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 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 
 

RICHARD GOODEN, ANDREW JONES, and 
EKEYESTO DOSS,  

 

      Plaintiffs, Civil Action No. ____ 

v. 
 
NANCY WORLEY, in her official capacity as 
Alabama Secretary of State; NELL HUNTER, 
in her official capacity as Jefferson County 
Voter Registrar; and ANITA GIBSON, 
WALTER LONG, and MOLLY MEADOWS in 
their official capacities as Houston County 
Voter Registrars, 
 
      Defendants. 

 

 
COMPLAINT 

THREE-JUDGE COURT REQUESTED 
 

INTRODUCTION 

This action is filed because, forty years after the passage of the Voting 

Rights Act of 1965, citizens of Alabama are being denied the right to vote by state 

officials in violation of state and federal law through the implementation of 

policies and procedures for voter registration that are required to be, but have not 

been, “precleared” pursuant to Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act.   

1.  This is an action to enjoin violations of Section 5 of the Voting 

Rights Act of 1965, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 1973c that, if left unchecked, will 

permit state and local officials to deny the vote to citizens of Alabama in violation 

of the law.   
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PLAINTIFFS 

2.  RICHARD GOODEN is a 64-year-old African American of lawful 

voting age, a citizen of the United States and a lifetime resident of Birmingham, 

Alabama.   

3.  Though Mr. Gooden wanted to register to vote when he turned 18, he 

was not permitted to register to vote in the State of Alabama until his mid-20s due 

to Alabama’s well-documented and systematic efforts to deny the right to vote to 

African-American citizens.  It was not until the passage of the Voting Rights Act 

of 1965 that Mr. Gooden, like thousands of African Americans, was finally 

permitted to vote in his home state.   

4.  Mr. Gooden was registered to vote from the mid-1960s until 2000, 

when he was convicted of a felony — driving under the influence of alcohol (DUI) 

— and informed by the State of Alabama that his voting rights were revoked as a 

collateral consequence of his conviction.   

5.  ANDREW JONES is a 47-year-old African American of lawful 

voting age, a citizen of the United States and a resident of Birmingham, Alabama.  

Mr. Jones was registered to vote from the mid-1970s until the early 1990s, when 

he was convicted of felony possession of drugs, and informed by the State of 

Alabama that his voting rights were revoked as a collateral consequence of his 

conviction. 

6.  EKEYESTO DOSS is a 26-year-old African American of lawful 

voting age, a citizen of the United States and a resident of Dothan, Alabama.  Mr. 

Doss was registered to vote from the late-1990s until early 2000, when he was 

convicted of felony possession of marijuana, and informed by the State of 
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Alabama that his voting rights were revoked as a collateral consequence of his 

conviction.   

7.  Hundreds of individuals from across the State of Alabama have been 

identified to Plaintiffs’ counsel by the Alabama Board of Pardons and Paroles 

(“Board of Pardons” or “Board of Pardons and Paroles”), pursuant to The Public 

Writings Act of the State of Alabama, Ala. Code. § 36-12-40 et seq., as Alabama 

citizens whose only felony convictions did not involve moral turpitude and who 

are presently eligible to register to vote.  

DEFENDANTS 

8.   NANCY WORLEY is the Secretary of State of Alabama 

(“Secretary of State”), and, as such, is vested with the authority, as Alabama’s 

“Chief Election Official,” to execute and enforce the state laws related to the 

elective franchise to preserve public confidence in the democratic process and to 

facilitate voter participation in elections.  She is sued in her official capacity in 

connection with actions taken under color of state law, including the promulgation 

of procedures for and the receipt and administration of applications for voter 

registration.  See Ala. Code. § 17-4-136. 

9.  NELL HUNTER is the Jefferson County Voter Registrar (“Jefferson 

County Registrar”), and, as such, is vested with the authority to grant or refuse an 

individual’s application to register to vote in Jefferson County in accordance with 

the directives of the Secretary of State.  She is sued in her official capacity in 

connection with actions taken under color of state law, including the refusal by her 

office of the voter registration application of Plaintiff Gooden on September 21, 

2005. 
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10.  ANITA GIBSON, WALTER LONG, and MOLLY MEADOWS 

are the Houston County Voter Registrars (“Houston County Registrars”), and, as 

such, are vested with the authority to grant or refuse an individual’s application to 

register to vote in Houston County in accordance with the directives of the 

Secretary of State.  Each is sued in his or her official capacity in connection with 

actions taken under color of state law, including the actions (or failure to act) by 

their office regarding the voter registration application of Plaintiff Doss. 

JURISDICTION 

11.  Jurisdiction is based upon 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and upon 28 U.S.C.   § 

1343a(3) & (4) for causes of action arising under 42 U.S.C. § 1973c.  Jurisdiction 

for Plaintiffs’ claim for declaratory relief is based upon 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201 & 

2202.  Jurisdiction for Plaintiffs’ claims for attorneys’ fees is based upon 42 

U.S.C. § 1973l(e) & 1988.  Venue is proper in this Court under 28 U.S.C. § 

1391(b). 

RELEVANT STATUTORY AND CONSTITUTIONAL                    
PROVISIONS AND CASES 

12.   The Alabama Constitution, Article VIII, Section 177 (Recompiled, 

July 28, 1995), provides in pertinent part: 

(a) Every citizen of the United States who has attained the age 
of eighteen years and has resided in this state and in a county 
thereof for the time provided by law, if registered as provided 
by law, shall have the right to vote in the county of his or her 
residence. The Legislature may prescribe reasonable and 
nondiscriminatory requirements as prerequisites to 
registration for voting. The Legislature shall, by statute, 
prescribe a procedure by which eligible citizens can register 
to vote. 
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(b) No person convicted of a felony involving moral 
turpitude, or who is mentally incompetent, shall be qualified 
to vote until restoration of civil and political rights or removal 
of disability.  (emphasis added). 

13.  The term “felony involving moral turpitude” has been defined  by 

Alabama courts.   

14.  Moore v. State, 12 Ala. App. 243, 250, 67 So. 789 (1915), contains 

an early definition of crimes of “moral turpitude”:  

A felony of moral turpitude is defined in Alabama as 
“anything done contrary to justice, honesty, principle, or good 
morals; an act of baseness, vileness, or depravity in the 
private and social duties which a man owes to his fellow man, 
or to society in general, contrary to the accepted and 
customary rule of right and duty between man and man.” 

15.  In Williams v. State, 55 Ala. App. 436, 437, 316 So.2d 362, 363 

(Ala. Cr. App. 1975), the court stated: 

A better summary of the meaning of moral turpitude can 
hardly be given than that found in McElroy, Law of Evidence 
in Alabama, Vol. I, s 145.01(7) as follows:  

Moral turpitude signifies an inherent quality of baseness, 
vileness, depravity.  Gillman v. State, 165 Ala. 135, 51 So. 
722.  Moral turpitude “implies something immoral itself, 
regardless of the fact whether it is punishable by law.  The 
doing of the act, and not its prohibition by statute fixes the 
moral turpitude.”  Pippin v. State, 197 Ala 613, 73 So. 340. 
Moral turpitude means ‘something immoral in itself.  * * * It 
must not be merely mala prohibita, but the act itself must be 
inherently immoral.  The doing of the act itself and not its 
prohibition by statute, fixes the moral turpitude.  * * * It is the 
nature of the act itself, and not its legislative characterization 
or punishment which must be the test in determining whether 
or not it involves moral turpitude.  Ex Parte Marshall, 207 
Ala 566, 93 So. 451 (471). 
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16.  In Ex Parte McIntosh, 443 So.2d 1283, 1284 (Ala. 1983), the 

Alabama Supreme Court favorably cited C. Gamble, McElroy’s Alabama 

Evidence, § 145.01(7) (3d ed. 1977):  

The Supreme Court of Alabama has defined the term “moral 
turpitude” on many occasions and the following are the most 
commonly found definitions.  Moral turpitude signifies an 
inherent quality of baseness, vileness and depravity.  It is 
immoral in itself, regardless of the fact that it is punished by 
law.  Therefore, an offense for conviction of which a witness’ 
credibility is lessened must be mala in se and not mala 
prohibitum. 

