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a vote-by-mail system, had a turnout of 70.9 percent, making it the only
non-EDR state to place in the top five. Turnout in “safe” states with EDR
averaged 66.9 percent, compared with 58.5 percent in other “safe” states—
a difference of 8.4 percentage points; “battleground” states with EDR aver-
aged a 75.7 percent turnout, compared with 65.2 percent in other
“battleground” states—a difference of 10.5 percentage points. The 13.6 per-
centage point turnout advantage for EDR states was significantly larger than
the 8.2 point difference in turnout between “battleground” and “safe” states.
See “High 2004 Turnout for States with Election Day Registration,” Demos,
New York, January 10, 2005, available online at http://www.demos-usa
.org/pubs/EDR %20- %2004 %20Election %20info%20sheet %20011005.doc.
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According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the six states with EDR had an
average turnout of 68 percent in the 2000 election, nearly 10 points higher
than the national average. See “Election Day Registration Helps America
Vote,” Tools for Advocates, Demos, New York, Winter 2004, available
online at http://www.demos-usa.org/pubs/EDR_-_Toolkit.lr.pdf.
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TRATION—UNLAWFUL USE OF INFORMATION—PENALTY.—
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for registration.

B. The registration officer or agent or qualified elector shall
fill out each of the blanks on [the original and the voter’s
copy of] the certificate of registration by typing or printing
in ink. [Carbon paper may be used between the original
and the voter’s copy.] The voter shall be given a receipt,
which may be a carbon copy, for the original, and the reg-
istration agent shall receive a copy that omits the voter’s
social security number and date of birth and which shall
contain a number traceable to the registration agent or
officer.” Pending legislation in Nevada, Assembly of the
State of Nevada, Bill no. 455, 73rd Session, enrolled June
3, 2005, available online at http://www.leg.state.nv.us/73rd
/bills/AB/AB455_EN.pdf, has a similar provision: “Sec. 33.
NRS 293.507 is hereby amended to read as follows: 7
293.507.. 3. [A] Each form for an application to register to
vote must include a [duplicate copy or receipt to]:
(a)Unique control number assigned by the Secretary of

State; and
(b)Receipt which:
(1)Includes a space for a person assisting a voter in
completing the form to enter his name; and
(2)May be retained by the applicant upon comple-
tion of the form.

4. “Urgent Alert: Elections Officials Reportedly Destroying Voter

Registration Forms—Tips for Voter Registration Groups on Maintaining
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mentproject.org/votertips.pdf.
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ration, deposition, or certificate by him subscribed, is true,
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(2)in any declaration, certificate, verification, or statement under
penalty of perjury as permitted under section 1746 of title
28, United States Code, willfully subscribes as true any mate-
rial matter which he does not believe to be true; is guilty of
perjury and shall, except as otherwise expressly provided by
law, be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than
five years, or both. This section is applicable whether the
statement or subscription is made within or without the
United States.”
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Briefing no. 10, Electionline.org, Washington, D.C., April 20035, available
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Mountain News, November 19, 2004: “Pete Maysmith, executive director
of Colorado Common Cause, expressed concern that some voters didn’t
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ed by the Board of Elections as deceased; William C. Hidlay, “A Precious
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ly vote after election workers consulted a separate list to make sure they
were registered. “We regret the error. It was an honest mistake,”” said
LaDonna M. Freeman, the Voter Registration Board chief deputy.

18. See Colorado Statutes, Title 1, Article 9, part 3, 1-9-301, available
online at http://198.187.128.12/colorado/Ipext.dll?f=templates&fn=fs-main
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