently using their own judgment to determine how to deal with problematic,
ambiguous and unclear situations.

I'll note that there are a number of very knowledgeable people sympathetic to NPV that
understand some of the significant problems with the compact. Just a few examples include:

e Professor Vikram Amar of the University of lllinois College of Law and one of three law
professors who initially developed the NPV concept. He has described NPV as having
“dangerous gaps” that could lead to “electoral crisis.”

e Former Rhode Island Secretary of State Nellie Gorbea told a conference of fellow NPV
supporters that she and her colleagues still “need to figure out how we're going to
count the votes,” if the compact ever goes into effect, and noted that she didn’t have
the answers to that question yet and that there were “different proposals on how the
mechanics would work.”



¢ Rob Richie, head of FairVote and probably the nation’s leading expert on ranked choice
voting, was lead author on a 2021 paper that stated “...using RCV for Presidential
elections in states might seem incompatible with [NPV]. Most fundamentally, which
votes should be reported out for the purpose of [NPV]? Would it be the first choices
among all the candidates? Or would it be the final “instant runoff” totals after the RCV
tallies are completed? If that latter choice were made, what if one of the two strongest
national candidates was eliminated during the RCV tally in a given state?”

| don’t want to misrepresent any of these three people’s position. All of them continue to
support the compact, at least to the best of my knowledge. Professor Amar encourages states
passing the compact to include a 10-year delay, which he hopes will give Congress enough time
to fix its defects. Former Secretary Gorbea encourages her counterparts to continue discussing
the issue so they can be prepared if the compact goes into effect and they have to figure out
how to count the votes. And Mr. Richie proposes to resolve the problem that ranked choice
voting creates for the compact by either having Congress mandate every state provide voters
with a ranked-choice ballot or that states using ranked choice voting create another compact to
report results that would be compatible with NPV.

I'll wrap up by saying that those of you who have worked on election policy understand that
disputes over who won are not generally a matter of an inability to “do the math.” They’re
typically about which votes to count or recount, which votes to include or exclude, and whether
the returns from some jurisdictions are accurate or not. Given the problems laid out here, there
is a very high likelihood that, if there is ever another presidential election with a close national
margin —and again, by my count four of the last sixteen have been close — the National Popular
Vote compact will produce confusion, controversy, chaos, and crisis, but it will not produce a
conclusive outcome and clear winner. | urge you to reject this bill.

Thank you, and I'm happy to answer any questions the committee may have.
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interstate compact: How is it
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TEXT OF THE NATIONAL POPULAR VOTE INTERSTATE COMPACT
Article |I—Membership

Any State of the United States and the District of Columbia may become a member of this
agreement by enacting this agreement.

Article lI—Right of the People in Member States to Vote for President and Vice President

Each member state shall conduct a statewide popular election for President and Vice President
of the United States.

Article lll—Manner of Appointing Presidential Electors in Member States

Prior to the time set by law for the meeting and voting by the presidential electors, the chief
election official of each member state shall determine the number of votes for each
presidential slate in each State of the United States and in the District of Columbia in which
votes have been cast in a statewide popular election and shall add such votes together to
produce a “national popular vote total” for each presidential slate.

The chief election official of each member state shall designate the presidential slate with the
largest national popular vote total as the “national popular vote winner.”

The presidential elector certifying official of each member state shall certify the appointment in
that official’s own state of the elector slate nominated in that state in association with the
national popular vote winner.

At least six days before the day fixed by law for the meeting and voting by the presidential
electors, each member state shall make a final determination of the number of popular votes
cast in the state for each presidential slate and shall communicate an official statement of such
determination within 24 hours to the chief election official of each other member state.

The chief election official of each member state shall treat as conclusive an official statement
containing the number of popular votes in a state for each presidential slate made by the day
established by federal law for making a state’s final determination conclusive as to the counting
of electoral votes by Congress.

In event of a tie for the national popular vote winner, the presidential elector certifying official
of each member state shall certify the appointment of the elector slate nominated in
association with the presidential slate receiving the largest number of popular votes within that
official’s own state.

If, for any reason, the number of presidential electors nominated in a member state in
association with the national popular vote winner is less than or greater than that state’s
number of electoral votes, the presidential candidate on the presidential slate that has been
designated as the national popular vote winner shall have the power to nominate the
presidential electors for that state and that state’s presidential elector certifying official shall
certify the appointment of such nominees.

The chief election official of each member state shall immediately release to the public all vote
counts or statements of votes as they are determined or obtained.



This article shall govern the appointment of presidential electors in each member state in any
year in which this agreement is, on July 20, in effect in states cumulatively possessing a majority
of the electoral votes.

Article IV—Other Provisions

This agreement shall take effect when states cumulatively possessing a majority of the electoral
votes have enacted this agreement in substantially the same form and the enactments by such
states have taken effect in each state.

Any member state may withdraw from this agreement, except that a withdrawal occurring six
months or less before the end of a President’s term shall not become effective until a President
or Vice President shall have been qualified to serve the next term.

The chief executive of each member state shall promptly notify the chief executive of all other
states of when this agreement has been enacted and has taken effect in that official’s state,
when the state has withdrawn from this agreement, and when this agreement takes effect
generally.

This agreement shall terminate if the electoral college is abolished.

If any provision of this agreement is held invalid, the remaining provisions shall not be affected.
Article V—Definitions

For purposes of this agreement,

“chief executive” shall mean the Governor of a State of the United States or the Mayor of the
District of Columbia;

“elector slate” shall mean a slate of candidates who have been nominated in a state for the
position of presidential elector in association with a presidential slate;

|I‘l

“chief election official” shall mean the state official or body that is authorized to certify the
total number of popular votes for each presidential slate;

“presidential elector” shall mean an elector for President and Vice President of the United
States;

“presidential elector certifying official” shall mean the state official or body that is authorized to
certify the appointment of the state’s presidential electors;

“presidential slate” shall mean a slate of two persons, the first of whom has been nominated as
a candidate for President of the United States and the second of whom has been nominated as
a candidate for Vice President of the United States, or any legal successors to such persons,
regardless of whether both names appear on the ballot presented to the voter in a particular
state;

“state” shall mean a State of the United States and the District of Cofumbia; and

“statewide popular election” shall mean a general election in which votes are cast for
presidential slates by individual voters and counted on a statewide basis.



National Popular VVote Tabulation Process

. Every state and Washington DC will conduct its own election under
its own laws, and tabulate and report votes according to their own
laws, policies, and practices.

. The chief election official of each member state will transmit to the
chief election official of other member states an “official statement”
that includes their own state’s vote totals for every presidential
elector slate.

. The chief election official of each member state must also obtain or
determine vote totals from non-member states that held a
“statewide popular vote” for presidential electors, relying on an
“official statement” if one is available.

. If no “official statement” is available from a non-member state, the
chief election official is empowered to estimate the vote totals for
that state using any method they deem appropriate.

. Once the chief election official of each member state has obtained or
estimated vote totals for every state that held a “statewide popular
vote” for presidential electors, they will aggregate vote totals for
every “presidential slate,” determine “national popular vote winner”
and appoint the electors in their state pledged to the “national
popular vote winner.”

. The chief election official of each member state determines the
“national popular vote winner” independently of their colleagues in
other member states - no coordination is required.



What is an “official statement” that can be used to obtain vote totals?

The compact does not provide a definition for what constitutes an “official
statement.” However, the text of the compact, the book Every Vote Equal,
as well as memos, letters, testimony and other documents from leadership
and lobbyists for the National Popular Vote organization have described a
wide range of documents that can be used, including:

1. The document produced by member states’ chief election officer and
transmitted to counterparts in other member state, described in
Section lll, Article 4 of the compact.

A state’s Certificate of Ascertainment

A statewide election canvas/certified results

Any other “official” document from the state containing vote totals
Local (town/city/county) level canvass

Precinct-level returns

Minutes of a county board of canvassers

Minutes of the state board of elections

® NSOV AW



New York routinely leaves tens or
hundreds of thousands of votes off
of its Certificate of Ascertainment

2008: 85,403 missing votes
C 2012: 424,775 missing votes
2016: 101,762 missing votes
2020: 28,881 missing votes
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1. Andrew M. Cuome, Governor of the State of New York, do bereby certify, that the staiement
containing the Canvass and Certificalc of Dclcrmination by the Sinte Board of Canvassers of the State of M
York, as (0 ELECTORS of PRESIDENT and VICE PRESIDENT hercio anncxed, and certified by the Co-
Chairs of the Sute Bourd of Elections of New York. under their senl of uilice. contains a true and correct |
setting forth the namey of Electors of President and Vice-President, elected in New York, at the General
Elevtion held in New York on the Tuesday alier the First Monday in November (November Sixth) in the y
two thousand twelve, pursuaat 1o the Constitntion and the Loaws of the United Siates and of the Stale of Ne
York, 10 wit:

Andrew M. Cuomo Ken Jenking
Roberl Dully Steve Bellone

Eric Schneidennan {lakeem JefTnes
Tom DiNapoli Felix Orliz
Shelden Silver Anne Marie Anzalone
Keith LT, Wnght William Thompson
Swephanie Miner Scotl Stringer
Sheila Coniar Bill DeBlasio
Joseph Morelle Byron Brown
Christine C. Quinn Gerald D. Jenni ps
Grice Meng Archie Spégner
George CGresham Fmily Giske
Ruben Diaz. Jr. Seott Adams
Murio Cilento Walter Cooper
Irene Stein

And) further that the $tatentent of Canvass and Certilicate of Determination certified by the Co-Cha
ai’the State Board of Elections of New York, as aforesnid, correcily sets forth (he Canvass of Determinatio
under the Laws of the Statc of New Yark, of the number of voles given or cast for each person for whose
elections any and al votes have been given ar cast i said clection as aforesaid.

Tn Testimony Whereof, The Greal Seal of the
Siate is hereunto affixed.

Witness, my hand at the City of Albany, Lhe tes
day of Dec mber, in the year two thonsand

twelve,

Attested by



STATE OF NEW YORK, ss:

Statement of the whole number of votes cast for all the candidates for the office of
ELECTOR OR PRESIDENT and VICE-PRESIDENT at a General Election held in said State on
the Sixth day of November, 2012.