17.  Ala. Code § 17-3-9 provides:   

Any person possessing the qualifications of an elector set out 
in Article 8 of the Constitution of Alabama, as modified by 
federal law, and not laboring under any disqualification listed 
therein, shall be an elector, and shall be entitled to register 
and to vote at any election by the people. 

18.  Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 

§ 1973c, provides in relevant part: 

Whenever a State . . . shall enact or seek to administer any voting 
qualification or prerequisite to voting, or standard, practice, or 
procedure with respect to voting different from that in force or effect on 
November 1, 1972, such State or subdivision may institute an action in 
the United States District Court for the District of Columbia for a 
declaratory judgment that such qualification, prerequisite, standard, 
practice, or procedure does not have the purpose and will not have the 
effect of denying or abridging the right to vote on account of race or 
color, or in contravention of the guarantees set forth in section 
1973b(f)(2) of this title, and unless and until the court enters such 
judgment no person shall be denied the right to vote for failure to 
comply with such qualification, prerequisite, standard, practice, or 
procedure:  Provided, That such qualification, prerequisite, standard, 
practice, or procedure may be enforced without such proceeding if the 
qualification, prerequisite, standard, practice, or procedure has been 
submitted by the chief legal officer or other appropriate official of such 
State or subdivision to the Attorney General and the Attorney General 
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has not interposed an objection within sixty days after such submission, 
or upon good cause shown, to facilitate an expedited approval within 
sixty days after such submission, the Attorney General has affirmatively 
indicated that such objection will not be made. 

FACTS 

19.  From Reconstruction until the passage of the Voting Rights Act of 

1965, Alabama employed virtually every state instrument of disfranchisement 

available to suppress the Black vote, including terror and violence, literacy tests, 

poll taxes, a “grandfather clause,” good character tests, and white-only primaries.  

As a result, only 19 percent of the Black voting-age population in Alabama was 

registered to vote in 1964, one of the lowest proportions in the South.  By contrast, 

69 percent of the white voting-age population was registered at that time.   

20.  As a result of its long history of discrimination against Blacks in 

voting, the entire State of Alabama is covered by Section 5 of the Voting Rights 

Act of 1965 pursuant to Section 4 of that statute and the designation by the 

Attorney General.   

21.  Following the 1982 renewal of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act 

of 1965, the Supreme Court recognized in Hunter v. Underwood, 471 U.S. 222 

(1985), that Alabama, in violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 

Amendment, impermissibly used its felon disfranchisement law to intentionally 

disfranchise Blacks and to maintain and reinforce white supremacy.    

22.  In 1995-1996, the Alabama Legislature proposed, and the people 

ratified, Act 95-443 of the 1995 Regular Session of the Legislature of Alabama, 

which proposed a constitutional amendment to repeal Article VIII of the 

Constitution of Alabama of 1901 regarding voting, and replace it with Section 177 

(the text of which is set out above). 
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23.  Pursuant to Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, the State of 

Alabama, on April 16, 1996, submitted Act No. 95-443 to the Attorney General of 

the United States for preclearance.   

24.  In a June 24, 1996 letter to Lynda Oswald, Alabama Assistant 

Attorney General, Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights pursuant to Section 

5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, interposed no objection to (“precleared”) 

Alabama’s revised voting law.   

25.  In the 2003 Second Special Session, the Alabama Legislature 

adopted Act 2003-415, codified at Ala. Code § 15-22-36.1, a law requiring 

members of the Board of Pardons to provide a procedure for the restoration of 

voting rights — by issuing a Certificate of Eligibility to Register to Vote 

(“Certificate of Eligibility”) — to individuals with felony convictions who 

satisfactorily complete each of the terms and conditions of their sentences. 

26.  On information and belief, in the course of attempting to discharge 

its statutory duties the Alabama Board of Pardons and Paroles determined that 

there was public confusion about the scope of the State of Alabama’s felon 

disfranchisement law, and/or that agents of the State, including the Secretary of 

State and Defendant Registrars, were misapplying Alabama’s law, thereby 

creating confusion and depriving eligible citizens of their right to register to vote 

and exercise the franchise. 

27.  To facilitate compliance with Ala. Code § 15-22-36.1, and to 

determine which felonies require the issuance of a Certificate of Eligibility as a 

prerequisite to registering to vote, William Segrest, Executive Director of the 

Board of Pardons and Paroles, requested that Troy King, Attorney General for the 
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State of Alabama, set forth which felonies do not involve moral turpitude under 

State law.  

28.  In response to Segrest’s request, the Attorney General issued an 

Opinion which explained that “[i]f a person has been convicted of a felony that 

does not involve moral turpitude, that person remains eligible to vote and is 

therefore ineligible to apply [to the Board of Pardons] for a Certificate of 

Eligibility to Register to Vote.”  See Ala. Op. Atty. Gen. No. 2005-092 (March 18, 

2005), 2005 WL 1121853 (Ala. A.G.).     

29.  In the Opinion, the Attorney General did not “provide an 

exhaustive list of every felony involving moral turpitude,” but listed a number of 

illustrative crimes that have been determined by Alabama courts not to involve 

moral turpitude, including “violation of liquor laws” and “driving under the 

influence.”  Id. at 2 (citing Parker v. State, 280 Ala. 685, 198 So. 2d 261 (1967); 

Finley v. State, 661 So. 2d 1321 (Ala. Crim. App. 1995)).  Thus, if “a person is 

convicted solely of a felony that does not involve moral turpitude, that person 

remains eligible to vote.”  Id. at 3.   

30.  Following the Attorney General’s Opinion, the Board of Pardons 

and Paroles issued a press release on May 17, 2005 to inform the public and 

clarify the operation of Alabama’s felon disfranchisement law.   

31.  The May 17th press release noted that as the Board of Pardons 

attempted to implement Ala. Code § 15-22-36.1 it “discovered that many eligible 

voters [were] unaware” that they did not need a “certificate from this agency in 

order to register to vote.”  “Under the current law only felonies involving moral 

turpitude disqualify a person from voting.  Convictions for other felonies do not 
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disqualify a person from voting.  If individuals who are already eligible to vote do 

not ask us for certificates, we can process the other applications more promptly.”  

The press release stated unequivocally, inter alia, that “felony driving under the 

influence” and “felony possession of drugs” are offenses that do not involve moral 

turpitude.   

32.  On information and belief, notwithstanding the dictates of Alabama 

law, which reflect the express ratification of the people of Alabama, the 

aforementioned Attorney General’s Opinion, and the press release that was issued 

by the Board of Pardons and Paroles, within the last six months in the following 

twenty counties, registrars were directed by the Secretary of State not to register 

people with any felony conviction — whether or not the felony involved moral 

turpitude — without a Certificate of Eligibility:  Bullock, Chilton, Choctaw, 

Dallas, Escambia, Greene, Houston, Jefferson, Lowndes, Macon, Madison, 

Marengo, Mobile, Montgomery, Pike, Randolph, St. Clair, Talladega, Tallapoosa 

and Tuscaloosa.  

