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PREFACE



ANALYZING ELECTION ISSUES IS NOT AN ATTACK ON DEMOCRACY


In November 2020, fifty separate state presidential elections were held, and in each case the state election officials “certified” the winner after they performed an “audit” of the vote tally. As an experienced financial auditor, it is apparent to me that those terms, certified and audit, mean very little in the world of elections, politics, and journalism.


After the election, some states and counties re-counted ballots, and others performed limited audit-type procedures, but none performed a complete and full audit. The Maricopa County (Ariz.) audit was the most complete but, even there, auditors were blocked from performing the two very most vital audit procedures: voter canvassing (knocking on doors) and signature verification.1 This begs the question: What would happen if state election results were subjected to the rigorous standards of the typical certified public audit (i.e., a real audit) of a business or nonprofit organization? Would the results change? Would they still be “certified” or would the auditors issue disclaimers of opinion, which are given in the business world when the information is not sufficient to support a certified opinion?


ELECTIONS HAVE CHANGED–REAL AUDITS ARE NEEDED


Things have changed in recent years. Many states are automatically mailing ballots or ballot applications to everyone on voter registration lists—lists that often include millions of people who are not interested in voting, who have already moved away, or who are found in urns or cemeteries. If voting-by-mail continues, it will be essential for states to have independent accountants conduct audits (real ones), commencing immediately after elections. This is particularly true for states that use signatures as the sole means of identification. And if mail-in ballots become the prevailing practice, the U.S. government may need to make legal or constitutional changes to extend the time between the date of a presidential election and the certification of the election winner. For many states, the so-called election “audits” of today are woefully inadequate.


ILLOGICAL STANDARDS


In the United States, our election audit decisions are made ass-backward. Let me explain with an analogy.




Sweet & Chewy


Ace Accountants are auditing the Sweet & Chewy Candy Company, which makes candy bars in several plants throughout the country. For years, the gross profit of the company has been between 51 and 52 percent, but this year, after management relaxed some of its accounting control policies, the profit sank to just 41 percent. Stockholders are concerned.


“We need to expand audit procedures,” proclaimed the independent auditors. “It will take us much more time and documentation to figure out what happened. We have to test more transactions.”


To this, company officials objected, saying that the auditors had no proof that there were irregularities. Besides, extensive audit procedures were not used in the past, and the certified financial statements were needed immediately. According to these officials, the auditors would have to “certify” without more time or testing.





Question: Who has to prove what, and to whom? Do the auditors have to prove fraud in order to acquire more information from the company? Or is the burden now with the company, which must give the auditors the additional information that is needed to explain the sharp drop in profits?


The answer is obvious (at least to any auditor). The company must allow expanded testing: Otherwise, the statements cannot be certified. That should be the only choice the company has. It should also be the only choice given to election administrators.


Presently, it does not seem to matter how many unexplained election anomalies exist. It does not matter how sloppy the records are, whether ballots are printed on ten different types of paper, whether chain of custody logs are kept, whether voters provide identification or their signatures are matched to registration records. The losing candidate gets no more than a simple re-counting of ballots—by the very same people who managed the election. To get more than that he must somehow, prove fraud. Without that proof, he can’t have a real audit.


Any effort to conduct a genuine audit or investigation will be blocked by the presumptive winner (whether Democrat or Republican), by his/her political and media supporters, by disinterested courts, and by a severe lack of time. The election winner may even call a real audit “an attack on democracy.” But, should a simple recounting of ballots be sufficient for certification—even where there are significant, unexplained questions and anomalies?


Whether you like him or hate him, the bellicose protestations of Donald J. Trump brought much scrutiny (where election news is not censored) to the election process and to the last-minute legal changes made prior to the election. That scrutiny led to numerous questions about election issues. Here are a few of those issues:



	the integrity of voter registration lists


	the security of ballots sent through the mail


	signature verification standards and other types of identification


	chain of custody documentation for ballots


	computer security


	bipartisan oversight of the process


	the use of unguarded “drop boxes”


	the use of private funding of the election process


	the real-time sharing of election data with political organizations


	the failure of some state administrators to adhere to the law


	disparate treatment of voters by different county administrators within a state




As I write this book, I will consider each swing state’s 2020 election as if I have been asked to conduct an audit and render a certification opinion. Of course, I won’t have access to most documents or to any voting equipment, so the arm-chair examinations I conduct will be general in nature. My “audits” will simply analyze the major claims of fraud or irregularity, the credibility of those claims, the available evidence, and the threshold audit standards and concepts that the states applied, or should have applied, relative to those claims.




Here is the standard I will use to reach my conclusions: If there are unresolved, credible allegations of irregularities, and they are of such magnitude that the election results could change, then the certification should not have been made. I will apply that standard to each of six swing states, and will itemize the specific arguments supporting my final conclusions at the end of each of the separate state sections. This analysis will be made without regard to political, legal, or practical considerations, such as timing and resources. Changes to the 2020 election may not be legally possible or even desirable. If that is the case, please consider this book to be a contribution to the historical record.