The whole number of votes given for the office of ELECTOR OF PRESIDENT and VICE-
PRESIDENT was 6,710,847 of which

DEMOCRATIC WORKING FAMILIES TOTAL
Andrew M, Cuomo received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Robert Duffy received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Eric Schneiderman received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Tom DiNapoli received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Sheldon Silver received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Keith L.T. Wright received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Stephanie Miner recelved 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Sheila Comar received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Joseph Morelle received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Christine C. Quinn received 4,018,385 141,056 4,155,441
Grace Meng received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
George Gresham received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Ruben Diaz, Ir. received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Mario Cilento received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Irene Stein received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Ken Jenkins received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Steve Bellone recelved 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Hakeem Jeffries received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Felix Ortiz received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Anne Marie Anzalone recelved 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
William Thompson received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Scott Stringer received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Bill DeBlasio received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Byron Brown received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Gerald D. Jennings received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Archie Spigner received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Emlly Giske received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Scott Adams received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
Walter Cooper received 4,018,385 141,056 4,159,441
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I, Andrew M. Cuomo, Governor of the State of New York, do hereby certify, that the statement containing the
Canvass and Certificate of Determination by the State Board of Canvassers of the State of New York, as to ELECTORS
of PRESIDENT and VICE PRESIDENT hereto annexed, and certified by the Co-Chairs of the State Board of Elections
of New York, under their seal of office, contains a true and correct list setting forth the names of Electors of President
and Vice-President, elected in New York, at the General Election held in New York on the Tuesday after the First
Monday in November (November Eighth}in the year two thousand sixteen, pursuant to the Constitution and the Laws

of the United States and of the State of New York, to wit:

William J. Clinton
Andrew M. Cuomo
Kathy C. Hochul
Thomas P. DiNapoli
Eric T. Schneiderman
Carl E. Heastie
Andrea Stewart-Cousins
Bill de Blasio

Letitia A. James

Scott M. $tringer
Melissa Mark-Viverito
Byron W, Brown
Christine C. Quinn
Basil A, Smikle, Jr.
Melissa Sklarz

Mario F. Cilento
Rhonda Weingarten
George K. Gresham
Daniel F. Donohue
Stuart H. Appelbaum
Gary S. LaBarbern
Lovely A. Warren
Stephanic A. Miner
Katherine M. Sheehan
Anastasia M. Somoza
Sandra Ung

Ruben Diaz, Jr.
Hazel L. Ingram
Rachel D. Gold

And further that the Statement of Canvass and Certificate of Determination certified by the Co-Chairs of the
State Board of Elections of New York, as aforesaid, correctly sets forth the Canvass of Determination under the Laws
of the State of New York, of the number of votes given or cast for each person for whose elections any and all votes

have been given or cast at said election as aforesaid.

e

In Testimony Whereof, The Great Seal of the State is
hereunto affixed.

Witness, my hand at the City of Ne , the ninth
day of , in the tw ﬁ?l:d sixteen.
——W



STATE OF NEW YORK, ss:

Statement of the whole number of votes cast for all the candidates for the office of
ELECTOR OR PRESIDENT and VICE-PRESIDENT at a General Election held in said State on
the Eighth day of November, 2016.

The whole number of votes given for the office of ELECTOR OF PRESIDENT and VICE-
PRESIDENT was 7,700,223 of which

WORKING WOMEN'S
DEMOCRATIC FAMILIES EQUALITY TOTAL
William J. Clinten received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Andrew M. Cuomo received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Kathy C. Hochul received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Thomas P. DiNapoli received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Eric T. Schneiderman received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Carl E. Heastie recelved 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Andrea Stewart-Cousins recelved 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Bill de Blasio received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Letitia A. James received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Scott M. Stringer received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Melissa Mark-Viverito received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Byron W. Brown received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Christine C. Quinn received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Basil A. Smikle, Ir. received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Melissa Skiarz received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Mario F. Cilento received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Rhonda Weingarten received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
George K, Gresham received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Daniel F. Donohue received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Stuart H. Appelbaum received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Gary S. LaBarbera received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Lovely A. Warren received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Stephanie A. Miner received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Katherine M. Sheehan received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Anastasia M. Somoza received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Sandra Ung recelved 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Ruben Diaz, Jr. received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Hazel L. Ingram received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
Rachel D. Gold received 4,316,642 138,843 35,706 4,491,191
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Alaska and Maine will produce
“official statements” as part of
their ranked choice voting process
that include both the initial and
final vote totals for each
candidate, which can differ by tens

(
of thousands of votes
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RCV Detailed Report

C General Election
State of Alaska
November 08, 2022
Senate District N

Official results

Number of positions to electis 1.

Tabulation status: All Positions Filled
Tabulation time: 11/30/2022 1:41:09 PM
Tabulation Options

RCV method IRV
Exclude unresolved write-ins True
Declare winners by threshold False
Uses precincts True
Previous rounds evaluation method None
Elimination type Single
Fixed precision decimals 0
Perform elimination transfer in last round True
Skip overvoted rankings False
( stes to include in thresheld calculation Continuing ballots per round
Use first round suspension False
Handling skip rankings Exhausted on Two or More Ranks Skipped

Ties are resolved in accordance with election law.
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State of Alaska

Round 1
Candidate
Clayton, Scott D.
Wilson, David $.
Wright, Stephen
Continuing Ballots Total
Blanks
Exhausted
Overvotes
Remainder Points

Non Transferable Total

Votes Percentage
2977 25.82%
5170 44.83%
3,385 29.35%

11,532
2,226
0

18

0
2,244

11/30/2022 14:15:47

Clayton, Scott D. is eliminated because the candidate had the least amount of votes.

Elimination transfer for candidate Clayton, Scott D..

2977 ballots have been transferred in the following manner;

Transferred from
Clayton, Scott D.
Clayton, Scott D.
Clayton, Scott D.
Clayton, Scott D.
Round 2
Candidate
Clayton, Scott D.
iWilson, David S.
Wright, Stephen
Continuing Ballots Total
Blanks
Exhausted
Overvotes
Remainder Points

Non Transferable Total

Wilson, David S. is elected because all other candidates have been eliminated.

Transferred to
Wilson, David S.
Wright, Stephen
Exhausted
Overvotes

Votes Percentage
0 0.00%
6124 58.69%
4311 41.31%
10,435
2,226
1,093
22
0
3,341

Ballots
954
926
1093
4

Votes
954
926
1,093

Wright, Stephen is eliminated because the candidate was not elected in the last round.

A
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RCV Detailed Report

(“ General Election
State of Alaska

November 08, 2022
.S, Senator

Official results

Number of positions to elect is 1

Tabulation status: All Positions Filled

Tabulation time: 11/30/2022 1:36:37 PM

Tabulation Options

RCV method IRV
Exclude unresolved write-ins True
Declare winners by threshold False
Uses precincts True
Previous rounds evaluation method None
Elimination type Single
Fixed precision decimals 0
Perform elimination transfer in last round True
Skip overvoted rankings False
( ates to include in threshold calculation Continuing ballots per round
Jse first round suspension False
Handling skip rankings Exhausted on Two or More Ranks Skipped

Ties are resolved in accordance with election law.
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State of Alaska

Round 1
Candidate
Chesbro, Patricia R
Kelley, Buzz A.
Murkowski, Lisa
Tshibaka, Kelly C.
Continuing Ballots Total
Blanks
Exhausted
Overvotes
Remainder Points

Non Transferable Total|

11/30/2022 14:17.07

Votes Percentage
28,233 10.73%
8,575 3.26%
114,118 43.39%
112,101 4262%

263,027

327

0

499

0

3,770

Kelley, Buzz A. is eliminated because the candidate had the least amount of votes.

Eliminaticn transfer for candidate Kelley, Buzz A..

8575 ballots have been transferred in the following manner:

Transferred from
Kelley, Buzz A.
Kelley, Buzz A.
Kelley, Buzz A,
Kelley, Buzz A,
Kelley, Buzz A.
Round 2
Candidate
Chesbro. Patricia R.
Kelley, Buzz A.
Murkowski, Lisa
Tshibaka, Kelly C.

Continuing Ballots Total
Blanks
Exhausted
Overvotes
Remainder Points

Non Transferable Total

Transferred to Ballots

Chesbro, Patricia R 201
Murkowski, Lisa 1641
Tshibaka, Kelly C. 3209
Exhausted 2806
Overvotes 18

Votes Percentage
29,134 11.20%
0 0.00%
115,759 44 .49%
115,310 44.32%
260,203
32N
2,806
517
0
6,594

Votes
901
1,641
3,209
2,806
18

Chesbro, Patricia R, is eliminated because the candidate had the least amount of votes.

Elimination transfer for candidate Chesbro, Patricia R..

29134 ballots have been transfer
Transferred from
Chesbro, Patricia R.
Chesbro, Patricia R.
Chesbro, Patricia R,
Chesbro, Patricia R.

red in the following manner;

Transferred to Ballots

Murkowski, Lisa 20571
Tshibaka, Keily C. 2224
Exhausted 6301

Qvervates a8

Votes
20,571
2,224
6,301
38
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Round 3
Candidate

2sbro, Patricia R.
nelley, Buzz A,
'Murkowski: Lisa
Tshibaka, Kelly C.

Continuing Ballots Total

Blanks
Exhausted
Overvotes
Remainder Points

Nen Transferable Total

Votes

0

0
136,330
117,534 _

253,864

3,271

9,107

555

0

12,933

Percentage
0.00%
0.00%

53.70%
46.30%

11/30/2022 141707

Murkowski, Lisa is elected because all other candidates have been eliminated.

Tshibaka, Kelly C. is eliminated because the candidate was not elected in the last

round.
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If a third-party or independent
candidate finishes ahead of either
the Democratic or Republican
candidate in a state using ranked
choice voting, the final vote total

’ “official
statement” will show zero votes
for the third-place candidate,
erasing hundreds of thousands or

even millions of votes from the

on these states

national vote count for the
Democrat or Republican






Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) Is Compatible with National Popular Vote
June 14, 2022

QUICK ANSWER:

e Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) allows the voter to rank candidates on
their ballot in order of preference—first choice, second choice,
and so forth. If one candidate receives an absolute majority of
the first-choice votes, the counting process stops, and that
candidate wins outright. Otherwise, the candidate supported by
the fewest voters is eliminated and that candidate’s ballots are
redistributed according to the next choice indicated on those
ballots. This process of eliminating the lowest candidate and
redistributing that candidate’s ballots is repeated until one
candidate has the support of a majority of the voters expressing a
choice.

e RCV is poised to be used in the 2024 presidential election by two states
together possessing 0.6% of the nation’s population (Maine and
Alaska).

e The false claim that Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) is incompatible
with National Popular Vote requires getting people to believe that
the intent of a state’s RCV-for-President law is to give voters a
ballot that allows them to rank candidates according to their first,
second, etc. preferences—but to then ignore everything on the
ballot except the voter’s first choice. This interpretation of a
state’s RCV-for-President law in a manner that ignores RCV’s
sole purpose, namely letting voters rank the candidates in order
of their preference.

e Even if there were any legitimate uncertainty as to how to interpret a
state’s RCV-for-President law, the issue is legally moot in the
only state that has ever used RCV in a presidential election
(namely Maine) because Maine amended its 2019 RCV-for-
President law in 2021 to eliminate any possible ambiguity.
Moreover, in the only state that is currently poised to use RCV
for President in 2024 (namely Alaska), the issue is politically
moot, because the Republican presidential nominee is almost



Republican candidate, ... the votes for that Democratic or
Republican candidate gets completely erased and will not be
reported.