33.  Registrars throughout Alabama, under the direction of the Secretary 

of State, are employing practices and procedures that are inconsistent with a 

Section 5 precleared Alabama law and have not themselves been submitted for 

preclearance, in violation of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act.   

34.  The effect of these practices is to deny the vote to eligible citizens 

of Alabama. 

35.  The constitutional amendment that was duly enacted and precleared 

pursuant to Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act on June 24, 1996 is the law of 

Alabama with respect to felon disfranchisement in the State and constitutes the 
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benchmark for Section 5 purposes.  Any voting practice or procedure that 

contradicts, enlarges or frustrates this law constitutes a voting change within the 

meaning of the Voting Rights Act that must be precleared pursuant to Section 5 

before it may legally take effect. 

Alabama’s Denial of the Franchise to Plaintiff Gooden 

36.  On September 21, 2005 Plaintiff Gooden attempted to register with 

Defendant Jefferson County Registrar, but was informed that he was “not eligible” 

to register to vote because of his felony DUI conviction.   

37.  Notwithstanding the ratification — by the people of Alabama — of 

the constitutional amendment narrowing the scope of the State’s felon 

disfranchisement law to felons who have committed crimes of moral turpitude, the 

Attorney General’s Opinion, and the press release issued by the Board of Pardons, 

Plaintiff Gooden was instructed by Defendant Jefferson County Registrar to apply 

to the Board of Pardons and Paroles for a Certificate of Eligibility. 

38.  Plaintiff Gooden was informed later that day by an employee of the 

Board of Pardons and Paroles that because his felony DUI conviction did not 

involve moral turpitude, consistent with Alabama law and the related Attorney 

General’s Opinion, he need not apply for a Certificate of Eligibility since their 

voting rights were never forfeited.   

39.  Upon information and belief, an employee of the Board of Pardons 

telephoned Defendant Jefferson County Registrar on September 21, 2005, and 

explained that Plaintiff Gooden was not disqualified from voting since his felony 

conviction did not involve moral turpitude, and, therefore, that a Certificate of 

Eligibility was not necessary for him to register to vote.   
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40.  Upon information and belief, the employee of the Board of Pardons 

also offered to fax Defendant Jefferson County Registrar a copy of the press 

release the Board of Pardons had issued to this effect.  

41.  Upon information and belief, notwithstanding its recognition that 

Plaintiff Gooden’s felony DUI conviction did not involve moral turpitude, and 

that, in fact, his conviction was expressly identified under Alabama law and in the 

Attorney General’s Opinion as non-disqualifying crime, Defendant Jefferson 

County Registrar informed the Board of Pardons that the Defendant Secretary of 

State had directed them not to register individuals with felony convictions who 

had not obtained a Certificate of Eligibility, without regard to whether or not such 

felony convictions involved moral turpitude.  

42.  Efforts to resolve this issue with the Secretary of State, as to 

Plaintiff Gooden and all similarly situated Alabamians, have been unsuccessful, 

and the Secretary of State continues to enforce voting practices and procedures 

that have not been precleared as required by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 

1965, which result in the deprivation of the right to vote.   

Alabama’s Denial of the Franchise to Plaintiff Jones 

43.  In a June 20, 2005 letter to Plaintiff Jones, the Board of Pardons 

explained that after reviewing his “application for a Certificate of Eligibility to 

Register to Vote, we have determined that you were convicted of possession of a 

controlled substance,” which is a felony “that does not appear to this agency to 

involve moral turpitude.”  The Board of Pardons determined that, according to 

Amendment 579 of the Alabama Constitution, Mr. Jones’ “conviction does not 

disqualify [him] from voting.”  The Board of Pardons, therefore, asserted that “we 
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are closing our file on your application, as you do not need a certificate in order to 

be eligible to register.”   

44.  Plaintiff Jones, after receiving the June 20, 2005 letter from the 

Board of Pardons, submitted a Voter Registration Form to Defendant Jefferson 

County Registrar.   

45.  Notwithstanding the Board of Pardon’s June 20, 2005 letter to the 

contrary, Defendant Jefferson County Registrar, in a June 30, 2005 letter to 

Plaintiff Jones, stated that his Voter Registration Form could not be processed 

because “a person convicted of a felony offense is barred from voting, unless there 

has been a reinstatement of voting rights.”   

46.  Defendant Jefferson County Registrar referred Plaintiff Jones to the 

Board of Pardons to “get [his] voting rights restored.”  “If you have already done 

this,” the letter concluded, “mail a copy of your Certificate of Pardon or 

Certificate of Registration of Voter Rights to the Jefferson County Board of 

Registrars.”   

47.  Inexplicably, Plaintiff Jones was later mailed a Voter Registration 

Card, which permitted him to vote in “all elections — except municipal.”   

Alabama’s Denial of the Franchise to Plaintiff Doss 

48.  On or about October 5, 2005, Plaintiff Doss attempted to register to 

vote with Defendant Houston County Registrar, but was informed that he was 

ineligible to register to vote because of his felony possession of marijuana 

conviction.   

49.  Notwithstanding Defendant Houston County Registrar’s 

recognition that Plaintiff Doss’s felony conviction did not involve moral turpitude, 
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and that, in fact, his conviction was expressly identified in Alabama law and the 

Attorney General’s Opinion as a non-disqualifying crime, Defendant Houston 

County Registrar informed Plaintiff Doss that the Defendant Secretary of State 

had directed them not to register individuals with felony convictions who had not 

obtained a Certificate of Eligibility, without regard to whether or not such felony 

convictions involved moral turpitude. 

50.  Plaintiff Doss was instructed by Defendant Houston County 

Registrar to apply to the Board of Pardons for a Certificate of Eligibility. 

Effect of Statewide Practices 

51.  Upon information and belief, a substantial but unspecified number 

of similarly situated citizens of Alabama are being denied the right to vote as 

result of the conduct described above on the part of the Secretary of State and 

Registrars. 

52.  The practices of the Secretary of State and Registrars described 

above are contrary to precleared practices and procedures affecting voting that are 

required to be, but have not been, submitted to the Attorney General of the United 

States of a District Court in the District of Columbia for preclearance.    
 

CAUSE OF ACTION 

53.  Plaintiffs hereby re-allege and incorporate by reference paragraphs 

1 through 52 above.  

54.  Defendant Secretary of State and Defendant Registrars have 

violated Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 
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1973c, by administering voting practices and procedures that have not been 

precleared pursuant to Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act.   

55.  Specifically, Defendant Secretary of State, upon information and 

belief, directed Jefferson County Registrar, Houston County Registrars, and voter 

registrars in at least 18 other counties in Alabama, not to register people with 

felony convictions irrespective of whether or not such convictions involved moral 

turpitude, in violation of Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965.   

56.  This misrepresentation by the Secretary of State of the right of 

certain persons to register to vote has caused State Registrars in at least twenty 

counties to refuse to register eligible persons in the State of Alabama.   

57.  Plaintiffs are without an adequate remedy at law and will suffer 

irreparable damage unless the actions of the Defendants in violation of the Section 

5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 are enjoined.   

58.  The gravity of the rights deprivation that would flow to Plaintiffs 

and other similarly situated individuals from resolving these critical issues on 

Defendant Secretary of State’s timetable necessitates immediate action.  

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, THE PREMISES CONSIDERED, the Plaintiffs 

respectfully request that the following relief be granted: 

59.  Plaintiffs request that their Section 5 enforcement claims be heard 

and determined by a court of three judges in accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 1973c 

and the provisions of 28 U.S.C. § 2284. 