Regarding the quality of the audit evidence, my judgments will be based on general audit standards and requirements derived from decades of experience as an auditor and CPA who has professionally conducted and reviewed hundreds of audits, including the audit work of many other CPA firms. However, I do not represent or speak on behalf of any organization, including the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, of which I am a member.


In my research for this book I will respectfully consider all significant issues and arguments, no matter which side makes them. However, the conclusions reached may not sit well with many—especially on the left side of politics. Mainstream media and “big tech” have claimed that any questioning of the 2020 election is “an attack on democracy.” And due to widespread censorship (under the guise of preventing the spread of misinformation), many people are unaware of certain facts, arguments, and theories.


For example, forty or fifty hours of election integrity hearings were held by several state legislative bodies shortly after the election. The hearings included presentations by data scientists, statisticians, cyber experts, employees of election departments, and numerous eyewitnesses who worked as poll watchers and challengers. An immediate and complete ban was imposed on the hearings by all major media outlets, including CBS, NBC, ABC, MSNBC, CNN, Facebook (“Meta”), YouTube, and Twitter. That censorship is the real attack on democracy. In the long run, it is not effective (I hope) because censorship doesn’t eliminate dissent: It delays it, and forces it underground.


Although I will strive to be objective, there will be many pointed observations, opinions, and conclusions in the book, and I won’t pull my punches! And, with regard to some in mainstream media and “big-tech,” I am definitely not objective. The censorship that is prevalent today, and the common alliance that seems to exist between much of media and government, are disgraceful threats to the principles set forth in the U.S. Constitution.


The endeavor starts without preconceived notions except for one: It is unlikely that the most extreme points of view are valid. I doubt that claims of irregularities are completely baseless, and I also doubt that either candidate won the election by a landslide. But we shall see! 
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1 Cyber Ninjas, “Maricopa County Forensic Election Audit, v. II,” Arizona State Senate, September 24, 2021, 6, https://www.azsenaterepublicans.com/_files/ugd/2f3470_1ec91dd80a024d5d8612c5490de1c460.pdf.
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INTRODUCTION


QUESTION TO CONSIDER: PLEASE READ THIS AND SELECT BEST ANSWER


In the summer of 2021, Wisconsin performed an audit of the 2020 presidential election. However, two Wisconsin jurisdictions, the City of Madison and Milwaukee County, refused to give the auditors physical access to the ballot certificates and many other election records, after citing guidance received from the Biden administration. The withheld ballots comprised about 19 percent of all state ballots (620,000 of 3.3 million).


The auditors disregarded the omitted ballots, and they examined only the ballots they were allowed to see. Based upon this limited review, the auditors concluded that Wisconsin did a very good job of managing the election, and that Joe Biden won it. Wisconsin legislators and the mainstream media celebrated the findings.1




A. The audit results confirm that Joe Biden won the state of Wisconsin.


B. It was appropriate and helpful for the Biden administration to get involved.


C. Auditing fewer ballots is a good way to save time and money.


D. The audit report might make very good toilet paper.





The answer is obvious. All audits, whether of election systems, construction companies, the United Way, or a donut shop, involve certain simple but important concepts that must be followed. The most fundamental concept is illustrated by the multiple choice exercise above: In a true audit, the auditee does not determine the items to be tested. If documents are withheld from the auditor (who must be independent) there should be an excellent reason. And if the withheld documents are important to the work of the independent auditors, a disclaimer of opinion must be issued. In such cases, the auditor’s report should indicate that, due to the withholding of significant information, no opinion (no conclusion or certification) can be issued.


This is just common sense, and it pertains to all types of investigative work. For example, if the police have a warrant to search your home for an illegal gun, the police expect to search ALL of your home. They won’t be happy if you say, “Search wherever you want, but not in this room.”


The above illustration is not fictitious: It is based on undisputed facts. During an audit of Wisconsin’s election, which was conducted by a quasi-governmental group called the “Legislative Audit Bureau,” auditors were told they could not have physical access to about 19 percent of the ballot certificates from two regions (Madison City and Milwaukee County). Nevertheless, politicians and journalists claimed the audit report was proof that the election was generally accurate and fair. It is troubling.2


Oh, by the way, did I mention that one of the Madison wards (Madison 124) supposedly increased its voter turnout (2016 to 2020) by 1,285 percent?3 I wonder if that had anything to do with the refusal of Madison City to show its ballot certificates. For more discussion of the “Madison Miracle,” see page 219.


Auditing standards involve math, risk assessments, analytical procedures, statistics, and testing. For an election, the auditor should use those tools to determine who received the highest number of valid votes.


A simple recounting of ballots by an election department does not, by itself, preclude the need for an auditor’s determination. Likewise, the auditor’s assessment cannot be invalidated by a court decision rendered on procedural grounds. I realize that the auditor won’t have the final word in this matter, but she may be the only one who can fairly and accurately determine who really won the election.


Audit standards are important, so I recommend that you read the following brief, albeit boring, overview. It involves simple concepts that will be cited throughout the book.


But … if you find it too boring, just skip to Part II on page 17.