“In 1992, for example, Ross Perot finished ahead of George Bush in
Maine. George Bush would have had subtracted, or never appeared
in the national vote totals about 207,000 votes. The amendment that
your Secretary of State has offered does not address this problem.”'”
[Emphasis added]

At a debate conducted by the Broad and Liberty group in Philadelphia, Sean
Parnell said:

“If you’re just using the final votes, then if a candidate—a Democrat
or Republican—ever finishes in third place in a state with ranked
choice voting, ... then what you wind up doing is literally zeroing
out votes. If you ever have a Republican candidate or Democratic
candidate finishing third place in a state with ranked choice voting,
then you are literally going to watch hundreds or thousands,
maybe even millions of votes, be completely erased.”'® [Emphasis
added]

Given that Save Our States vigorously defends the current state-by-state winner-
take-all method of awarding electoral votes, their concern about votes being
transferred away from the two major-party presidential candidates is little more than
crocodile tears. Indeed, the current winner-take-all system regularly erases the votes
of every voter in every state who did not vote for the candidate who received the
most popular votes in the state.

In any case, it is not the job of the State of Maine or the voters of Maine to protect
the two major-party presidential nominees from the consequences of their own
failure to earn enough votes to come in first or second place.

Moreover, there is a key difference in the nature of the erasures. If RCV and
National Popular Vote had been in effect in 1992 when Bush came in third in Maine,
every voter in Maine would have had their vote counted for a candidate for whom
that voter actually voted. In contrast, the current winner-take-all system routinely
transfers the voter’s vote to a candidate for whom the voter did not vote.

' Testimony of Sean Parnell. Maine Committee on Veterans and Legal A ffairs. May 11, 2021
' Broad and Liberty Debate. 2021. Ditching the electoral college for the national popular vote—The
conservative angle. November 29, 2021. Timestamp 7:19 htips: {www.youtube com/watch?v=eH4SvE 7usF1&1=945s




If no “official statement” is
available the chief election officials
of compact member states have
the power to estimate vote totals
using any methodology they
choose, adding or subtracting tens
- or hundreds of thousands of votes

from the real vote totals






Nationai Popuiar g/Btel

Statement by Former Michigan Republican State Chairman Saul Anuzis
on the Secret Presidential Elections Bill in North Dakota (SB2271)

February 19, 2021

North Dakota SB2271 would require the state’s presidential vote count to be kept secret until
after the Electoral College meets (about 7 weeks after Election Day in November).

Almost identical bills were rejected unanimously by a New Hampshire House committee in
2020, defeated in the South Dakota Senate by a 31—1 vote in 2020, and died in committee in both
the Mississippi House and Mississippi Senate in 2021.

1.  Secret vote counts conflict with the principle of having public oversight of elections
by watchdog groups, candidates, political parties, the media, and ordinary citizens

2. SB2271 contains no plan on how to run a system of vote counting that is half public
and half secret—probably because there is no workable or practical way to do this

3. SB2271 contains no fines or jail time for the crime of revealing vote counts
4.  Secret court proceedings will be necessary to keep the vote counts secret

5.  Keeping the vote count secret would necessarily require trying to muzzle
presidential candidates during a recounted or contested election, and could subject the state
to ridicule in grand-standing proceedings

6. SB2271 will almost certainly never go info effect, because it allows a single
presidential candidate to unilaterally negate the bill simply by initiating a recount or contest

7.  SB2271 won’t actually keep presidential vote counts secret, but will merely create
an easily resolved issue involving 36 votes out of 158,224,999 cast nationally

8. Under SB2271, North Dakota would voluntarily surrender the “conclusive” status
that existing federal law confers on each state’s “final determination” of its vote count

9. SB2271 violates federal law requiring a Certificate of Ascertainment containing the
presidential vote count “on or before” the Electoral College meets

10. The meaning of the word “canvass” as used in existing federal law is based on plain
English, historical usage, and common sense, and cannot be redefined by one state’s law

11. SB2271 denies North Dakota voters the full value of their vote for President
12. “Particularly nutty” is how Townhall describes this secret election bill

13. “Throwing the system into chaos” is the acknowledged purpose of the lobbyist whe
advocated bills like SB2271 in New Hampshire, South Dakota, and Mississippi

14. “Crazy,” “anti-democratic,” and “completely unacceptable” is how a long-time
National Popular Vote opponent describes this secret election bill in the Daily Signal

Detailed discussion on each of these points will be found on the following pages.



The conflict between secret elections and recounts and contests is probably irresolvable. In
any case, allowing a single presidential candidate to unilaterally negate the bill is an explicit
acknowledgement that the bill has no possibility of ever actually becoming operational.

7. SB2271 won’t actually keep presidential vote counts secret, but will merely create an
easily resolved issue involving 36 votes out of 158,224,999 cast nationally

SB2271 would require the state’s presidential vote count to be kept secret until after the
Electoral College meets (about 7 weeks Election Day in November).

It does, however, allow for the public release of the percentage of the vote received by each
presidential candidate “to the nearest hundredth of a percentage point.”?

Thus, SB2271 would not actually make North Dakota’s presidential vote count secret—or even
particularly mysterious—because simple arithmetic will quickly reveal the lowest possible number
of votes that each presidential candidate received in the state, and the highest possible number.

In practice, this calculation could be done by anyone with a calculator, using the total number
of voters who are publicly reported to have voted in the simultaneous non-secret voting for
Members of Congress, state legislators, other officials, and ballot propositions.

The table below shows the number of votes received in North Dakota in 2020 by President
Donald Trump; then-Vice-President Joe Biden; and other candidates, according to the North
Dakota State Board of Canvasser and North Dakota’s 2020 Certificate of Ascertainment.

Column 4 shows the percent of the votes received by each candidate to the nearest hundredth
of a percent. This is the number that would be publicly reported if SB2271 became law.

Column 5 shows the smallest number of votes that a candidate could have received in North
Dakota given the percentage shown in column 4, and column 6 shows the highest.

Column 7 shows that difference between the lowest possible number of votes from column 5
and the highest possible number from column 6. The difference is 36 votes for each candidate.

For example, give that President Trump’s percentage in 2020 was 65.11% (to the nearest
hundredth of a percent), then President Trump could have received anywhere between 65.105%
and 65.115% of the vote. That means President Trump received between 235,562 and 235,598
votes—a difference of 36 votes.

In short, the effect of SB2271 would be—no more or less than—to create 36 votes of
uncertainty in North Dakota’s vote for President.

Candidate Votes Percent Percent to Fewest votes Most votes Difference
nearest candidate candidate
hundredth could have could have
received received
Trump 235,595 65.11405% 65.11% 235,562 235,598 36
Biden 114,902 31.75676% 31.76% 114,895 114,931 36
Others 11,322 3.12919% 3.13% 11,307 11,343 36
Total 361,819 100.00000% 100.00%

* As specified in the amended version of SB2271 in the Senate Committee Government and Veterans Affairs
Committee,



Note that this calculation could alternatively be performed on the reported number of persons
actually going to the polls or the number of voting-age persons in the state (which SB2271 does
not make secret). As another alternative. if the calculation were performed on the state’s entire
voling-age population (from the Census Bureau), the effect of SB2271 would be to create 56 votes
of uncertainty. If the calculation were performed on the state’s entire population (from the Census
Bureau), it would create 68 votes of uncertainty.

Sean Parnell, a lobbyist opposed to the National Popular Vote Compact, has promoted
legislation such as SB2271 in New Hampshire in 2020, South Dakota in 2020, and Mississippi in
2021 as “preemptive measures against National Popular Vote.”

However, SB2271 wouldn’t actually have any material effect on the operation of the National
Popular Vote Compact.

In determining the national popular vote count, the National Popular Vote Interstate Compact
requires the chief election officials of the compacting states to give respect and deference to, and
treat as “conclusive,” the “final determination™ of each state’s vote count, provided this “final
determination” is made six days before the Electoral College meets.

This is the exact same deference to each state’s “final determination” that existing federal law
(the Electoral Vote Count Act of 1887°) requires of Congress when Congress counts the electoral
votes on January 6 after every presidential election.

In fact, the 5™ clause of Article IIT of the National Popular Vote Compact parallels the wording
of existing federal law and provides:

“The chief election official of each member state shall treat as conclusive an
official statement containing the number of popular votes in a state for each
presidential slate made by the day established by federal law for making a state’s
final determination conclusive as to the counting of electoral votes by
Congress.”

If North Dakota voluntarily waives the benefits of this conclusiveness by providing
percentages instead of “numbers,” the chief election officials of the two dozen or so states
belonging to the Compact are not going to throw up their hands and declare that the world has
come to an end.

Instead, the chief election official of each compacting state would still be required by their
state’s law to “determine the number” and to determine which presidential candidate received the
most popular votes in all 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Despite the introduction of 36 votes of uncertainty out of 158,224,999 cast nationally, an
accurate conclusion can still be confidently reached as to which presidential candidate is entitled
to be designated as the “national popular vote winner” for purposes of receiving all the electoral
votes from all compacting states.

Anyone contemplating litigation challenging the correctness of the designation of the “national
popular vote winner” would have to establish, at the beginning of the litigation, that the 36 votes
of uncertainty created by SB2271 resulted in an incorrect designation. Of course, the designation
of the national popular vote winner would be correct unless the 36 votes happened to be critical to
deciding the nationwide winner in an election involving 158,224,999 votes. If the 36 votes could
not possibly have affected the correctness of the designation of the national popular vote winner,

* The “safe harbor” provision is now section 5 of Title 3 of the U.S. Code.






California’s 2016 Certificate of
Ascertainment reported an extra
4,483,810 votes for Donald Trump,
enough for him to have won if the
National Popular Vote interstate
compact had been in effect






Executive Bepartment
Btate of California

CERTIFICATE OF ASCERTAINMENT

For

ELECTORS OF PRESIDENT and
VICE PRESIDENT of the
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

2016

To the President of the Senate of the United States of America:

I, EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor of the State of California, herby certify,
pursuant to the laws of the United States and the State of California, that a General
Election was held in accordance with law in the State of California on Tucsday, the 8"
day of November, 2016, for Electors of the President and Vice President of the United
States.

I further certify that the voies cast for Electors at the General Election were
canvassed and certified by the Secretary of State of the State of California, and the
Secretary of State has certified to me the names and number of persons receiving votes as
Electors.