60.  Plaintiffs request that the Court enter a declaratory judgment that 

Defendant Secretary of State and Defendant Registrars’ actions violate Plaintiffs 

 15 
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rights secured by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965.  Plaintiffs request 

that this Court enter a declaratory judgment that Defendant Secretary of State and 

Defendant Registrars lack the authority, unless and until Defendants obtain 

preclearance for such practices and procedures after submitting those practices and 

procedures for preclearance, as required by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, to 

preclude individuals convicted of felonies not involving moral turpitude from 

registering to vote and voting under Alabama law. 

61.  Plaintiffs request the award of reasonable attorneys’ fees, expenses, 

and costs under 42 U.S.C. §§ 1973l(e) and 1988. 

62.  Plaintiffs request such other, further, and different relief as the facts 

and circumstances may warrant. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

NORTHERN DIVISION 

TREVA THOMPSON, et al.,  

 

Plaintiffs,  

 

v. 

 

JOHN H. MERRILL, in his official  

capacity as Secretary of State, et al.,  

 

Defendants. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

2:16-cv-783-ECM-SMD 

 

 

 

DECLARATION OF DR. DANIEL A. SMITH 

 

I. Background and Qualifications 

1. My name is Daniel A. Smith. I am Professor and Chair of Political Science 

at the University of Florida (“UF”).  I received my Ph.D. in Political Science from 

the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 1994.  I served as the Director of UF’s 

Political Campaigning Program (2007-2011), which offers a Master of Arts degree 

in political science with a special emphasis on political campaigning and practical 

politics.  I am also President of ElectionSmith, Inc., a consulting firm based in 

Gainesville, FL, specializing in empirical research on electoral processes in the 

American states. 

2. For more than two decades, I have conducted research on electoral politics 

in the American states, focusing on the effect of political institutions on political 
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behavior.  I am widely regarded as a leading expert on voting and elections in the 

American states.  I have written extensively on electoral processes in the American 

states, including the effects of felony disenfranchisement laws, and have published 

more than 80 articles and book chapters, including many that have appeared in the 

discipline’s top peer-reviewed journals.  My research has been cited over 3,000 

times by fellow scholars.  I have published two academic books on electoral 

politics in the American states and I am the coauthor of a leading college textbook, 

State and Local Politics: Institutions and Reform, which includes a discussion of 

state voting laws related to people convicted of a felony as well as various issues 

related to Alabama politics.  In addition, I have taught an array of undergraduate 

and graduate courses focusing on American political institutions and political 

behavior in the American states.   

3. I have testified before the U.S. Senate and state legislatures on voting and 

election issues.  A former Senior Fulbright Scholar, I have received numerous 

grants and awards for my work on campaigns and elections, including from the 

U.S. Department of State and the American Political Science Association 

(“APSA”), and am past-President of the State Politics and Policy Section of the 

APSA.  In 2010, I was the lead author of the “Direct Democracy Scholars” amicus 

brief in Doe v. Reed, which was successfully argued by the Attorney General of the 
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state of Washington before the U.S. Supreme Court, and my scholarship has been 

cited in an opinion of the U.S. Supreme Court. 

4. I have served as an expert in election-related litigation in several states, hired 

by both plaintiffs and defendants (including serving as an expert for the State of 

Florida and the State of California defending their election laws). Most recently, I 

provided written reports and testified at trial in Jones v. Ron DeSantis, etc. et al., 

(Consolidated Case No. 4:19-cv-300, N.D. Fla.), where the court has cited my 

analysis of individuals convicted of a felony in Florida who are eligible, but for 

legal financial obligations, to have their voting rights restored, and American Civil 

Rights Union v. Snipes (Case No. 16-cv-61474, S.D. Fla.), where the court 

accepted my opinion in whole; and provided written reports for successful 

plaintiffs in Fair Fight Action v. Crittenden (Case No. 1:18-cv-05391, N.D. Ga.), 

DNC Services Corporation et al. v. Lee et al. (Case No. 4:18-cv-520 (RH/MJF, 

N.D. Fla.), MOVE Texas Civic Fund, et. al. v. Whitley, et. al. (Case No. 3:19-cv-

00041, S.D. Tex.), for defendants in Judicial Watch, Inc., Election Integrity 

Project California, Inc., et al. v. Dean C. Logan, et al. (Case No. 2:17-cv-08948-

R-SK, C.D. Cal.), for successful plaintiffs in Rivera v. Detzner (Case No. 1:18-cv-

00152, N.D. Fla.), for plaintiffs in Ohio A. Philip Randolph Institute, et al. v. 

Secretary of State, Jon Husted (Case No. 2:16-cv-00303, S.D. Ohio), for successful 

plaintiff-intervenors in Florida Democratic Party v. Scott (Case No. 4:16-cv-
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00626, N.D. Fla.), for successful plaintiffs in Florida Democratic Party v. Detzner 

(Case No. 4:16-cv-00607, N.D. Fla.), and for successful plaintiffs in League of 

Women Voters of Florida v. Detzner (Case No. 4:18-cv-00251, N.D. Fla.).   

5. My curriculum vitae (including a list of cases in which I have served as an 

expert witness) is provided in Appendix A.  I am being paid $350 an hour for work 

in this case, plus any related expenses. 

II. Data Utilized and Summary of Opinions Offered 

6. I was retained by counsel for the Plaintiffs to analyze several data files and 

opine on issues relevant to the litigation, including but not limited to the 

discriminatory impact of Alabama’s felony disenfranchisement scheme over time 

and the burden imposed by Alabama’s requirement that legal financial obligations 

be satisfied before voting rights are restored to people with felony convictions. 

7. As a preview of my findings, my analysis of these numerous data files 

provides consistent evidence of the discriminatory impact of Alabama’s felony 

disenfranchisement scheme for poor and Black individuals residing in Alabama, 

both pre- and post-implementation of H.B. 282 (on August 1, 2017).  My analysis 

reveals a consistent pattern across Alabama’s 67 counties that Black individuals—

who disproportionately have less household income and are more likely to live in 

poverty in Alabama compared to Black households and individuals nationally, as 

well as compared to White households and individuals residing in Alabama—are 
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disproportionately more likely to be convicted of, or plead guilty to, a felony that 

disqualifies them from exercising their right to vote because the felony falls under 

the classification of “moral turpitude.”  This pattern existed at the time Alabama 

implemented H.B. 282, and it has remained true for new felony convictions after 

the implementation of H.B. 282.  I find similar patterns regarding the decisions 

about what crimes of moral turpitude should be included (and excluded) that were 

made by Alabama Secretary of State John Merrill’s “Voter Disenfranchisement 

and Restoration of Voting Rights Exploratory Committee” in December 2015:  that 

is, Black individuals are disproportionately more likely to have had a felony 

conviction for a crime of “moral turpitude” compared to White individuals, even 

when controlling for the disproportionate rate of felony convictions generally in 

the Black community.  Finally, regardless of race, the prevalence of individuals 

with significant amounts of outstanding LFOs, combined with the lower economic 

status of individuals with felony convictions in Alabama, serve as a large barrier to 

voting rights restoration for Alabamians. 