[image: Image]


1 Legislative Audit Bureau, “Elections Administration,” State of Wisconsin, October 2021, 7, https://legis.wisconsin.gov/lab/media/3288/21-19full.pdf.


2 No legal or rational reason for the withholding of records was given. The clerks of Madison and Milwaukee simply said that the federal government expected them to maintain the records and, therefore, they would not let others handle those records. They apparently overlooked the fact that the federal government wants records withheld so that, if there is a question, auditors can examine those records. If no one gets to see the records, we might as well throw them out right away!


3 Will Flanders, Kyle Koenen, Rick Esenberg, Noah Diekemper & Miranda Spindt, A Review of the 2020 Election,” Wisconsin Institute for Law and Liberty, (December 2021): 78, https://will-law.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/2021ElectionReviewStudy.pdf.
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KEY CONCEPTS FOR ALL AUDITS


AUDITOR INDEPENDENCE


Self-audits by election officials are not sufficient to confirm the results of an election. The people who plan and run an election should never be the people who later “certify” their own work. On this simple point, many people are confused. For example, while the Cyber Ninjas1 were attempting to conduct a real audit of the election in Maricopa County (Ariz.), how often did we hear that the election results had already been confirmed by multiple “audits”? However, those audits could not possibly confirm the validity of the election because they were performed and circumscribed by the same people who ran the election.


The Maricopa County Elections Department had a vested interest in confirming the accuracy and efficiency of the election it had managed. After all, a bad audit report could jeopardize election department jobs. Besides, those weren’t audits at all: They were merely recounts.


There is another risk: Even an independent auditor can buckle in the face of resistance from the auditee. As cited on page 3, the Wisconsin auditors were independent—ostensibly. However, they succumbed to the resistance of Madison and Milwaukee County (who refused to fully cooperate), and in so doing they damaged the validity of their audit results.



RISK ASSESSMENT



After establishing his or her audit independence, the auditor performs a risk assessment for the organization or system. The assessment is broken into two main components: inherent (or unavoidable) risk, and internal control risk—the risk that controls established by management (the election department) are poorly designed and/or not being followed.




The murky distinction between inherent and internal control risk


Before proceeding, it is worth noting that there is no clear line separating inherent from internal control risk. Generally speaking, inherent risks are those that an organization is stuck with, whereas internal control risks can be controlled. Sometimes, it is hard to tell one type of risk from another. For example, the Michigan Secretary of State decided to mail ballot applications to 7.7 million Michiganders, even though most recipients (more than 4 million) would not use the applications. In the hands of political operatives, those extra applications could be used to obtain tens of thousands of illegal ballots. Was the action taken by the Secretary unavoidable because of the COVID pandemic? Or was that action indicative of the administration’s failure to adhere to the internal controls set forth in the legislative code or regulations?





Inherent (or unavoidable) risk assessment


There are many potential risk factors in the environment of an organization or system. These factors, which may exist outside of the election administration offices, are likely to increase risk by creating ambiguity and/or the need for individual judgments. Here are just a few examples. Along with other risk factors, they are analyzed in Part II and/or in sections on specific states:



	A county may have purchased complicated computers with many features that are not clearly understood by election staff. If safeguards are not in place, data files may be removed or altered due to errors, inappropriate use of flash drives, or hacking.


	Some states made last-minute legislative or administrative changes that added complexity to the election. Election employees had limited time to learn the new laws or rules.


	
Several states mailed out millions of unsolicited ballots, and this greatly increased inherent risk. This was especially true where ballot mailing was tied to obsolete registration lists.


	Believe it or not, in some states it is legal to pay people to “harvest” votes. While you’re watching “90 Day Fiancé,” a political operative may knock on your door and ask to file an election ballot on your behalf. In some states he may even offer “guidance” or he may sign the ballot paperwork as a witness. Perhaps he will visit your mom’s nursing home to help her “understand” how to cast her vote. Even in states where harvesting is illegal, harvesting can and often does take place. (See the brewing Georgia scandal on page 109.)


	A billionaire tech CEO may decide to influence an election by giving millions of dollars to help voters, but only in certain geographical areas, and only with “strings attached” (e.g., changing the way ballots are processed). In exchange for millions of dollars of funding, some county election administrators may give special access to important election data. (See what Zuckerberg’s money bought in Wisconsin, on page 221.)




Inherent risk is also increased if signature verifications are used in place of objective forms of identification, such as your last four Social Security digits or your drivers license number. Signature verification may be useful as a secondary means of identification, but it should never be the only form of identification because it is too subjective. Today, many polling stations use electronic signature pads, which make signature recognition even more difficult and subjective.


QUESTION TO CONSIDER: PLEASE READ THIS AND SELECT BEST ANSWER


In September 2021, the Cyber Ninjas (representing the Arizona State Senate) presented the preliminary results of their audit of the 2020 election in Maricopa County. The auditors were blocked (sued in court) from conducting a standard review of signatures. However, they figured out a clever way to elicit a little bit of useful signature-related data.