I further certify that the following persons received the highest number of votes
for Electors of the President and Vice President of the United States for the State of

California, and have been appointed as Electors after the final ascertainment as required
by law:
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California Democratic Party Electors Pledged to
Hillary Clinton for President of the United States and
Tim Kaine for Vice President of the Upited States:

Sandra M. Aduna
Saundra G. Andrews
Janine V. Bera

Jane C. Block
Edward Buck
Francine P. Busby
Laphonza R. Butler
Benjamin Cardenas
Jacki M. Cisneros
Raymond L. Cordova
Steven D. Diebert
James A, Donahue
Patrick F. Drinan
Susan Eggman
Timothy J. Farley
Eileen Feinstein Mariano
Natalie P. Fortman
Faith A, Garamendi
Javier Gonzalez

Mark W. Headley
Ana A. Huerta
Donna M. Ireland
Christine T. Kehoe
Vinzenz J. Koller
Andrew R, Krakoff
Katherine A. Lyon
John P. MacMurray
Sheldon MalchicofT
Nury Martinez
Gwen Moore
Cathy A. Morris
Stephen J. Natoli
Mark A. Olbert
Analea J. Patterson
Christine P. Pelosi
Carmen O. Perez
Celine G. Purcell
Andres Ramos

Dustin R. Reed

Olivia A. Reyes-Becerra
Priscilla G. Richardson
John M. Ryan
Kathleen R. Scott
Steve J. Spinner

Shawn E. Terris

Gail R. Teton-Landis
Robert S. Torres

Marie S. Torres
Dorothy N. Vann
David 8. Warmuth
Karen D, Waters
Shirley N. Weber
Denise B, Wells
Gregory H. Willenborg
Laurence 8. Zakson

NUMBER OF VOTES - 8,753,788

o ok ok

I further certify that the following persons received votes for Electors of the
President and Vice President of the United States for the State of California other than
those cast for the California Democratic Party Electors:

California Republican Party Electors Pledged to

Donald J. Trump for President of the United States and
Michael R. Pence for Vice President of the United States:

Joel Anderson Diane Harkey Donna Porter
Marityn Barke Matthew Harmon Dennis Revell
Jennifer Beall Noel Irwin Hentschel Scott Robertson
Robert Bernosky Mark Herrick Carla Sands

Arun Bhumitra Tom Hudsen Truong Si

Jim Brulte Kenneth Korbin Robert Smittcamp
Nachhattar Chandi Kevin Krick Mike Spence
Claire Chiara Jeff Lalloway Shawn Steel

Tim Clark Linda Lopez-Alvarez Mark Vafiades
Greg Conlon Robin Lowe Marcelino Valdez
Matthew Del Carlo Papa Doug Manchester Etrol Valladares
Harmeet Dhillon Shirley Mark Cyndi Vanderhorst
Elizabeth Emken Chuck McDougald Megan Vincent
Jean Fuller John Muselia Elissa Wadleigh
Ted Gaines Ron Nehring Deborah Wilder
Ron Gold Mike Osbom Dave Willmon
Lisa Grace-Kellogg Douglas Ose John Young
Barbara Grimm Marshail John Peck

Howard Hakes Pete Petrovich

NUMBER OF VOTES - 4,483,810
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American Independent Party Electors Pledged to
Donald J. Trump for President of the United States and
Michael R. Pence for Vice President of the United States:

Linda Lea Alsbury Charles Edward Harrison, Jr. Robert Omelas
Merwyn Aisbury Thomas Nowlen Hudson Marilyn Plumb
The Honorable Steve Baldwin The Honorable John LeBoutillier  Jamie Rangel
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Gary Brown The Honorable Robert Marc Levy  Jeffrey Rangel

Ruth Brown Mary Parker Lewis John Daniel Robertson

Mark Brownlee Gaudencio Gene Lopez Markham Robinson

William C. Cardoza Judy Lopez Mary Robinson

Joseph 1. Cocchi Raul Lopez Stephanie Roundy

Julie Colglazier Sheila Schultz Lopez Terrance Arthur Rust

Kayla Colglazier Leonard Luna Dustin Paul Salsi

Patrick Colglazier Kim McDermott Richard Scott Andrew Schalo

Dr. J. Steven Davis
Sallie Hansen Doman

The Honorable Robert K. Doman

Eric McDerrnott
Arthur Loyal Morgan
Matthew Justin Morgan

David James Scholl
Mark J. Seidenberg
Chris Smentech

Wiley Drake Richard Matthew Nettleton, Sr. Glenn Smentech
Sally S. Easter Julie Marie Nettleton Michael Warnken
Ron Gold Marc Nettleton Jack Warren
The Honorable Virgit Goode Jaycob Andrew Omelas
Jeff Grage Melissa Ornelas
NUMBER OF VOTES - 4,483,810
LN ]
Libertarian Party Electors Pledged to
Gary Johnson for President of the United States and

Bill Weld for Vice President of the United States:
Alexander Appleby Jonathan Jaech Shashi Ramchandani
Baron Bruno Sandra Kailander Joe Reynoso
Arman Chahal John Kendal] Honoer Robson
Alicia Garcia Clark David Kettering Brian W. Ryman
Edward Clark Manuel $. Klausner Brian Schar
Tracy Cramer Janine Kloss David Schrader
Joseph W. Dehn, IiI Tyler Kuskie Kurt Schultz
Barbara Engelhardt Paul Lazaga John Stagliano
Keith Ericson Roberto Leibman Aaron Starr
Richard Fields Thomas Lippman Brian Thiemer
Aubrey Freedman Benjamin T. Macs Emily Tilford
Nicholas Gerber Michael Martin Jarrett Tilford
Joshua Glawson Alex Mattis Susan Marie Weber
Noel R. Gregorio Denise Mchulic Robert G. Weber
Harland Harrison Catherine Mellor Randall Weissbuch
Jane Heider Gale Morgan William C. White
Nathan Hoffman Samuet W, Oglesby Martha de Forest
John Hoop Kenneth Brent Olsen
Linden Hsu Gardner Osborne

NUMBER OF VOTES - 478,499

* &k







National Popular Vote gives
member states the power to reject
votes from states that don’t satisfy

the compact’s definition of a
“statewide popular election.”

In 1960 the compact would have
rejected 11,002,601 votes from
seven states, including New York,

&

giving Richard Nixon a popular
vote win over John Kennedy by
617,188 votes






EVERY VOTE EQUAL:

A State-Based Plan for
Electing the President by
National Popular Vote

John R. Koza
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Robert Richie

Joseph F. Zimmerman
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displaying the names of candidates for presidential elector on the ballot {as a small
number of states currently do). It simply requires that the names of the presidential
candidates appear on the ballot, The term “presidential slate” is defined in Article V
of the compact as

“a slate of two persons, the first of whom has been nominated as a candi
date for President of the U'nited States and the second of whom has been
nominated as a candidate for Vice President of the United States, or any
legal successors to such persons. ... "

The continued use of the short presidential ballot permits the aggregation, from
state to state, of the popular votes that have been cast for the various presidential
slates. If, for example, the voters in a particular state were to cast separate votes for
individual presidential electors (say, as they did in 1964 as shown by the Vermonl ballot
in figure 2.1 and discussed in section 2.2.6 or as they did in 196{ as shown by the Ala-
bama ballot in figure 2.13 and discussed in section 2.11), the winning presidential elec-
tors from that state would each inevitably receive a (slightly) different number of votes.
Thus, there would not be any single number available to add into the nationwide tally
being accumulated by the presidential slates running in the remainder of the country.

6.3.3 EXPLANATION OF ARTICLE II-MANNER OF APPOINTING PRESIDENTIAL ELECTORS
IN MEMBER STATES

Article IIT of the compact is the heart of the compact. It establishes the mechanics of
a nationwide popular election by prescribing the “manner of appointing presidential
electors in member states.”

The National Popular Vote compact is state legislation that exercises existing
state power under Article II, section 1, clause 2 of the U.S. Constitution:

“Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof
may direet, a Number of Electors, equal to the whole Number of Senators
and Representatives Lo which the State may be entitled in the Congress: but
no Senator or Representative, or Person holding an Office of Trust or Profit
under the United States, shall be appointed an Elector.”* [Emphasis added]

The first three clauses of Article III are the main clauses for implementing nation-
wide popular election of the President and Vice President.
The first clause of Article III of the compact provides:

“Prior to the time set by law for the meeting and voting by the presidential
electors, the chief election official of each member state shall determine

of the two Nader “presidential slates” in New York in 2004. Existing New York law treated and counted
Nader’s Independence Party votes separately from Nader's Peace and Justice Party votes.

' U.S. Constitution. Article II, section 1, clauses 1 and 2.



STATS OF  ATABAML
EXECUTIVE  DIPARTMENT

FHEHEHSE

I, John Pattarson, Governor of the State of Alabema, hereby
cortify that, as provided by the laws of the State of Alabama, the
Zevernar, the Secratary of State, and the Attorney General of the Stata
ot Mlaoama, did, on the 18th dav of Navember 1960, sanvass the vols in
ite 3hate of Alabame cast for Flectors for President snd Vice—~President
o7 bhe United States in the election held on Hovawber 8, 1960, and did

asear+ain that the vote for electors was as follows:

i1, e Allen received 318,303 votes
Lzvs Archer received 317,171 votes
$e L. ({eonard) Beard racoived 318,266 votes
Udmund 3kedr roceived 322,593 votes
Ja Ee Brantley received 317,226 votes
{Gov} Frank M, Dixon recaived 324,050 votes
1arl Harrison received 316,93 vohes
e Hendlamson recaived 323,018 votes
T be HOrmshy, Jo. ruceived 322,12} votae
. X, ¥alene, Jr. received 322,08), votos
¥innk Wzell received 320,957 votes
Jrover o Allen received .1,h85 votes
lrs, Marie We Balley recelived 1,274 votws
Grovar Banko roceived 1,265 votes
dames f, Hoilie received 1,077 voles
Radie Jones received 1,185 votes
James Kersh recoived 1,07 vobes
Wil Mike received 0%y yobes
Isaac Nicholson received 1,15h votes
Ernes$ Thomos Taylor racaived 1,143 vobes
Juspsr J, Thomas recelved 1,063 wobin
James C. filliams raceived 1,977 votesn
George Eo Allen received 4,357 votes
Annette M, Bartes racaived 3,769 votas
Lodwick H, Bartes received 3,775 votes
isv J. Crowder recelved 3,757 votes
Therman De lee reosived 3,735 votes
Mrs. Iila Evans recelved 3,484 votes
Willis Bazzell Carratt recaived 2,795 votes
John Douglas Knowles racelived 3,555 votes
Sanford D, Rudd recaived 3,326 volus
Jack Andrew Tomtinson roceived 3,477 votes
Ernest Wilson received 3,480 voles
L. E. Bartou recaived 2,105 voies
William E, Browm received 2,032 vobas
L. Jo Chambligs recaived 1,960 votes
Isona B, Frams racaived 1,368 votes
Jos Frogb racaived 1,91, votes
Kathryne E. Gardaer received 1,962 votes
Oa Ao Gardner racelved 2,045 votes
4e Dy Peck receivad 1,835 vobes
Phoebe Shoexaler reosived 1,868 votes
C. B, Stewart racoived 1,915 votes