8. In formulating my opinions in this report, I use standard sources in political 

science analyses and I draw on data provided to me by counsel, as well as publicly 

available data downloaded from the United States Census Bureau. In my report I 

offer both individual-level and aggregate-level (county) analyses. My analysis 

draws on the following data files provided to me by counsel: 
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a. “ALABAMA FELONY CONVICTIONS AND GUILTY PLEAS 

DISPOSED 1/1/1983 THRU 5/1/2019,” a Microsoft Excel data file on felony 

convictions in Alabama furnished by the Alabama Office of Courts (AOC) dated 

July 14, 2019 that contains 696,583 rows;  

b. D200069, a Microsoft Excel file provided by the Board of Pardons and 

Paroles in July 2019 that is a result of a merge conducted by the Board and 

contains 2,618 rows from April 1, 2018 through June 25, 2019. This file can be 

appended to D005349, a Microsoft Excel file produced by the Board of Pardons 

and Paroles in May 2018 that contains 22,365 rows of data;1 

c. “Disqualifying Key,” a data file provided by counsel detailing which felony 

offenses under H.B. 282 constitute the 46 disqualifying felonies (with 121 discrete 

crimes) under which voting rights are lost due to “moral turpitude” or not; 

 

1 According to a letter from Misty S. Fairbanks Messick, Assistant Attorney 

General, to Danielle Lang at the Campaign Legal Center, dated July 3, 2019, 

D005349 is the product of data from D005351 (pardon and CERV applications) 

that the Board of Pardons and Paroles merged with race/address/gender data “from 

a separate docket file” maintained by the Administrative Office of the Courts, that 

includes applicants from 2008 through May 2018.  D00069 is the result of a similar 

merge conducted by the Board of Pardons and Paroles that includes applicants 

from April 1, 2018 through June 25, 2019. It is my understanding that earlier 

denied applications are overwritten in both databases. Merging on unique Alabama 

institutional serial (“AIS”) numbers, there are 416 rows in D005349 

(corresponding to 410 unique individuals) who are also in D200069. The D005349 

records for these individuals are dropped. In addition, all CERV applications that 

have a “vrstatus” field that includes “out of state” are dropped. 
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d. “Alabama No CERV Conviction List,” a file provided by counsel detailing 

which felony offenses constitute the 15 disqualifying felonies (with 46 discrete 

crimes) under which voting rights would be lost due to “moral turpitude,” drawn 

from the “Voter Disenfranchisement and Restoration of Voting Rights Exploratory 

Committee” headed by Alabama Secretary of State John Merrill (hereafter referred 

to as the “Exploratory Committee”;   

e. D200071 (an update of D064502), a statewide Alabama voter list produced 

by the Secretary of State’s office in July 2019, containing 5,183,569 records of 

registered voters regardless of “registrant status.”  

f. By construction, D200071 includes all the data contained in D200070 (an 

update of D009606), a data file produced by the Secretary of State’s office in July 

2019, of 82,554 registered voters whose registrant status at the time of the snapshot 

is “not eligible” or “disqualified”, and whose registration “status reason” is 

“Criminal Conviction/Moral Turpitude,” also referred to as “CRM”.2 

g. D064537 (an update of D014404), “Files on Disc,” a pdf created by the 

Secretary of State’s office with registrant status codes in the Alabama voter list; 

 

2 D200071 contains 82,555 individuals with a registrant reason of CRM, one more 

individual than contained in D200070, specifically an individual from Jefferson 

County who has a registrant reason status of CRM, but whose registrant status is 

listed as “active,” rather than “not eligible” or “disqualified.” 
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h. D200072 and D200073 (updates of D014404 and D064537, respectively), 

“Registrant reason codes,” contains codes of registrant status reason in the 

Alabama voter file; 

i. “Exploratory Committee Notes 12.21.15,” a pdf provided by counsel with 

the Exploratory Committee Agenda from its December 21, 2015 meeting, and 

related materials.  

9. In addition, my analysis relies on publicly available data from the United 

States Census Bureau, specifically Table B19013A (White alone) and Table 

B19013B (Black (or African American) alone) median household income, drawn 

from the 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (ACS), as well 

as ACS 5-Year Estimates for Citizen Voting Age by Race and Ethnicity (White 

alone and Black (or African American) alone) for Alabama and its counties. 

10. My analysis of the number of persons in Alabama with felony convictions 

excludes all individuals with an out-of-state or federal felony conviction.  As such, 

my findings are biased against inflating the number of persons with felony 

convictions who might be eligible to have their voting rights restored under H.B. 

282.   

III. Financial Barriers for People with Felony Convictions  

11. An analysis of the literature on individuals who have been incarcerated for a 

felony conviction and income is clear: a high percentage of persons with a past 
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felony conviction will be unable to pay their outstanding LFOs. Why might this 

be?  First, income is lower among people incarcerated, even before their 

incarceration.3  Second, after a conviction, there is a significant incarceration 

“wage penalty” estimated to range between 10–30% between those with a 

conviction and those without,4 with earnings decreases in the first year following 

release from incarceration.5  The unemployment rates among formerly incarcerated 

persons between the ages of 25-44 years old exceed 27%—over four times that of 

the general public (5.8%) and greater than the total U.S. unemployment rate during 

any historical period, including the Great Depression (24.9%).6  Homelessness 

rates are also higher for persons formerly incarcerated, as “2% of formerly 

incarcerated people were homeless in 2008 (the most recent year for which data are 

 
3 See Prison Policy Initiative (2015), available at: 

https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/income.html, (“[I]ncarcerated people had a 

median annual income of $19,185 prior to their incarceration, which is 41% less 

than non-incarcerated people of similar ages.”) 
4 See, Sara Wakefield and Christopher Uggen, “Incarceration and Stratification,” 

Annual Review of Sociology 36 (2010): 387-406.  

5 Adam Looney and Nicholas Turner, “Work and opportunity before and after 

incarceration,” The Brookings Institution, March 2018, available at:  

https://www.brookings.edu/wp-

content/uploads/2018/03/es_20180314_looneyincarceration_final.pdf. 

6 See Prison Policy Initiative, “Out of Prison & Out of Work: Unemployment 

among formerly incarcerated people,” July 2018, available at:  

https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/outofwork.html. 
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available), a rate nearly 10 times higher than among the general public.”7  In short, 

it is clear that individuals face significant economic barriers as a result of a felony 

conviction.  As such, formerly incarcerated individuals are usually unable to pay 

their assessed LFOs because they face significant economic barriers. 

IV. Median Household Income and Levels of Poverty in Alabama 

12. I begin my analysis by comparing Alabama’s overall poverty rate compared 

to the poverty rate for the entire nation, and also comparing Alabama’s median 

household income with the median household income for the entire nation.  

13. The ratio of income to poverty for Alabama families, compared to families 

in the United States, is dramatic:  Alabama has a disproportionate number of 

impoverished families as compared to families across the entire United States, and 

this gap has persisted for years.  An “income-to-poverty ratio” can be used to 

measure the relative poverty level in a jurisdiction.8  Ratios below 100% of the 

poverty level indicate that those living in the jurisdiction fall below the official 

poverty level, with ratios below 50% of the poverty level (so, income is less than 

 
7 Prison Policy Initiative, “Nowhere to Go: Homelessness among formerly 

incarcerated people,” August 2018, available at: 

https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/housing.html. 

8 Alemayehu Bishaw and Brian Glassman, “Poverty: 2014-2015,” American 

Community Survey Briefs, U.S. Census Bureau, available at: 

https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2016/acs/acsbr15

-01.pdf. 
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half the poverty threshold) indicating severe poverty, and ratios above 100% but 

below 125%, indicating near-poverty levels.  According to the Census Bureau’s 

2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, specifically Table 

B17026, nearly 213,000 families in Alabama, or 17.3% of Alabama families, are 

classified by the Census Bureau as falling under the 1.25 income-to-poverty ratio; 

in contrast, 13.7% of the 78.7 million families in the United States fall under the 

1.25 income-to-poverty ratio.9  

14. Median household income is another useful indicator to reveal the financial 

challenges affecting Alabama households at a higher rate than households across 

the United States.  The most recent available data indicates that median household 

income in Alabama is about $14,000 less than national household income.  