As part of the presentation, Dr. Shiva Ayyadurai (“Dr. Shiva”), an MIT-educated pattern recognition expert, reported on his test of the legibility of a random sampling of 200 signatures on ballot envelopes received from voters four weeks prior to the election versus four days after the election. What were the findings of Dr. Shiva and his team?2




A. Most signatures were legible, no matter when received.


B. Most signatures were not legible, no matter when received.


C. There was no discernable pattern.


D. 97 percent of signatures received before the election were legible, versus only 3 percent of signatures received after the election.





The correct answer is letter D: Almost all signatures received before Election Day could be discerned, while almost none of the signatures on ballot documents received after Election Day could be discerned. If Dr. Shiva’s work is accurate (and it must be confirmed independently with a much larger sample), this might be a serious indication that ballot “harvesters” were rushing to submit ballots after the election, and did not have time to carefully forge signatures on the ballot envelopes.


Evidence for a courtroom? Probably not. Evidence for an auditor? Yes! This type of anomaly cries out for additional auditing: Specifically, it indicates the need for a review of a large, statistically valid sample of signatures. It may also suggest the need for door-to-door canvassing of a random sample of voters (to ask them if they really voted). In an ideal world, those audit procedures would take place before the election results are certified.




Special note: Dr. Shiva later conducted a larger test of signatures in Maricopa County, Arizona. A massive percentage of signatures were determined to be highly questionable. See page 97.





Thus far we have discussed a few of the inherent risk factors that have known causes. But inherent risk is also evidenced by trends and statistical anomalies for which causes cannot be readily determined. Here are some of the statistically unlikely events (risk factors) from the 2020 election. Trump supporters must wonder how he lost the Electoral College vote despite these statistics:



	
Trump won the “bellwether” states of Ohio and Florida. Winning those states has meant winning the national election for nearly sixty years.3 He also won eighteen of nineteen bellwether counties. Those have been predictive of the national winner for nearly forty years.4



	Trump won Ohio, Iowa, and North Carolina. The winner of those three states has successful won the presidency, without exception, since 1898.5



	Trump gained votes (more than 10 million) relative to the previous election, yet he lost. It is the first time that happened in nearly 150 years.6



	Biden garnered a record number of votes despite consistently trailing Trump in measures of voter enthusiasm. He even shattered Obama’s popular vote totals. The highest popular vote total for Obama was 66.9 million in 2008, versus over 81 million for Biden.7



	Trump won 94 percent of the primary vote, which is an indication of supporter enthusiasm. No incumbent who has received 75 percent or more of the primary vote has ever lost the national election.8



	“Donald Trump was pretty much the only incumbent president in U.S. history to lose his re-election while his own party gained seats in the House of Representatives.”9



	
Non-polling metrics include registration trends, primary election votes, voter enthusiasm, the number of small donors, social media followers, lawn signs, campaign merchandise signs, and individuals betting on each candidate. Per Patrick Basham, “Every non-polling metric forecast Trump’s re-election, and these non-polling metrics have historically had a 100 percent record in indicating who will be president—until 2020.”10



	There were hard-to-believe voting percentages—primarily in the swing states. Steve Cortes reported that there was an 84 percent turnout rate in Milwaukee, while Cleveland, a city with comparable demographics, had a turnout rate of only 51 percent.11 Statewide, more than 89 percent of Wisconsin’s registered voters cast ballots. And, get a load of this: Over 70 percent of Wisconsin nursing homes (66 of the 91 that were tested) had turnout rates of 100 percent! (See page 209.)




In themselves, the anomalies listed above do not constitute proof of election irregularities. Don’t bother taking them to a judge because she won’t be impressed. However, the auditor must consider these factors in judging inherent risk and in planning the extent of his or her audit procedures. Again, the audit work should take place before the election is certified.


To summarize, we assess inherent (unavoidable) risk by considering all risks in the environment—the ones with known causes and the anomalies without known causes.


Internal control risk assessment


All organizations, including state and local election systems, must have well-designed internal control policies and procedures (IC). For a typical for-profit business, a few of the policies and procedures might be these:



	Require two people to sign checks for amounts greater than $5,000.


	Require the internal accountant to reconcile the cash accounts frequently.


	Require department supervisors to approve all expenditure requests.




The internal controls of an election system vary from county to county and state to state, but the internal control policies and procedures might include these:



	Update voter registration lists frequently, and reconcile them to other databases.


	Keep an accurate log of all requests for ballots and make sure the voter requesting the ballot is on the registration list.


	Review ballot applications to ensure all required information has been given.


	Use at least two people, selected by two different political parties, to empty drop boxes, and maintain chain of custody records that tell who emptied the box, how many ballots were removed, and when.


	Restrict access to computers and data tabulators, and maintain individual passwords.


	Print all ballots on one type of paper that resists photocopying.


	Keep the ballots and ballot paper in secure and locked locations. Maintain good records.


	Ensure that ballot processing can be observed at close range by people from all political parties.


	Where a signature is ambiguous, request the voter to follow up with more objective identification.




An evaluation of the IC system usually involves flowcharting the various systems used to issue, authorize, and document transactions, and it includes an assessment of management competence and integrity. Of course, management must fully cooperate with the independent auditors. In the real world, failure to assist auditors could lead to dismissal. Unfortunately, in the world of elections, resistance is sometimes celebrated!