Re Drom Woleott received 1,919 votes



Hobert 3, cartledge received 236,110 vobes

Charles Hy Chapman, Jr. received 237,370 votes
J. No Dennia receivad 236,765 votes
Cecil Durham raceived 237,981 votes
Wo H. 0illespis receivad 236,915 votes
Perry 0. Hooper received 231,976 votes
¥, Js Ketmamar received 235,41k votes
Tom YcMaron receivad 231,856 votes
Mrs. Jom Bimpuon roceived 234,002 votes
T+ B, Thompscn recelved 233,450 votes
George Witchar reoeived 230,951 votes
Hubsrt Stewsrt Teceived 2 votas
Walter C, Givhan received 30 votas
San ¥, Johnsor received 2 vobes
Iawrence E. HcNeil received 28 votes
John D, McQueen received 30 votes
John P, Newsome received 39 votes
Walter C, Oraham received ¢ votes
Sam W. Johnson roceived 9 vobes
Clarence E, McNeal recelved 9 votes
Joln Ds UcQuasn, Jr. recsivad 9 votas
Ce Te Kelley received 2 votes
de Be Stalworth received 1 vote

Js Wu Staggers roceived 1 vobe

Clarence Iatham recelved 1 vote

James Marry recsived 1 vote

Johnh Hays received 1 vots

John Patterson recaived 3 votss
Sam Engelhardt received 3 wotes
Bill Agee recsived 3 votes
Stanley Pace receivad 3 votes
He A+ Waites rscaived 1 vote

"Rad® Waites racelved 2 votas
iatt Lawson raceived 3 wvotas
H. As Eaith received 2 votes
Tom Strong received 2 votes
Chanbliss Kelth received 2 votes
Hermon Cartar roceived 2 votes
Tom McBryde racaived 2 votas
Jo Bs Hood received 1 votas

Je 8o Powaell recaived 1 vote

Tom Smith recaived 1 vote

James Johnson received 1 vote

Bob Brown received 1 vote

T Anderson recaived 1 voie

Je Re Bemtt, dre received 1 vote

1 further certify that it was agcertained frem the canvass
of said vota, @s above shown, that the following wers elected as Elsctors
for Prevident and Tice-President o? toe United States of America in

Alabang ¢

Co Ge Allen

Dave Archer

Cs L. (Loonard) Beard
Edmund Blair

J¥. E, Brantley
(Gov, ) Frapk M, Dixon
Karl Harcison

Bruce Henderson

Ce Eo Hot'nsby, Jdre

We W. Malone, Jr,
Frank Migell

Mgt
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IN TESTIHONY WHEREF I have caused this certificate to be
signad and the Seal of the State of Alabame to be hereto affixad on

this the 21st day of Novembsr 1960,

ATTEST:






BY Thi GOVLRENOA:

”;::'ng been held on the Bth

s tate of Georcia and

Fhaving heen

B : State and certified
.: ded by law; and

WHEREAS: - The Pre
day of
the
consold
by him

e whose names are set forth
vy of the votes cast for the
Elector of the State of

WHEREAS: It appeanl.:
kelow receive:h
office of Presig
Georgia; no

THCEREFORE: I, S. Ex
proclaim
are hereby
State of G

¥, Governor of Georgia, do hereby
8llowing-named persons be and they
as Presidential Electors for the

STATE AT LAF VOTES

S5E andiver 458,63t

Pete ger 455,202

1st District James L, 455,720
2nd Distriet James H. O 455,576
3ro District ' Lamar Sizem® 455,378
4th District ‘David Arnold ™ 455,484
5th District Ivy Duggan 455,251
6th District Tom Carr 455,099
Fth District J. Battle Hg 455,191
8th District . Robert E. ji 455,241
9th District Glenn W. 455,255
10th District Charlie 455,510

And it is se 28th day of November, 1960,

bndex my hand and Great Seal of
tate of Georgia at the Capitol
he City of Atlanta on the 28th

of Movember in the vyear of our
ord, One Thousand, Nine Hundred and
Sixty.

é‘-ws
JARTMERN

E a@v.@%
SECRETARY OF STATE




BY THE GOVERNOR:

WHEREAS :

EXECUTIVE ORDER

The Presidential Election having been held on the 8th

day of November, 1960, in the State of Georcia and
the returns from said election having been
consclidated by the Secretary of State and certified
by him to the Governor as pfovided by law; and

WHEREAS :

THEREFORE :

7).

SECRETARY OF

ol

Anc it is so proclaimed this 28th day of November, 1960,

STATE

It appears that the pPersons whose names are set forth
below received a majority of the votes cast™for the
office of Presidential Elector of the State of
Georgis; now

I, S. Ernest Vandiver, Governor of Georgia, do hereby
proclaim that the following-named persons be and they
are hereby appointed as Presidential Electors for the

State of Georgia:

STATE AT LARGE NAME VOTES
S. Ernest Vandiver 458, 63E
Peter Zack Geer 455,207
lst District James L. Gillis 435, 720
2nd District James H, Gray 455,%76
3rd District Lamar Sizemore 455,378
4th District David Arnold 453,484
Sth District Ivy Duggan 455,251
6th District Tom Carr 455,099
7th District J. Battle Hall 455,191
8th District Robert L, Lae 455,241
9th District Glenn W, Ellard 455,255
Oth District Charlie Baldwin 455,510

Given under my hand and Great Ses) of
the State of Georgia at the Capitol
in the City of Atlanta on the 28hL
day of November in the year of our
Lord, One Thousand, MNine Hundred and

Y



STATL OF GLORGIA g ;
COURTY CF FULTOS

TO ADIILHISTRATOR OF GENERA

Fursuant to the provis
States Code (62 3tat,
of Georgia, as Chief
the following electg
Presidential Electoy
a majority of the vi
of Georgia on the ej
consolidation of thel
Department of the Sta
Code Ann.:

STATE AT LARGE

s. andiver
Peten gar
lst District James 5
2nd district James |
3rd District Lamar Si
4th District David Ax
5th Districi Ivy Duggd
6bth District Tom Carrx
Tih Disirict J. Battle
3th District Fobert E.
9th District Glenn V. &
10th District Charlie Bal

I hereby further certify that the conscl?
giection returns filed in the Executive Def
Georria shows the following additional cand
tlectors and the votes received by each:

MAYES CF PEFUBLICAN CAMDIDATES FCOR PRESIDE
STATE AT LARGL NAME

Robert R. Snodgra
William B. Shartz

1si District James L. Sundy
2nd District Russell E. ¥alih
3rd District James !i. Brophy
4th District raul Cobb

5th District Charles A. Moye,
pth District J. Harvin Elliot§
Tth District C. Eugene Hughe
fth District James #. FKent

gth Pistrict Cecil G. Hart

10th District fugene T. Gil

MISCELLAMEQUS VIRITE-IN CANDIDATES
NO rFARTY SFECIFIED

Tom Anderson
T. Coleman Andrews
Hoyt Arlington
Ellis Arnall

David Arnold

CREDENT] i FRESTDEWTIAL ELECTUR.

el t e

WASHINGTOH, D. C.

L of Title 3,
k., Ernest Vandiver, Governcr
p, do hereby certify ihat
scording to law as

ia by virtue of receiving
tlection held in the State
0, as shown by the

filed in the Executive
ed by Section 34-2502, Ga.

VOTES

458,638
455,202

455,720
455,576
455,378
455,484
455,251
455,099
455,191
455,241
455,255
455,510

the aforesaid
of the State of
or Presidential

RS

272,859

— = = A N



STATE OF GLORGIA }
COUNTY OF FULTQ! CREDENTTIALS OF FRESIDENTIAL ELECTORS

TC ADMINISTRATCR OF GENERAL SERVICES, WASHIMGTCH, D. C.

Pursuant to the provision of Section 6, Chapter 1 of Title 3, United
States Code (62 3tat, 672, as amended) 1, S, Ernest Vandiver, Governor
of Georgia, as Chief Executive of said State, do hereby certify that
the following electors have been appointed according to law as
Presidential Electors from the State of Georgia by virtue of receiving
a majority of the votes cast in the Genexral Election held in the State
of Georcia on the eighth day of Hovember, 1960, as shown by the
consolidation of the retuzns of said election filed in the Executive
Department of the State of Georgia as required by Section 34-2502, Ga.
Code Ann.: -

STATE AT LARGE NAME VOIES .

S, Ernest Vandiver 458,638

Peter Zack Geer 455,202
lst District James L. Gillis 455,720
2nd District James H. Gray 455,576
3rd District Lamar Sizemore 455,378
4th District David Arnold 455,484
S5th District Ivy Duggan 455,251
6th District Tom Carr 455,099
7th District J. Battle Hall 455,191
8th District Robert E, Lee 455,24],
9th District Glenn W. Ellard 455,255
10th District Charlie Baldwin 455,510

NAMES OF REFUBLICAN CANDIDATES FCR PRESIDENTIAL ELECTORS

STATE AT LARGE NaME VOTES
Robert R, Snodgrass 274,472
William 8. Shartzer 273,346
Ist District James L. Sundy 273,080
2nd District Russell E, Kaliher 272,992
3xd District James . Brophy 272,907
4th District Paul Cobb 272,962
S5th District Charles A. Hoye, Jr. 272,885
6th D;str@ct J. Marvin Elliott 272,968
7th District C. Eugene Hughes 272,901
8th District James M, Kent 273,041
9th D1§t119t Ceclil G. Hartness 272,902
10th District Eugene T. Gilbert 272,859

ISISCELLANEQUS WRITE-IN CANDIDATES
NO PARTY SFECIFIED

Tom Anderson

T. Coleman Andrews
Hoyt Arlington
Ellis Arnall
David Arnold

= ) S

t".

=
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vee Yillie B
¥lillie B
Willie B., Jr.
Jchn Sammons Bell
Richard Bell
Wick Belluso
Iris Blitch
E. 5. Bower
J. M. Branch
Hugh Brent
Dr. S. Y. Brown
Louis L. Brown
Lester Burns
Robt, J. Caxrter
Chas. R. Crisp
Davis
Earl Davis o
James Davis
James C, Davis
Jeff Davis, C.S.A.
A. L. Decker, Prohibition
“Different Slates - no 2 Alike"
Carl Duncan
Bruce Edwards
Orvi}! F, Fabus
Farbous
Faubus
Orval Faubus
Jule W. Felton
Huckelberry Finn
E. L. Forrester
E. L. (Tic) Forrester
Tic Forrester
Peter Z. Geer
Feter Zack Geer
- Barry Goldwater
Harry Goldwater
James Gray
James Grey
A, L. Hadden, Jr.
J. Battle Hall
Harris
Roy Harris
Roy V. Harris
J. B, Hatchett
Bob Humphreys
Independent 1
William Ingram
Ralph Ivie
Country Johnson
M. C. Johnston
Bob Jones
Bill Kennedy
iTing
Lamar ¥night
Geo, D, Lawrence
Wade Leonard
George Lilly
Forrester Litile
Judge Oscar Long
H. #. Lott
James Mackey
Lester Maddox
W, O. McCord
Bob iMcDyer
Roy McLain
J. A. Milteer
Thomas H. Mitchell
Virlyn B. Hoore, Jr.