According to the Census Bureau’s 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, specifically Table B19019, the median yearly household income for a 

three-person household in Alabama was $63,659 (with a margin of error of +/- 

$926).  In contrast, the median yearly household income for a three-person 

household in in the United States was $77,463 (with a margin of error of +/- 

$275).10   

 

9 Ibid. 

10 Data from U.S. Census Bureau’s “Median Household Income in the Past 12 

Months (in 2018 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars) by Household Size” (Table B19019) 

available at: 
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V. Black and White Median Household Income and Levels of Poverty in 

Alabama 

15. It is also possible to examine differences in Black median household income 

and White median household income within Alabama.  Median household income 

in Alabama reveals a stark racial gap.  According to the most recent available 

United States Census data, the median household income of Black individuals is 

substantially less than that of White individuals across all of Alabama’s 67 

counties. As such, it is possible to infer that there is a disproportionate burden 

imposed on Black individuals residing in Alabama by the state’s requirement that 

legal financial obligations must be satisfied before the restoration of voting rights. 

16. Within Alabama, there are stark differences in the median incomes of Black 

and White households.  Again, I draw on the Census Bureau’s 2014-2018 

American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, specifically Tables B19013A and 

 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=United%20States&table=DP05&tid=ACSD

T5Y2018.B19019&g=0100000US_0400000US01&lastDisplayedRow=29&vintag

e=2018&layer=state&cid=DP05_0001E&t=Income%20%28Households,%20Fami

lies,%20Individuals%29&d=ACS%205-

Year%20Estimates%20Detailed%20Tables&y=2018.   

Data from U.S. Census Bureau’s “Ratio of Income to Poverty Level of Families in 

the Past 12 Months” (Table B17026) available at:  

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=United%20States&table=DP05&tid=ACSD

T5Y2018.B17026&g=0100000US_0400000US01&lastDisplayedRow=29&vintag

e=2018&layer=state&cid=DP05_0001E&t=Income%20%28Households,%20Fami

lies,%20Individuals%29%3AOfficial%20Poverty%20Measure&d=ACS%205-

Year%20Estimates%20Detailed%20Tables&y=2018. 
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B19013B.11  According to the Census Bureau’s latest 5-Year estimates, the median 

income for Black households in Alabama in 2018 inflation-adjusted dollars was 

$32,188 (with a margin of error of +/- $381).  The median income for Black 

households nationally, for comparative purposes, was $40,155 (with a +/- $116 

margin of error).  In contrast, the median income for White households in Alabama 

according to the 2018 ACS was during the same period was $55,265 (with a 

margin of error of +/- $446), compared to $63,917 (with a +/- margin of error of 

$126) for White households, nationwide.  In simplest terms, the median White 

household income in Alabama is nearly 72% higher than the median Black 

household income, which translates to more than $21,000 annually in household 

income (2018 inflation-adjusted dollars).  

 

11 Data from U.S. Census Bureau’s “Median Household Income in the Past 12 

Months (in 2018 inflation-adjusted dollars) (Black or African American Alone 

Householder)” (Table B19013B), 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, available at: 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=United%20States&table=DP05&tid=ACSD
T5Y2018.B19013B&g=0100000US_0400000US01&lastDisplayedRow=29&vintage=
2018&layer=state&cid=DP05_0001E&t=Income%20%28Households,%20Families,
%20Individuals%29%3ARace%20and%20Ethnicity&d=ACS%205-
Year%20Estimates%20Detailed%20Tables&y=2018, and the “Median Household 

Income in the Past 12 Months (in 2018 inflation-adjusted dollars) (White Alone 

Householder)” (Table B19013A), 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, available at: 

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=United%20States&table=DP05&tid=ACSD

T5Y2018.B19013A&g=0100000US_0400000US01&lastDisplayedRow=29&vinta

ge=2018&layer=state&cid=DP05_0001E&t=Income%20%28Households,%20Fa

milies,%20Individuals%29%3ARace%20and%20Ethnicity&d=ACS%205-

Year%20Estimates%20Detailed%20Tables&y=2018Black. 
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17. Figure 1 displays the disparity in Black and White median household 

incomes in Alabama.  Figure 1 has a diagonal line fixed at a 45° angle.  The X-axis 

(horizontal), labeled “Median household income (2018 dollars), Black 

households,” is the dollar amount (from $0 to $80,000) of Black household 

income; the Y-axis (vertical) is labeled “Median household income (2018 dollars), 

White households,” with the same range of dollar amounts.  The diagonal 45° line 

allows us to easily visualize how across every one of Alabama’s 67 counties, Black 

household income is lower than White household income, according to the Census 

Bureau’s latest 2014-2018 5-Year estimates.12  Every county circle is above the 

45° line, indicating White household income is greater than Black household 

income. 

18.  In roughly one-third of Alabama’s counties, the difference in median 

household income for Black individuals and White individuals is greater than 

$25,000 in 2018 inflation-adjusted dollars.  For example, the Census Bureau 

estimates that the median income in Lee County for White households is $56,201 

(+/- $2,852), whereas it is only $30,862 (+/- $2,608) for Black households, a 

difference of roughly $25,000.  Disparate White and Black household income is 

important when trying to understand the differential rates of individuals with a 

 

12 The 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates does not provide 

estimates of Black median household income for Winston County. 
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felony conviction who are unable to pay outstanding debts to the Alabama court 

system.  

Figure 1: Black and White Median Household 

Income (2018 dollars), by County 
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VI. Analysis of Alabama Administrative Office of Courts (AOC File) on 

“Felony Convictions and Guilty Pleas” 

19. As mentioned previously, the data file, “ALABAMA FELONY 

CONVICTIONS AND GUILTY PLEAS DISPOSED 1/1/1983 THRU 5/1/2019,” 

provided by the Alabama Administrative Office of Courts and which I refer to as 

the “AOC file”, has 696,583 rows and provides information about individuals 

convicted of a felony or who plead guilty to a felony.  (For simplicity, throughout, 

I refer to both types of adjudications as a “felony conviction.”)   

20. Because some rows contain multiple convictions, there are more convictions 

than rows in the AOC file.  There are a total of 741,932 convictions in the AOC 

file.  Each felony conviction includes a “court action” date, ranging from January 

1, 1983 through May 1, 2019.  Counsel informs me that not all of Alabama’s 

counties were using the state’s central database system until the early 1990s.  As 

such, 97,356 observations with a court action date occurring prior to January 1, 

1993, relying on the DISPOSED_ON date variable in the AOC file, are not 

included in the analysis.  In addition, I did not include 37 of the 741,932 felony 

convictions from the analysis because they contain the word “copies” in the 

defendant “name” field, as it is indicative of an AOC data entry problem. 

21. Unfortunately, the AOC file contains a limited amount of personal 

information about individuals in Alabama convicted of a felony. Although the 
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AOC file includes an individual’s name, race, and the county13 in which the court 

action took place, the file has missing data in fields containing an individual’s 

birthdate, an individual’s six-digit AIS Number, and an individual’s last four digits 

of a Social Security number.14  In addition, the file contains no information about 

an individual’s gender or address. As such, because some individuals appear in the 

file more than once (i.e., an individual convicted of more than one felony may have 

more than one case number), and not all rows contain AIS numbers, it is not 

possible to definitively link all individuals in the file.15  

 

13 In a few cases, the county field in the “ALABAMA FELONY CONVICTIONS 

AND GUILTY PLEAS DISPOSED 1-1-1983 THRU 5-1-2019.xlsx” data file lists 

a city rather than a county. For Alex City, Bessemer, Eufaula, and Pell City, each 

case is grouped with its associated county. The exception is “Enterprise City,” a 

municipality that straddles two counties (Coffee and Dale); all cases whose county 

field name is Enterprise City are excluded from any analyses that rely on Census 

data. 