QUESTION TO CONSIDER: PLEASE READ THIS AND SELECT BEST ANSWER



On behalf of the Arizona State Senate, Cyber Ninjas performed an audit of the presidential election conducted by Maricopa County. Which statement is true?




A. Maricopa County would not let the auditors use its facilities, so all computers, equipment, ballots, and other documentation had to be relocated.


B. Officials with the County refused to answer most of the auditors’ questions.


C. Officials with the County refused to furnish routers, electronic file and application logs, and other items, in defiance of a court-approved subpoena.12


D. All of the above are true.





The correct answer is D. Although the Arizona Senate’s right to conduct an audit was affirmed legally, the Maricopa County Elections Department fought the audit in every way possible.13 The result was an incomplete audit, a delay of many months, and the extra expenditure of millions of dollars.


PLAN THE AUDIT STRATEGY


Assuming that the organization has a well-designed IC system, test it to ensure that people are adhering to the system. If they are, testing of transactions can be reduced. In other words, fewer ballots and voters and documents need to be tested. If the election department does not rigorously adhere to internal control policies and procedures, the auditor should plan extensive testing of transactions.14


Think: Where is fraud most likely?


Doug Logan, the CEO of Cyber Ninjas (the firm that performed the Maricopa County audit) made a very astute comment during a public presentation in December 2021. He said (paraphrasing liberally) it is relatively easy to spot fraudulent changes made after a vote is already cast. But, if someone gains access to the voter rolls, and he casts a real ballot (acquired in some fraudulent way), that is very hard to detect. Logan is right, and it is a factor that an auditor would want to consider in planning his or her audit procedures. In the planning stage, the auditor must devise an appropriate strategy to deal with anticipated types of irregularity.




Canvassing: the new election audit tool


Many times throughout this book you will find reference to “canvassing” and to “knocking on doors.” I am an evangelist on this subject because it is clear to me that ONLY door-to-door canvassing can detect the fraud produced by misuse of harvested ballots that lack identification requirements. Standard audit procedures that apply to election office procedures and documentation are important, and they are certainly better than simple re-counts. However, conventional audit techniques will not be enough in this age of mail-in ballots.


Without the slightest question, states that simply mail ballots or ballot applications to everyone on out-of-date registration lists, without requiring identification, will have a certain level of fraud—perhaps lots of fraud. There is only one good way to detect that fraud: through door-to-door canvassing of a statistical sample of absentee or mail-in voters. Very soon after the election, they must be asked whether they voted and the means by which they voted.


Telephone calls will not work! Fraudsters and people who have already moved out of state will answer their cell phones and may give disingenuous answers. You might think you are talking to someone in Nevada but he is actually in California, and has been there for months or years.


A team of professional pollsters or independent auditors could canvass a sample of voters in just a week or two, and they would obtain bullet-proof evidence of fraud, if there is any.





MATERIALITY APPLIED TO FINDINGS


Two types of materiality


What amount of election irregularity (or fraud) is material enough to impact election results? For the auditor, the materiality is of two types: There is overall materiality, which is a relatively large number, and there is performance or systemic materiality, which can be a very small number. If a candidate loses an election by 20,000 votes, a few irregularities involving three or four votes may seem insignificant. However, if those three or four votes are part of a systemic scheme, they must be taken seriously and investigated. One way to investigate is by means of testing.


QUESTION TO CONSIDER: PLEASE READ THIS AND SELECT BEST ANSWER


In the small town of Elmwood, only three people were arrested, prosecuted, and convicted of the crime of shoplifting during the month of May.




A. Elmwood is lucky to have so little shoplifting.


B. There probably have been hundreds of shoplifting incidents in Elmwood.


C. When businesses complain about shoplifting, they are exaggerating.


D. None of the above is true.





The correct answer is B: Elmwood has probably had hundreds of shoplifting incidents. Under questioning, apprehended shoplifters have estimated that they steal about fifty times before they are caught and, if they are caught, they are turned over to the police only 50 percent of the time.15 What happens then? Only a small fraction of the shoplifters turned over to the police are actually prosecuted and convicted. The rest might get a citation or fine.


This is the point: If we were to judge the rate of shoplifting by the conviction rate we would be off by a factor of hundreds. The town of Elmwood may have had 300, 400, or 500 cases of shoplifting. (If Elmwood is in California we might be off by a factor of thousands, because shoplifters are rarely prosecuted there.)


Similarly, we must exercise care when assessing the amount of election crime. Like the shoplifter, the election fraudster must first be caught, and that is not likely if there are mail-in ballots and weak identification laws. If the election fraudster is caught, he will probably not be prosecuted and convicted. Thus, a few convictions for election fraud might be the figurative tip of an iceberg.