8]
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Walter Morrison 1
Geo, V, Hoslaey 1
J. D. Muse 2
Marshall MNelms 1
Richard Nixon 1
Fred Orr 1
J. L. Pilcher 2
Sallie Lou Rabun 1
Mary A. Rambo 1
C. C, Ramsey 1
A. Phillip Randolph 1
Dick Russell 1
Richard Russell 3
Richard g, Russell 7
Richard B. Russell, President 2
Tom Sawyer 1
V. M. Scott 2
Joe Smith 1
Sam Smith 1
Charles E. Stewart 1
Eugene Talmadge 1
Herman Talmadge 28
Herman Talmadoe, v, p. 1
Herman E, Talmadge 1
Norman Thomas 1
S. Thurmond %

3

o

Strom Thurmend

Undecided 4
Ernest Vandiver 1
Carl Vinson 1
James H, Whitaker 1
Gene Yawn 1
Bernard 4. Young 1
Billy Young 1

I further certify that it js the purport and intent of this certificate
to comply with a]] the Tequirements of the 1aw as set forth inp
Section 6, Chapter ) of Title 3, United States Code (62 Stat. 672).

Given under my hand and the Great Seal of the State at the Capitel, in
anta, the 2

the City of At} 8th day of November in the vear of our Lozd
One Thousand, Nine Hundred and Sixty.

RNOR

P



STATE OF LOUISIANA
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

Pursuant to the laws of the United States of America, I, Jimmie H. Davis, Governor of the State
of Louisiana, do hereby certify that Frank B. Eljs, Edmund M. Reggie, Theodore Hickey, Clyde F.
Bei, Leon Gary, Mrs. Ruth Cockerhem, William C. Feazel, Jack P. F. Gremillion, Edward M. Carmouche
and Leo Coco were duly elected Eloctors for President and Vice-President of the United States, on
the part of the State of Louitiana, agreeably to the provigions of the laws of the State of Louisiana,
and in conformity with the Constitution of the United States of America, for tha purpose of giving their
votes for Pregident and Viee-President of the United Statea for the term prescribed by the Cousfitu-
tion of the United States, to begin on the 20th day of Janusry, 4.D., 1961,

IN TESTIMONY WHEBEOF, 1 have hereunto set
my hand and caused to be affixed the great seal of
the Stntwf Louisiana, at the City of Baton Rouge,

is2-f “day of November in the year of our Lord
nineteen hundred and sixty and of the Independence
of the United States of America, the one hundred
and eighty-fourth and of the State of Louisiana the
one hundred and forty-eighth.

A 77

qY STATE OF LOUISIANA

BY THE GOVERNOR:

S fl‘- o ,’j"’l '.“‘ :
SR el B G

SECRETARY OF STATE

Farsm-1%



CREDENTIALS OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTORS
STATE OF LOUISIANA

STATE OF LOUTSIANA
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that at an election held on the sighth day of November, 1980, it being tho
firal Tvesday next rollowing the first Monday of said menth, by victue of and in obadimnes tv tho procla.
matlon of Honorudle Jimumie K. Davis, Goveror of the State of Louistana, dated the fifteanth day of Sep-
tember, AD. 1980, issuod In sccordence with Chapter 8, Title 18 of the Loulsianu Revised Siatutes of
Im.ﬂ.up-n!m&mmdﬂde&ﬂmmﬂh%ﬂuuh%d&hdme
State of Loulsinna, and compfled by hfm en the 28th day of November, A.D., 1960, that the following
named persons have ench reseived the voles st oppowito their respective names for the offfces of Blec
tors for Prosident snd Yice-President of the United States, for the State of Louisiane, for the term bo-

Frank B. Rtls, At Large._ ..o —— ) 1
Bdmund B. Roxgis, At Large. -...384,889
Theodore Hickey, First Districl. . ....BB3,984
Clyde F. Bal, Second District 381,372
Leon Gary, Third Dhtriet. .. . .. ~.381,420
M, Ruth Cockerham, Fourth Distriel. 891,661

William C. Feaxol, Fifth District..... .
Jaek P. F. Gremlilion, Sixth Dixtrict

Edward M. Canmouche, Seventh District..... .. J—— 1 | X Y ]
Leo Coco, Bighth District........... c I 379,064
Hurold B, Judeil, At Large... i 220,980
Edwerd L. Smiloy, At Large... i 21,097
M, Edward J. Peiilbon, Pirst District. creneinen . 314,071
Paul Ramoa, Second Districk. ... ..., ceeirn 218,266
J. Paulio Duhe, Third District.. e B12,678

Cherkes J, Beaird, Fourth Distelet........oooo o 212,738
John 8 Fox, Fifth District ’ e 218,878
Arthur James Holland, Sixth District _-213,102
Aubrey C. Tatman, Seventh District g, 212,402
Goorge B. Hall, Blghth DRt oo o 212,282

..169,672
-, 183,867

David C. Treen, At LaTge.e. .o
Willilam M. Rainach, At Large.. .. bt

Loznder H. Pores, 8r., Fimt Dintriet... .. -...180,977
Emile A. Wagner, Jr., Socond Distefel . .-.162.044
Bon H. Freeman, Third Distriet . .. . .-.180,785

Marlin W, Drake, Jr.. Fourth District. 160,483

Clifton E. Hesler, Pifth Distriet..._. ... PSS [ | T.1 3 |
dared Y, Sanders, Jr., Sixih District. . . 3 160,828
Edward Dubuisson, Seventh District e e i A 1 59, 812
E. Ot Bdgerton, Jr., Righth Distedel . e LT —T A1

¥rom it vosuls: Fraok B. [l end Bdmund M. Regxle for the State At Large; Theodore Hickey
for the Firet District; Clyds P. Ba! for the Becond District; Lacn Gary for the Third Distriet; Mre. Buth
Cockerham for the Fourih Dhstriel; Willlam C. Pearel for the Fifth Disiriet; Jack P. F. Gremillion for
the Siath District; Rdward M. Carmouche for the Seventh Distriet; and Leo Coco for the Eighth Dis-
triel; have recoived the greatest number of votes cast &t the said election for the offices of Eleclors
for President and Vicc-Preaident of the United Sintes, for tho State of Louielana, for the term beginting
Janunry 20, 1961,

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my
hond and cuused to be affixed the gront seal of the
Z%aﬁf Louisiana, at the Cily of Baton Rouge, this

=_day of November in ths yesr of our Lord
ninsteen hundred ang sixty and of the Independence
of the United States of America, the one hundred
and eighty-fourth and of the State of Louiziana the
one hundred and forty-cighth.

BY THE GOVERNOR:

Ve
,.4/2.252;_"_7%4\; /

SECRETARY OF STATE



STATE OF NEW YORK

BY

NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER

GOVERNOR

I, NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER, Governor of the State of New York, do hereby cestify, that the statement
containing the Canvass and Certificate of Determination by the State Board of Canvassers of the State of New
York, as to ELECTORS of PRESIDENT and VICE-PRESIDENT hercto annexed, and certified by the Secre-
oy of State of said State, under her seal of office, contains a true and correct List setting forth the names of
Electors of President and Vice-President, clected in the said Siate, at the General Election held in said Scate
on the Tuesday after the first Monday in November (November cighth), in the year nincteen hundred and
sixty. pursuant to the Constitution and Law of the United States and of the State of New York, to wit

HARRY VAN ARSDALE, jr. HAROLD T. GARRITY
AVERELL HARRIMAN JOHN L SNYDER, Jk.
ARTHUR LEVITT PAUL R. HAYS
HERBERT H. LEHMAN WILLIAM A. ZECK
MICHAEL H. PRENDERGAST WILLIAM N. POSNER
CARMINE G. DsSAPIO FRANK R. BARBARITA
CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, Jx. MARION LEAMY
ROSE DOLLINGER MARIE FERMOILE
HARRY FOGLER JAMES T. HEALEY
DANIEL. V. SULLIVAN JOHN j. PURCELL
HELEN A. SHARKEY KARL V. JONES
EDYTHE CASHMORE MAE GUREVICH
LILYAN STARK JOSEPH ZARETZKI
JOIN J. LYNCH JULIO FLORES
ARTHUR ROSENCRANS HENRY A, TOPPIN

R. RISLEY DENT, Jx. FRANK A. SEDITA
EDWARD D. RE PATRICK J. McGRODER, Jx.
ROBERT §. BENJAMIN WALTER WARD
HERBERT TENZER JOSEPH J. DEMONTE
WILLIAM O. DAPPING JOSEPH SPADARO
WILLIAM H. MORGAN IRVING SCHLEIN
FRANK E. BARRY JOHN C. O'BRIEN

MONROE GOLDWATER

And {urther tiat the Statement of Canvass and Certificate of Determination certified by the Secretary of
State of suid State, as aforesaid, correctly sets forth the Canvas or Determinstion under the Laws of said Scate
of New York, of the number of votes given or cast for each person for whose election ary and all votes have
been giren or case at said clection as aforesaid.

In Testimony Whereot, The Grea
Seal of the State is hereunto sffixed.

?i ; @5 my hand at the City of Albany, the

_[ ................ day of December, in the year of our Lord
one thousand nine hundred and sixty.

Avtested by

Secretary of State
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State of New Yuork, 83

We, the Auomey-General, State Senators, and Members of Assembly, constituting the State Board of
Canvassers, having canvassed the whole number of voles given for the office of ELECTOR OF PRewpENT AND
Vier-Prestoeny, at the general election held in said State, on the eighth day of November, 1960, according
to the certified statements of the said votes received by the Secretary of State, in the manner divected by law,
do hereby determine, declare and certify that

HARRY VAN ARSDALE, Jr HAROLD T. GARRITY
AVERELL HARRIMAN JOHN L SNYDER, Jn.
ARTHUR LEVITT PAUL R. HAYS
HERBERT H. LEHMAN WILLIAM A. ZECK
MICHAEL H. PRENDERGAST WILLIAM N. POSNER
CARMINE G. DeSAPIO FRANK R. BARBARITA
CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, Jr. MARION LEAMY
ROSE DOLLINGER MARIE FERMOILE
HARRY POGLER JAMES T. HRALEY
DANIEL V. SULLIVAN JOHN J. PURGCELL
HELEN A, SHARKEY KARL V. JONES
EDYTHE CASHMORE MAE GUREVICH
LILYAN STARK JOSEPH ZARETZKI
JOHN ]. LYNCH JULIG FLORES
ARTHUR ROSENCRANS HENRY A, TOPPIN

R. RISLEY DENT, J». FRANK A. SEDITA
EDWARD D. RE PATRICK J. McGRODER, Jr
ROBERT §. BENjJAMIN WALTER WARD
HERBERT TENZER JOSEPH ]. DEMONTE
WILLIAM O, DAPPING JOSEPH SPADARO
WILLIAM H. MORGAN IRVING SCHLEIN
FRANK E. BARRY JOHN C. O'BRIEN

MONROE GOLDWATER

were, by the greates number of votes, given at the said eloction duly appointed ELecToR oF Presibewt Ann
Vice-PusioenT of the United States.
Given under our hands at the Department of State in the City of Albany, the 12th day of December in
the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and sixry.
Louis J. Larxowrrz, Atorney-General
SRR T Ffe AR - Sicie-Senebor
Jurian B. Erwav, State Senator
CHARLES A, SCHOENECK, Jr, Member of Assembly
Harvey M. Lipset, Member of Assembly

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Btate of Nem anxk} o

1 certily that I have compared the foregoing with the original certificate filed in this department, and
that the same Is a correct wanswipt therefrom and of che whole of such originat,

@inent under my hand and official seal of office, at the
Gity of Albany, this 12th day of December, 1960.