14 The “ALABAMA FELONY CONVICTIONS AND GUILTY PLEAS 

DISPOSED 1-1-1983 THRU 5-1-2019.xlsx” data file has 696,583 rows. Of these 

rows, there are 8,849 rows with missing birth dates, 50,924 rows with missing last-

four Social Security numbers, and 271,738 rows with missing AIS numbers. 

Because of these missing data issues, records within the AOC data file are linked 

with an exact match of name, birth date, and county. 

15 Research by Marc Meredith and Michael Morse indicates that state corrections 

records maintained by the Alabama Department of Corrections include information 

about an individual’s date of birth and that each individual in the state corrections 

system is provided a unique Alabama institutional serial (AIS) number.  They 

write, “We also observe each applicant’s full name, unique Alabama institutional 

serial (AIS) number, date of birth, date of application, and granted date if 

applicable.” See Marc Meredith and Michael Morse, “Discretionary 

Disenfranchisement: The Case of Legal Financial Obligations,” The Journal of 

Legal Studies 46 (2017): 309-338, p. 322. 
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22. Given the limited personal information contained in the AOC file that is 

complete (i.e., name, race, county), attempting to identify and then match unique 

individuals who might be listed multiple times within the data file—as well as 

linking unique individuals in the data file to other data files—may lead to “false 

positives (matches between files that in fact correspond to different individuals) 

and false negatives (failure to match records on two files that correspond to the 

same individual).”16  To mitigate these possible error types, a unique string of 

characters from the three available fields (name, race, and county) with near-

complete data in the AOC file is concatenated into new field.17  

23. Following these steps, even though the AOC file lacks a common identifier 

for many individuals, it is possible to distinguish the full name, race, and county of 

a person with a felony conviction.  As constructed, grouping rows in the AOC file 

by the unique concatenated lower-case string of an individual’s name, race, and 

county creates an individual-level unit of analysis, yielding 363,511 unique 

individuals who have at least one felony conviction. Of these unique individuals 

with at least one felony conviction identified in the AOC file, 171,628 are Black 

 

16 Stephen Ansolabehere and Eitan D. Hersh, “ADGN: An Algorithm for Record 

Linkage Using Address, Date of Birth, Gender, and Name,” Statistics and Public 

Policy, 4 (2017), 1–10. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/2330443X.2017.1389620. (Internal citation omitted).  

17 For example, SMITH DANIEL A who resides in ALACHUA county and is 

WHITE would be concatenated into a string, “smithdanielaalachuaw”.  
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(47%) and 187,278 (52%) are White, and the remaining 4,605 (1%) are of other 

races/ethnicities. Thus, while Black individuals represent just over a quarter of the 

citizen voting age population, they represent nearly half of all felony convictions in 

Alabama.  See Table 2, infra. 

VII. Percent of Black Population Convicted of a Felony Conviction, by County 

24. Drawing on the AOC file, following the steps outlined above, it is possible 

to compare the percentage of Black individuals residing in each county with the 

percentage of Black individuals with a felony conviction in each county.  I begin, 

as shown in Figure 2, with a simple plot that provides clear evidence that the 

percentage of Black individuals with a felony conviction is consistently greater 

than the percentage of Black population across all 67 of the state’s counties.  Along 

the X-axis is the percentage of Black residents in each Alabama county (according 

to the Census Bureau’s 2014-2018 ACS 5-year Estimates); along the Y-axis is the 

percentage of citizens with felony convictions who are Black in each county, 

according to the AOC file.  Counties with at least 150,000 residents are labeled.  

Every Alabama county is above the diagonal 45° line, indicating that the share of 

Black individuals with a felony conviction (from data in the AOC file) is greater 

than the share of Black individuals (ACS data) residing in the county.   

25. As should be clear from Figure 2, in several counties—including more 

populous counties of Tuscaloosa and Mobile—Black individuals make up less than 
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40% of the population but they account for over 50% of individuals in the county 

convicted of a felony.  In Montgomery County, even though Black individuals 

make up less than 60% of the population, they comprise nearly 80% of those 

convicted of a felony. 

Figure 2: Percent Black Population (2018 ACS) in a County and Percent of 

Individuals with a Felony Conviction who are Black (AOC File) in a County 
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26. Next, by using the felony “Disqualifying Key,” a data file provided by 

counsel detailing which felony offenses under H.B. 282 constitute the 46 felony 

categories (out of a total of 586 total felony offenses) that are disqualifying under 

H.B. 282, it is possible to determine which felony convictions in the AOC file fall 

under H.B. 282’s definition of felonies constituting moral turpitude for the limited 

purpose of disqualifying a person from exercising his or her right to vote.18  By 

using the race of an individual convicted of a felony in the AOC file, it is possible 

to determine the rate of those convicted of a felony that disqualifies voting rights, 

or does not disqualify voting rights, for both Black and White individuals across 

the state’s 67 counties.  Using the methodology described above to identify unique 

individuals in the AOC file, it is possible to calculate the number of Black and 

White individuals with a felony conviction and to calculate the number of Black 

and White individuals with a felony conviction that constitute moral turpitude 

under H.B. 282.   

27. Table 1 summarizes these calculations.  As the first two columns of Table 1 

reveal, Black individuals comprise 26.2% of Alabama’s Citizen Voting Age 

Population (CVAP), but they constitute 47.2% of all individuals in the state with a 

 

18 The 46 felony convictions detailed in Alabama H.B. 282, §17-3-30.1(b)(2)(c.), 

translate into 121 discrete criminal codes in the AOC file. 
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felony conviction.19  White individuals, who comprise 69.4% of the state’s CVAP, 

account for just 51.5% of individuals convicted of a felony.   

Table 1: Count (& Percent) of White and Black Citizen Voting Age 

Population, and Individuals with Felony Convictions, with H.B. 282 Felony 

Convictions, and with H.B. 282 Felony Convictions Pre- and Post-

Implementation of H.B. 282 

Race Citizen 

Voting Age 

Pop. 

(CVAP) 

& Percent 

Total 

Felony 

Convictions 

& Percent 

H.B. 282 

“Moral 

Turpitude” 

Felony 

Convictions  

& Percent 

H.B. 282 

“Moral 

Turpitude” 

Felony 

Convictions 

Pre-

Implementation 

& Percent 

H.B. 282 

“Moral 

Turpitude” 

Felony 

Convictions 

Post-

Implementation 

& Percent 

 

White 
2,548,850 

(69.4%) 

187,278 

(51.5%) 

65,409 

(48.2%) 

61,167 

(48.5%) 

4,242 

(44.5%) 

 

Black 
960,075 

(26.2%) 

171,628 

(47.2%) 

68,428 

(50.5%) 

64,880 

(51.5%) 

3,548 

(37.2%) 

 

Total  3,671,110 363,511 135,579 126,047 9,532 
 

 

 

28. As Table 1 shows, of the 363,511 individuals with a felony conviction 

according to the AOC file, 135,579 individuals—some 37%—have at least one 

felony conviction that constitutes a crime of moral turpitude under H.B. 282.  It is 

notable that Black individuals, again who make up just over one-quarter of the 

state’s CVAP, account for over half of the 135,579 individuals with a felony 

 

19 Percentages do not total 100% because there are other races/ethnicities not 

included in the table who make up the state’s CVAP and individuals with felony 

convictions. 
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conviction, who under H.B. 282 are disqualified from having their voting rights 

restored.  Cut differently, of the 171,628 unique Black individuals identified with a 

felony conviction in the AOC data file, 68,428 (40%) have a felony conviction 

identified by H.B. 282.  Of the 187,278 White individuals identified with a felony 

conviction in the AOC data file, only 65,409 (35%) have a felony conviction as 

identified under H.B. 282 that disqualifies them from voting. 