A real case in Florida



In 2021, the Public Interest Legal Foundation asked several Florida counties how many referrals they made to prosecutors for potential election law violations during or just before the 2020 election. There were 156 referrals, and the counties making the most referrals to law enforcement were Broward, Miami-Dade, and Palm Beach. Those referrals involved double voting, vote-by-mail violations, and noncitizen registration and/or voting. Of the 156 cases, how many were prosecuted? Zero! Why was that? Well, it could be due to a shortage of law enforcement and prosecutorial manpower, or it could be that big cities have very ideological prosecutors who don’t believe these are serious crimes worthy of their time and resources.16





TEST TRANSACTIONS


As noted, the amount of required transactional testing depends on the quality of the internal control policies and procedures. Even where internal controls are well-designed and vigorously enforced, some testing of transactions is usually required. In many cases, statistical sampling is used to select items for testing, while in other cases, the selection of transactions is based on auditor judgment.


The testing should be two-fold. There is the testing of relationships (analytical testing). For example, can the log of ballots mailed out be reconciled to the log of ballots received, or can a machine-count of received ballots be reconciled to the number of ballots in boxes?


The second type of transactional testing is of specific documents to determine that they exist, are authentic, and properly authorized, completed, and submitted. For an election, the documents might include ballots and ballot envelopes, ballot applications, chain of custody records, email, and other internet correspondence. A special type of testing might be needed in an election: the canvassing of voters. (See the box on page 14.)


AUDIT CONCEPTS SPECIFIC TO ELECTIONS


You will be happy to know that the general auditing overview is complete. There are additional audit considerations—specific to elections—in Appendix A on page 284.
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1 Cyber Ninjas were a private group contracted by the Arizona Senate to conduct an audit of the 2020 presidential election held in Maricopa County.


2 Dr. Shiva Ayyadurai, “Pattern Recognition Classification of Early Voting Ballot Return Envelope Images for Signature Presence Detection,” EchoMail, Inc., September 2021, 93–94, https://c692f527-da75-4c86-b5d1-8b3d5d4d5b43.filesusr.com/ugd/2f3470_05deb65815ab4d4b83938d71bc53459b.pdf.
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CONTROVERSIAL ELECTION ISSUES, GENERALLY
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THE MAJOR ISSUES OF THE 2020 ELECTION


Before and after the election, many Trump supporters had great concern over perceived fraud or irregularities. These perceptions primarily applied to swing states, and they inflamed tensions between Trump and Biden supporters.


Much of the controversy centered on procedural changes made by state administrators just before the election—ostensibly due to concern over the spread of COVID19. Many of those changes were contrary to the literal wording of state law, so legal challenges ensued. In fighting the changes, the Trump campaign had little success in state or federal courts—usually due to process arguments, such as lack of standing, jurisdiction, mootness, or laches. (For more detail concerning the nature of dismissals, see page 279.) These legal issues are mostly beyond the scope of this book; however, some of the key law and administrative changes are included in the separate state sections in Part III.


THE FBI HELPS HUNTER


Ironically, the biggest political story of the 2020 election was unknown to many Americans until after the election. It involved an alleged payoff to Joe Biden from Chinese businessmen, via his son, Hunter. The New York Post broke the story based on an analysis of the files in one of Hunter’s laptop computers, and based upon allegations made by one of Hunter’s former business partners, Tony Bobulinski. Following the lead of Twitter, mainstream media immediately suppressed the story.


The Republican National Committee (RNC) filed a complaint with the Federal Election Commission (FEC), arguing that the coordinated actions of big tech and mainstream media amounted to a “prohibited corporate in-kind contribution” to the Biden campaign. In September 2021 the FEC ruled against the RNC, stating that Twitter was following its “hacked” information policy—sort of.


The FEC explained: “It remains unclear whether the materials were hacked under the meaning of Twitter’s policy.” Nevertheless, the FEC was persuaded to rule in Twitter’s favor after Twitter’s head of Site Integrity, Yoel Roth, argued that the company was suppressing the story due to the guidance it received from federal authorities, namely, the FBI.


This is what Roth stated in an affidavit presented to the FEC:


Federal law enforcement agencies communicated that they expected ‘hack-and-leak operations’ by state actors might occur in the period shortly before the 2020 presidential election .… I also learned in these meetings that there were rumors that a hack-and-leak operation would involve Hunter Biden.


How could “federal law enforcement” possibly believe that this was hacked information? The FBI had one of the laptops for at least 10 months prior to the election, so there was plenty of time to verify its authenticity. It appears likely that the FBI was spreading disinformation to Twitter, in a scheme to help Joe Biden win the election.


OTHER CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES


Here are the many issues that created controversy and tension in the months just before and after the election. They affected most of the swing states.



	The hyperbolic rhetoric of Donald J. Trump on page 21



	The Dominion computer wizard who guaranteed Trump’s loss on page 22



	Mail-in ballots on page 28



	Harvested ballots on page 32



	Dr. Halderman and Mr. Hyde-Halderman on page 38 and page 42



	Mathematical anomalies on page 44



	Low mail-in ballot rejection rates on page 49



	Ballot dumps? on page 50



	
Ballot counting stopped in the middle of the night on page 51



	Crazy high turn-out rates? on page 52



	Crazy high registration rates? on page 54



	The Kraken is drowning on page 55



	The Smartest Man in the Room on page 58



	Mike Lindell on page 61



	Hundreds of Statements and Sworn Affidavits on page 61 and 151



	Billionaire drop boxes on page 64



	Alleged ballot shredding on page 65





As you can see, there were allegations concerning several issues that led people to question the results of the election. Here is a summary of each. Many of the issues are further analyzed in the separate sections on swing states.