(L IS DU VI A STV

CAROLINE K. SIMON,
Secretary of Siate



Farm 343 33-9-60-103

STATE OF NEW YORK, s,

STATEMENT of the whole number ol votes cast for all the candidaies for the office of EzrcToR OF
PresIDENT AND VIcE-PRESIDENT, at 2 General Election held in said Swate on the eighth day of November, 1960.

The whole number of votes given for the office of EecToR oF PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIBENT was
331,580,004 of which

MARGARET M. received 3446418
- 3iioae
T 3,
T 3Ms4a9
" 3448420
. 3446418
3846019
" 3446420
" jMeAs
- S
SAMUEL ZIRN * 348419
JACOB L. FOLTZMANN " 3448418
HELEN PARISI S -,
GEORGE €. TEXTOR 3446419
SAMUEL ROSENTHAL ; ' 3448410
CHARLES S. HILL Eo " 348410
FRANCIS DRAN f, iR " 8448,
© 3MBAID 408,176
! 3,446,419 CARMINE G 10 C 408,118
3448419 BUCKLEY, JR. . 406,176
7 A48419 ROSE DOLLINGER .. .. " 406,178
" 8448419 HARRY FOGLER " 408,176
M8 ALY DANTEL V. SULLIVAN " 406176
y 346419 A. " 408,170
] 36418 EDYTHE CASHMORE " 408,176
; SMELL0 LILYAN STARK . . D 408,176
" 3M8419 JOHN J. LYNCH iz 408,176
Y 446419 it 408178
" 3448418 R. RISLEY DENT, JR. » 408,176
" vt EDWARD D. RE . . .. n 408,176
T 3448419 ROBERT 5. BENJAMIN = 400,176
- 3.48419 HERBERT TENZER s D 406,176
T 3446418 WILLIAM O. DAPPING . i 406,176
; Y 3 A4BALS WILLIAM H. MORGAN . . . @ 406,178
WILLIAM WILRINSON A * 3446419 FRANK E. BARRY - e " 408,178
JOEL H. CARROLL O e Y 3AMBALY Momtoz ‘GOLDWATER . ... . . 0 406,176
T. CARL NIXON L " AMMEALS HAROLE T. GARRITY . s . 408,176
FRED C. STEVENS v R 448419 JOHN L SNYDER, JR. " £06,176
PAUL SCEOELLECPF, JR. . .. . " 3446419 PAUL R. HAYS o 406,178
LEWIS G. HARRIMAN, SR. .. . .. .. 5 419 WILLIAM A, Z¥CK . v 408,
" 346419 WILLIAM N. POSNER " 408,178
" FRANK R. BARBARITA i 08176
3423908 MARION LEAMY . & 408178
" 3423908 MARIE FERMOILE . . " 408,176
Y 34ZIS08 JAMES T. HEALEY " 408,176
N L JOHN J PORCELL * 406,176
" 343908 EARL V. JONES v 408,378
" 34807 MAE GUREVICH " 408,176
5 42900 i = 408,176
" 3,423,908 JULIO FLORES " 406,178
" 3423508 HENRY A. TOPPIN 2 408178
0 428,909 A IT. " 408,278
“ 3421908 PATRICK J. McGROD! " 406,176
3423908 WAL W, " 406,176
T 3423508 JOSEPH J. DeMONTE - 408,175
" 8423509 JOSEPE SPADARO . 408,178
"8 VING - 408,176
" 3423808 JOHN €. O'BRIEN 406,178
“ e3ges  ANNA . W
- X MARVEL DOBBS ! 14,319
" 3421508 BERNARD GOODMAN r 14318
" 3423008 G. " 1439
- THOMAS L. KERRY y pL¥T
" 3423908 LILLY . 14,315
" 3423908 HARRY RING . 14.318
" 3423908 MO WEIS ” 14,319
" 3423808 CONSTANCE F. WEISSMAN " 14,319
" gﬁgg MORRIS ZUCEOFF ... ... 1418
n BLANKE, VOID AND SCATTERING .. T 4005076
v 347908 WHGCLE NUMBER OF VOTES.... ... " 231 590904

Given under our hands at the Dep-urtment of State in the City of Albany, the 12th day of December in the
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and sixty.

Lous |. Lerxownz, dtlorney-General
“Gummr-T-Sanrys, Staig Sencios

Jurian B, ERwav, Slale Senator

CrarLes A, ScuorNeck, Ju., Member of Assembly
Harvey M. Lirser, Member of Assembly

State of Nem Pork

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

[ certify that  have compared the foregoing with the original certificate filed in this department, and
that the same is a correct transcript therefrom and of the whole of such original.

Given under my hand and the Seal of Office of the Departmeat of State, at the City of Albany, this 12th
day of December, in the year one thousand nine hundred and sixty.
—D / . v -

akitbi o _z,'b.,o A 92 tg,‘:,'(/

Secretary of State







STATE OF SCUTH CAROLIRA

EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

OFFICE OF SBCBRTARY OF STATE

THIS 1§ TO CERTIFY that a General Election for Presidential and Vice Presidential

Electors was heild in this State en Novamber 8, 1960, the certified candidates

raceived the following votes as certified to this offica by the Board of State

Lanvassers,

NAME OF ELEGTOR

YOTE

DEMOCRAT: JOHN P, XKENNGDY=LYNDON B, JOBNSON

PRTER H, McRAGHIN
MRS, ALLEN LAMBRIGHT
J. C, HARE

ROY A, POWELL

JORN C, PRACHT, SR,
EOWARD R, HAMER
PAUL A, SANSBURY

8. G, LITTLEJORN

198,121
198,129
198,106
198,098
198,081
198,075
198,057

197,982

REPUBLICANs RICHARD M, NIXORIIENRY CABOT LODGE

MRS, A. D, BARNES
W. T. C, BATES
ROBRRT F, CHABUAN
DAVID DOWS

J, C. BAMBRIGHT, JR,
WILLIAM B, PITTS
FUED SCOTT

GHEG D, SHOREY, JR.

188,558
188,526
188,501
188,467
188,473
188,456
188,459

188,436

TOTAL NUMBER OF VOTES CAST FOR PRESIDEMIIAL

AND VIGE PRESIDENTIAL BLECTORS

386,687

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND THE SEAL OF THE STATE
AT COLIMBIA, THIS 30TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, A. D.,
ONE THOUSARD NINE HUNDRED AKD SIXTY

@. FEFrt T

O, FRANK THORNION, SECRETARY OF STATE






CERTIFICATE OF ASCERTAINMENT CF ELECTORS APPOINTED

I, Buford Ellington, Governor of the State of Tenneasee, do hereby
certify that the following persons were zppointed Electors for President and
Vice-~President of the United States of Amexrica, for the State of Tennessoes,
at the General Election hold on Tussday, November 8, 1960, agreeably to the
Counstitation and laws of the United Siates and of this State:

Claude Acuff

Joe Applety

Roy Hall

Lehman Keith
Harry L. Keily

W. R, Landrum
Lon A, Price

E. B, Maupin, Jr.
Judge T. L. Seeber
James D. Estop; Jr.
Valker Welford

I furthexr cartify that the follow!ng is the canvaas of the number of
votes caat for each psrson for whose appoiniment any and all votes have been
cagt!

Electors for Richard M. Nixor, candidate for President, and
Henry Cabot Lodgs, candidate for Vice~President:

Claude Acuff 556,577
Joe Appleby 556,103
Roy Hall 556, 114
Lehrnan Keith 556, 057
Harry L. Kelly 556, 147
W. R, Landrum 556, 080
Lon A, Price 556, 054
E. B. Maupin, Jr. 556, 069
Judge T. L. Seeber 556,063
Jamea D. Eeatep, Jr. 53h, 108

Walker Welford 556, 059



Electors for John . Kennedy, candidate for President and Lyndon
B, Johnson, candidate for Vice-Presgident:

Malcolm Brandon 481, 453
G. Hilton Butler 48ac, 787
John Ford Canale 48C, 487
B, B. Gullett 480,653
Keith Hampton 480,515
Richard Hewkias 480,653
Mzrs. Damon Headden 48C, 577
James P, Lanier 4806, 617
Everett Lewallen 480, 619
Earl Reasor 48¢C, 577
Charlie Walker 480, 624

Electors for Crval E. Faubus, candidate for President and Admiral
John G. Croramelin, candidate for Vice-President:

Jack W, Brown 11, 304
Plese W. Bunch 11,218
Milton W. Henderson 11,218
John R. Humpston 11,224
Russell D. Harst 11, 22¢
Barney 1. Loftin, Sr. 11,221
W. L. Morrow 11,224
James H. Patierson, Jr. 11,225
Gaorge A. Somervill 11,218
J. H. Sullivan 11,226
Mrs. Robert Wray 11,226

Electors for Rutherford 1. Decker, candidate for President and
E. Herold Munn, candidate for Vice-~President:

Curtis E. Dearing 2, 458
Lawrence Green 2,431
H. A. Harvey 2,421
W. C. Jcnas 2,444
Boyd LeCroy 2,416
H. Evan McKinley 2,475
S. A. Murphy 2,422
Amy L. Person 2,423
Betty Mae Shorts 2,416
W, Earle Stevens 2,429
W. E. Templeton 2,422

In witness whereof | have hereunto set my hand and cacsed the

Great Seal of the State of Tennessee to be affixed, this 30th day of

Novemnber, 196C.

§E;/RETARY CF STATE




@ertificate nf Elertion of Electors for
President and Hire-President

STATE OF VERMONT
Executive Department, ss.

Pursuant o the laws of the United Statss of America, |, ROBERT T. STAPFORD, Governor of the Stale of Vermoal, do hereby
certify that the final ascertainment, under and by virtve of Lhe laws of the State of Vermont, show that the following named persons,
residing in the lowns indicated recoived the number of votes set oppesite their respective namas for Eloctors of President and Viee
President of (he United States, cast al the election held on the Tucsday next after the first Monday in November, 1960, for the purpose
of electing said Electors, pursuant to the Constitution and laws of the United States and tha Stata of Vermont:

DEANE C. DAVIS, Montpelier 98,181
JOSEPH B, JOHNSON, Springficid 01,080
MRS, MORTIMER R. PROCTOR, Proctor 97,059
FREDERICK J. FAYETTE, South Burlington 69,188
ROBERT W. LARROW, Burlington 48,982
WILLIAM J. RYAN, Montpelier 68,901
Scattoring votes 7

And 1 do hereby certify and declare

DEANE C. DAVIS
JOSEPH B. JOHINSON
MES. MORTIMER R. PROCTOR

the lhree persons having the greatest number of votes, duty elected Electors of Prasident and Vice-President of the United Stuates for
\he Stafe of Vermont, chosen st an election for the purpose held therein on the Tuesdsy next after the first Monday in November,
in the year of our Lord, one thousand nine hundred and sixty, agreeably to the. provisions of the izws of tha sald State, and in conformity
with the Constifation and laws of the Unitcd States, for the purpose of glving In their votes for President and Vice-Presidont of the
United States for the respoctive terms prescribed by the Constitution of the Unitod States, to bagin on the twentieth day of January
in the year of our Lord, one Lhousand nine hundred end sixty-one.

Witness roy hand and the Great Seal of the State of Vermenl
hereunto affixed

Dono (p ths Executlve Chamber at Montpelier, this twenly-
first day of Navember, in the yoar of our Lord, one thousand ning
hundred and sixty, end of the independence of the United States,
the one Lundred and eighty-fifth.

Slsrtier

BY thu Govejnor, o .
2 Comitie
cexypae w7 (A vmiigbrint

Secrotary of &,






HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE CAPITOL
HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06106-1591

REPRESENTATIVE BRIAN BECKER VICE CHAIR
19TH ASSEMBLY DISTRICT COMMERCE COMMITTEE
LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDIN MEMBER
ol If‘ilogml:l:oa VILOING ENERGY AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE
HARTFORD, CT 08108-1581 FINANCE, REVENUE & BONDING COMMITTEE

PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE

CAPITOL: 880-240-8585
FAX: 8680-240-0208
E-MAIL: Brian.Beckei@cga.ct.gov

Statement of Brian S, Becker
State Representative for the 19" Assembly District
before the
Committee on Government Administration and Elections
of the
Connecticut General Assembly
February 24, 2014
in opposition to
HB 5126
An Act Concerning An Agrecement Among the States to Elect the President of the United States by
National Popular Vote

Chairman Musto, Chairman Jutila, Ranking Member McLachlan, Ranking Member Hwang, and the other
distinguished members of the Government Administration and Elections Committee, thank you for taking
the time to read my testimony in opposition to HB 5126, An Act Concerning An Agreement Among the
States to Elect the President of the United States by National Popular Vote.

I oppose this bill because 1 believe it is procedurally flawed. The procedural flaws could create great
unceitainty for the chief elected officials of member states who are charged with certifying the results of
the presidential election. Even more troubling, the bill’s defects could disenfranchise the voters in those
states who join the compact. Allow me to explain.

The first flaw can be found in Article I1I of the bill, which states in relevant part:

The chief election official of each member state shall designate the presidential slate
with the largest national popular vote total as the "national popular vote winner". ..

At least six days before the day fixed by law for the meeting and voting by the
presidential electors, each member state shall make a final determination of the
number of popular votes cast in the state for each presidential slate and shall
commumicate an official statement of such determination within twenty-four howrs fo
the chief election official of each other member state.

Federal law (3 U.S.C, §5) also provides that each state must make a final determination of its electors
at least six days before the day fixed for the meeting of the electors (the “Safe Harbor Deadline™).

SERVING AVON, FARMINGTON AND WEST HARTFORD




Heve is the problem: How is a state's chief election official supposed to make a final determination
of her state’s electors by the Safe Harbor Deadline when she may not have all of the election results
she needs to determine the national popular vote until twenty-four hours later (per the procedural
rules set forth in Atticle 11 of the compact)? Advocates for the National Popular Vote have said that
this situation could not happen because all states determine their popular vote well in advance of the
Safe Harbor Deadline. Even if we were to assume for purposes of discussion that such
determinations have always been made in advance of the Safe Harbor Deadline (which I doubt), it
does not guaranty that they always will be. Under current law, this is not a problem as each state’s
chief election official only has to determine the results in her own state to certify the electors for her
state. I certainly would not want to put our Secretary of State into an ambiguous legal position by
passing the National Popular Vote as it is currently drafted,

Asswming that each compact state’s chief election official would face the same situation, it is quite
possible that no compact state will be able to designate its electors. If that were to happen, no
candidate would receive a majority of the electoral votes and the election would be decided by the
U.S. House of Representatives. This would effectively disenfranchise millions of people.

The second flaw is in Article IV of the bill. Article [V states, in part, that “[t]his agreement shall take
effect when states cumulatively possessing a majority of the electoral votes have enacted this
agreement in substantially the same form and the enactments by such states have taken effect in each
state.” Article [V also permits a state to withdraw from the compact. The bill fails, however, to state
what would happen should one or more states withdraw and bring the total number of electoral votes
of the states remaining in the compact to fewer than a majority of electoral votes. Many claim that
the compact would cease to exist. This is not expressly stated. It should be. In the alternative, a
provision could be added that would allow the remaining states to stay part of the agreement, but not
be bound by its provisions until such time as slates cumulatively possessing a majority of the
electoral votes have once again joined the compact, Having this latter provision would avoid the
need for advocates to start the process from scratch.

Advocates for the National Popular Vote have told me that we cannot change the bill because 9 or 10
states have already passed it “as is” and it would be too hard to get them to change it. [ say we
should pass it in a form that corrects the issues I have identified and then seek to have the 9 or 10
states that have already passed it tweak their statutes to match Connecticut’s law rather than having
us pass an inherently flawed bill.

Those same advocates also have told me that the courts would have to resolve the issues set forth
herein. [ think that is a bad approach to legistation, I do not think we should pass legislation that we
know in advance is defective in the hopes that a court will later be able to solve a problem that we
could nat,

Please do not vote this bill out of committee. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Wi Gk

Brian Becker
State Representative




POLICY MEMORANDUM

January 27, 2023

SAVE OuR STATES

Ranked-Choice Voting vs. National Popular Vote

Sean Parnell

Ranked Choice Voting vs. National Popular Vote: The Conflict Explained

There is a fundamental incompatibility between the National Popular Vote interstate compact (NPV) and an election
process used by some states called Ranked Choice Voting (RCV}. NPV anticipates that every state will produce a
single vote total for each candidate, but RCV produces at least two: an initial vote count, before the RCV process of
transferring votes, and the final vote count at the conclusion of the RCV process, This would produce uncertainty,
litigation, and opportunities for manipulation if NPV took effect.

The following two scenarios demonstrate the fundamental conflict between NPV and RCV,
nario 1; h 201

In 2016 Evan McMullin ran as an independent against Hiltary Clinton and Donald Trump. In most states he received
less than one percent of the vote. in his home state of Utah, however, he received 243,690 of the 1,131,430 votes
cast, finishing in third place behind Chnton (310,676) and Trump (515,231). Several other independent and third-
party candidates received a combined 61,833 votes in Utah.

What if Utah had used RCV in 20167 We can't know for sure how voters would have ranked their second, third, or
other choices, but we can make some reasonable guesses.' Here's how that might have played out:

Initial intermediate Final Difference
Trump 515,231 530,689 660,263 +145,032
Clinton 310,676 326,134 390,921 +80,245
McMullin 243,690 259,148 0 -243,690
Others 61,833 0 -61,833

' Assumes in Round 2 "Others” split evenly between Trump, Clinton, McMullin, and those not ranking any further candidates, and in
Round 3 McMullin's votes split 50 percent for Trump, 25 percert for Clinton, and 25 percent did not rank either.

Sean Parnell is senior legislative director for Save Qur States, Previously, he served as the president of the Center for Competitive
Politics (now the Institute for Free Speech) and was vice president for public policy at The Philanthropy Roundtable. He is the author
of two books and received a B.A. in Economics from Drake University, Sean can be reached at sean@saveourstates.com.
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How many popular votes did Trump and Cinton receive from Utah in 20167 There is no obviously correct or legally
conclusive answer. Using just the initial and final numbers, Trump received either 515,231 or 660,263 votes, a
difference of roughly 145,000 votes. Clinton received either 310,676 or 390,921, a difference of about 80,000 votes.
If the final numbers are used, Trump has a net gain of approximately 65,000 votes in the national vote count.

‘ 0 2: Maine 1992

In 1992, independent Ross Perot ran against Bill Clinton and George H.W. Bush, finishing in third place in mast
states. In Maine though, Perot finished second with 206,820 of 679,499 votes cast, behind Clinton (263,420) but
ahead of Bush (206,504). A few third-party and write-in candidates received another 2,755 votes between them.

What if Maine had used RCV in 19927 Again using reasonable assumptions regarding how voters might have ranked
the candidates, here's how that election might have looked:*

Initial Intermediate Final Difference
Clinton 263,420 264,109 333,104 +69,684
Perot 206,820 207,509 276,504 +69,684
Bush 206,504 207,193 0 -206,504
Others 2,755 0 -2,755

Under this scenario, how many votes did Clinton and Bush receive from Maine in 1992? Again, there is no obviously
correct and conclusive answer. Using just the initial and final numbers, Clinton would have received either 263,420
or 333,104, a difference of just under 70,000 votes. For Bush, however, the consequence of coming in third place
would be dire - his 206,504 votes in the initial round become zero in the final tabulation and Clinton has a net gain
of more than 276,000 votes in the national vote count.

Conclusion
The NPV compact was drafted at a time when RCV was not used in any states in presidential elections. Since then,
Alaska and Maine have adopted RCV and other states are considering it. NPV assumes every state will use simple

plurality voting that produces a single vote count for each presidential candidate. States using RCV may produce
two totals that can be significantly different and could, in a close election, change the winner.

NPV provides no guidance on which vote totals to use in calculating the national vote total, The choice is left to
the chief election official within each compact state, and NPV provides no mechanism for resolving differences
or disputes in which numbers should be used. In a close election, this could give a group of often obscure state
officials the power to manipulate the national vote count based on which vote totals they use from other states.

This is too much power to vest in any official, and will lead to confusion, controversy, and chaos. NPV's failure to
anticipate the confiict between the compact and RCV, and its additional failure to provide any guidance or process
for resolving this and similar issues, makes it fatally flawed and dangerous to democracy.

Assumes in Round 2 "Others” split evenly between Clinton, Perot, Bush, and those not ranking any further candidates, and i
Bush's wates sphit one third for Clintan, one third for Perot, and one third did not rank either.