THE HYPERBOLIC RHETORIC OF DONALD J. TRUMP


We fight like hell, and if you don’t fight like hell, you’re not going to have a country anymore.


—PRESIDENT DONALD J. TRUMP


Donald Trump made several hyperbolic statements that inflamed the electorate. Sometimes his statements were backed up with shaky sources and little more than gut instinct. For example, what is the evidence that shows he won the popular vote, nationwide?


The above notwithstanding, Trump’s protestations do not disturb me, and they were no more anti-democratic than the Russia dossier hoax, Stacy Abrams’ ongoing complaints about the Georgia gubernatorial election, or President Biden’s declaration that the next election will be unfair if there is no national election legislation.


In addition, many of Trump’s claims may be true; and it is vital that America considers all issues impacting election integrity. Trump’s hyperbolic bombast may be hard to take, but he has kept alive an issue that mainstream media wanted to kill at birth.


In an Op-Ed in the Wall Street Journal, newspaper publisher Conrad Black lamented Trump’s “inability to resist indulging in his ‘constructive hyperbole.’” But Black also said:


It is vitally important that President Trump continue to impugn the election result and that his complaint continues to attract a respectable amount of credence so that it cannot be airily rejected as sour grapes.1


I completely agree. Where Trump makes a factual misstatement, fire back. But when he raises a valid concern, check it out, investigate it, research it, report it, and repair it, if appropriate.


THE DOMINION COMPUTER WIZARD WHO GUARANTEED TRUMP’S LOSS


Don’t worry about the election. Trump’s not gonna win. I made f**king sure of that!


According to former tech CEO, Joe Oltmann, those words were spoken by Eric Coomer, a former VP of Product Strategy and Security for Dominion Voting Systems, a company that maintains voting machines in several U.S. states.2


Oltmann, the founder and leader of a conservative civic organization, had been receiving much hate and vitriol from several journalists, and the tech-savvy CEO suspected they might be affiliated with the radical organization known as Antifa. Oltmann decided to electronically infiltrate Antifa using his hi-tech cyber skills, and in September 2020 he found a way to listen-in on what he describes as an Antifa conference. In an interview recorded on video by Michelle Malkin, Oltmann described what he heard:3


I got on this call, and in this call you hear all this “fascist, fascist, fascist, fascist,” all this stuff that’s going on … and so I listened for a while and then somebody named Eric came on and started, started talking … and so as he starts to talk, someone says, “Who’s Eric?” and then someone answers: “Eric is the Dominion guy.”


[Eric] keeps speaking and then someone interrupts and says “What we gonna do if f**king Trump wins?” And uh he responds with, and I’m going to paraphrase because obviously I didn’t write exactly what he wrote uh is “Don’t worry about the election. Trump is not going to win. I made f**king sure of that” [sic].


By Googling the key words, Eric, Dominion, and Denver Colorado (where the call took place), Joe Oltmann “came up with this gentleman named Eric Coomer,” but at first he could not believe he had the right guy.


The Eric Coomer who was revealed through the Google search had an executive position with Dominion, owned Dominion stock and key patents, and had a Ph.D. in nuclear physics. From those credentials it didn’t make sense to Oltmann that this guy was Antifa Eric. So, Oltmann set the matter aside, and forgot all about it until several weeks later—after the November election. That is when someone sent him an article about election problems in Georgia.


As Joe Oltmann read the article, the names “Dominion” and “Eric Coomer” popped out and rang a bell. After some serious research, Oltmann discovered that Dominion “Eric” was the “single cog on the wheel that has his name in every state.” Oltmann pressed deeper by gaining access to Coomer’s private Facebook account (legally, he claims). That is when he learned that the crazy Antifa Eric and the Eric Coomer of Dominion had to be one and the same.4


What you are about to learn is shocking, but it is more than credible: Dominion’s Eric Coomer has confirmed just about all of it. Apparently, Eric Coomer is a desperate, vitriolic hate-monger, and it is frightening to think that this computer wizard physicist was in charge of the security aspects of Dominion’s voting machines, which were used in more than one swing state. Coomer is best described via his own social media postings, which are reflected in screenshots obtained by Oltmann—shortly before Coomer had them all (over eighty) removed. Since the screenshots are difficult to read, transcripts are provided:


Transcription of July 21, 2016 Facebook posting by Eric Coomer:


If you are planning to vote for that autocratic, narcissistic, fascist ass-hat blowhard and his christian jihadist VP pic, UNFRIEND ME NOW! NO, I’m not joking.… Only an absolute F**KING IDIOT could ever vote for that wind-bag f**k-tard FASCIST RACIST F**K! No bullshit. I don’t give a damn if you’re friend, family, or random acquaintance. Pull the lever, mark an oval, touch a screen for that carnival barker. UNFRIEND ME NOW. I have no desire whatsoever to ever interact with you.


Here is a transcription of a July 9, 2017 posting:


Ah … Texas … The land of racists, idiots, and mysoginists. In two hours I’ve heard, “what’s wrong wif hav’n a ralationship with another powr’ful kuntry (Russia)?” I luuuv trump”, “goddamn Wimmen jus’ dun know hor’ ta liss’n”, “ya know darling, you’re pretty, wish I didn’t have to tip you. Them robots is comin” [sic].5


Call the Secret Service


In normal times, the Secret Service might be interested in Figure 1:6




FIGURE 1: A THREAT?


[image: Image]





In September 2021, Eric Coomer filed a defamation lawsuit against Oltmann, Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., Rudy Giuliani, Sidney Powell, and several news journalists and news organizations. The defendants deposed Eric Coomer on September 23, 2021, at which time he made several surprising statements, under oath. For example, he claimed that he does not know what “Prez” means in his “Dead Prez” posting.7


Another Coomer posting (not displayed here) is captioned: “Oi polloi, pigs for slaughter.” When deposed, Coomer claimed (under oath) that he was not sure if pigs referred to the police or to real pigs in a slaughter house.8


In the deposition, Coomer was asked if it was appropriate for an executive in his fifties to post something that says, “F**K the U.S.A.” His response was that he was only forty-nine when he posted it. When asked if he thinks “the cops are “motherf**king villains,” Coomer replied, “In certain aspects, yes.”9


Coomer’s testimony revealed that he had lied in a December 8, 2020 Denver Post Op-Ed, where he stated that he had no social media accounts, and “these individuals are impersonating me.” Coomer also stated: “I want to be very clear: I have no connection to the Antifa movement.” That was also a lie, as revealed by one of his social media posts, which follows.10


Coomer, the oxymoronic Antifa spokesman


Eric Coomer issued a statement from Antifa, to tell the world that there is no such thing! In his posting, below, he either makes an Antifa statement or reposts one (not clear which). He addresses the statement to “Mr. Trump” (Figure 2).11




FIGURE 2: A MESSAGE FROM ANTIFA


(THE ORGANIZATION THAT DOES NOT EXIST)
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Eric Coomer, at risk of arrest, as shown on police body cam. Image courtesy of Gateway Pundit.12





From all of these postings and from the responses made in his deposition, it is crystal clear that Eric Coomer has warm feelings for the “nonexistent” Antifa.13 For this reason, it is very likely that this former Dominion executive was, indeed, the voice heard by Joe Oltmann in the Antifa conference call. And there is more.


In his deposition Coomer does not dispute that Oltmann made a Google search for his name (and for the words, Dominion and Denver), just as Joe Oltmann told Michelle Malkin in her video interview. That was on September 26, 2020—well before the election and before Trump’s resultant loss. If Oltmann had not heard the words Eric and Dominion in a conversation, why would he be searching for those words in September 2020?14


Actually, Antifa Eric admits to just about everything—except for this: He denies saying: “Don’t worry about the election. Trump’s not gonna win. I made f**king sure of that!” He also denies doing anything to alter the election results. But can we take his words at face value? After all, to admit it might be admitting to treason, as the word is commonly (if not legally) understood.


As part of his defamation lawsuit, Coomer’s attorneys deposed Attorney Sidney Powell, one of the defendants. While being deposed, Powell was pressed to explain how Eric Coomer rigged the election. She responded:15



	“I know he holds patents on multiple parts of the Dominion/Smartmatic system.”


	“I know he absolutely loathed and despised and viewed as inhuman President Trump.”


	“I know what Mr. Oltmann said from his affidavit and his interview with Michelle Malkin.”


	“I know the results of the election were mathematically impossible.”


	“I know that experts have discussed the ability to manipulate the Dominion machines.”


	“I know that as recently as March 2020, the democrats were screaming to the rooftops about the manipulability—we’ll get that word—the ability to manipulate the vote in the Dominion machines.”


	“There’s a video called ‘Kill Chain,’ and of course I had seen the letters from Carolyn Maloney and, I believe, Elizabeth Warren and other—Amy Klobuchar—about the problems with the voting machines.”


	“And then we had, you know, the 970 pages of evidence about all of it” [evidence Powell used in her state lawsuits].16
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In case you didn't know:
“Antifa" has made a statement:
TO: ALL MEDIA

PUBLIC STATEMENT FROM "ANTIFA" IN RESPONSE TO THE THREATS
ISSUED BY UNITED STATES PRESIDENT DONALD J. TRUMP

Dear M. Trump:

Let us be perfectly clear:

“Antifa" isn't an organization. There's no membership, no meetings, nc
dues, no rules, no leaders, no structure. Itis,literally, an idea and
nothing more. Even the claim of this author to represent “Antifa” is
‘ane made unilaterally for the purposes of this communication and
nothing more; there is no governing body nor trademark owner to
dispute the author's right to represent "AntiFa.”

“Antifs" is a neologism constructed from a contraction of the phrase
“anti-fascist” The truth i, there’s no such thing as being “anti-Fa
Either you are a decent human being with a conscience, or you are a
fascist.