29. In sum, not only are Black individuals in Alabama disproportionately more 

likely than White individuals to be convicted of a felony, they are more likely to 

have been convicted of a felony that disqualified them from exercising their right 

to vote under H.B. 282.  So, not only does Alabama’s population of people with 

felony convictions skew sharply by race, but H.B. 282 further skews the racial gap 

with respect to disenfranchisement by disproportionately impacting Black 

individuals.  

30. Figure 3 provides a visualization across Alabama’s 67 counties of the 

percentage of Black individuals who had a disqualifying felony conviction and the 

percentage of Black individuals who had a non-disqualifying felony conviction for 

the period prior to the implementation of H.B. 282 (that is, January 1, 1993 

through July 31, 2017).  (See Table 1, second-to-last column.)  Each circle in 

Figure 3 represents an Alabama county, and the size of the circle is proportional to 

the total number of individuals with a felony conviction in that county during the 
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time period.20  The diagonal line is fixed at a 45° angle.  The X-axis (horizontal), 

labeled “Percent Black of disqualifying felonies,” is the percentage (from 0% to 

100%) of all Black individuals in a county convicted of a felony (from January 1, 

1993 through July 31, 2017) disqualified from exercising their voting rights under 

H.B. 282.  The Y-axis (vertical), labeled “Percent Black of non-disqualifying 

felonies,” is the percentage of all Black individuals in a county convicted of a 

felony (from January 1, 1993 through July 31, 2017) that does not disqualify them 

from exercising their voting rights.  

31. The diagonal 45° line allows us to easily see—from January 1993 through 

July 2017—that across most of Alabama’s counties, Black individuals were more 

likely to be convicted of a felony that constitutes moral turpitude under H.B. 282 

compared to Black individuals convicted of a felony that does not strip them of 

their voting rights.  That is, more than two-thirds of the county circles fall below 

the 45° line, indicating that in these counties, Black individuals convicted of a 

felony are disproportionately more likely to have a felony conviction that 

disqualifies them of their voting rights under H.B. 282. 

  

 

20 For reference purposes, Figure 2 lists the counties with the largest felon 

populations: Baldwin, Houston, Jefferson, Madison, Mobile, Montgomery, Shelby, 

and Tuscaloosa. 
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Figure 3: Pre-Implementation of H.B. 282, Percent Black of Disqualifying and 

Non-Disqualifying Felons, by County, “Alabama Felony Convictions and 

Guilty Pleas,” January 1993-July 2017

 
 

32. Figure 4 uses the same methodology, but for a more recent time period—

plotting all Black individuals convicted of a felony after the implementation of 
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H.B. 282 on August 1, 2017.21  The figure provides circles representing each of the 

state’s 67 counties, a diagonal 45° line, and the “percent Black of disqualifying 

felons” on the X-axis (horizontal) and the “percent Black of non-disqualifying 

felons” on the Y-axis (vertical) according to the definition of felonies constituting 

moral turpitude under H.B. 282.  

33. There is considerably more variance in Figure 4 than in Figure 3, reflecting a 

lower number of total felony convictions of Black individuals between August 1, 

2017 and May 1, 2019, as compared to between January 1, 1993 and July 31, 2017.  

(See final column of Table 1.)  Still, Figure 4 looks remarkably similar to Figure 3: 

most of the counties fall below the 45° line.  Since H.B. 282’s implementation, 

across more than two-thirds of Alabama’s 67 counties, according to data in the 

AOC file, Black individuals continue to be more likely to be convicted of a felony 

that disqualifies them of their voting rights. The evidence is clear that post-H.B. 

282, Black individuals across the state are disproportionately more likely to be 

convicted of a felony that is classified as moral turpitude, thereby disqualifying 

them from voting.  

 

  

 

21 For reference purposes, Figure 2 lists the counties with the largest felon 

populations: Baldwin, Houston, Jefferson, Madison, Mobile, Montgomery, Shelby, 

and Tuscaloosa. 
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Figure 4: Post-Implementation of H.B. 282, Percent Black of Disqualifying 

and Non-Disqualifying Felons, by County, “Alabama Felony Convictions and 

Guilty Pleas,” August 2017-May 2019 

 
 

34. Using the AOC file, I conduct the same exercise for White individuals 

convicted of a felony, both pre- and post-implementation of H.B. 282, to determine 

which White individuals are disqualified and which are not disqualified of their 

voting rights under the statute.  
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35. Figure 5 provides a visualization for the period prior to the implementation 

of H.B. 282 (January 1, 1993 through July 31, 2017). Each circle in Figure 5 

represents an Alabama county, and the size of the circle is proportional to the felon 

population in the county during the period. The diagonal line is fixed at a 45° 

angle.  The X-axis (horizontal), labeled “Percent White of disqualifying felons,” is 

the percentage (from 0% to 100%) of all those in a county convicted of a felony 

(from January 1, 1993 through July 31, 2017) who are White and who are 

disqualified from exercising their voting rights under H.B. 282.  The Y-axis 

(vertical), labeled “Percent White of non-disqualifying felons,” is the percentage of 

all those in a county convicted of a felony prior to August 1, 2017 who are White 

and who are not disqualified from exercising their voting rights under H.B. 282.  

36. The diagonal 45° line serves as a visual reference. Prior to the 

implementation of H.B. 282, across most of Alabama’s counties White individuals 

with felony convictions were less likely to have been convicted of a felony that 

constitutes moral turpitude under H.B. 282. That is, more than two-thirds of the 

county circles are above the 45° line, indicating that in these counties, White 

individuals with felony convictions less likely to have a felony conviction that 

disqualifies them of their voting rights due to moral turpitude.  
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Figure 5: Pre-Implementation of H.B. 282, Percent White of Disqualifying and 

Non-Disqualifying Felons, by County, “Alabama Felony Convictions and 

Guilty Pleas,” January 1993-July 2017 

 
 

37. Figure 6 plots the rate of White individuals across Alabama’s counties who 

were convicted of a felony in the nearly two-year period since August 1, 2017, that 

either does or does not disqualify them of their voting rights.  Even with the 
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increased variance due to the fewer number of cases through May 1, 2019, it is 

clear from Figure 6 that roughly two-thirds of the circles, each representing one of 

the state’s 67 counties, are above the diagonal 45° line. This again indicates that 

White individuals are disproportionately more likely to be convicted of a felony 

that is not on H.B. 282’s list disqualifying a person from voting.  Figure 6 is 

remarkably similar to Figure 5, indicating that both pre- and post-implementation 

of H.B. 282, White individuals with a felony conviction in the AOC file are less 

likely to have been convicted of a felony that disqualifies them from voting.   

38. In my opinion, based on my analysis of felony convictions for both White 

and Black individuals both prior to and after the implementation of H.B. 282, there 

is clear evidence that Black individuals are disproportionately more likely to be 

convicted of felonies, and that White individuals are disproportionately less likely 

to be convicted of felonies that, under H.B. 282, disqualify them of their voting 

rights because the felony constitutes moral turpitude. 
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Figure 6: Post-Implementation of H.B. 282, Percent White of Disqualifying 

and Non-Disqualifying Felons, by County, “Alabama Felony Convictions and 

Guilty Pleas,” August 2017-May 2019 
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VIII. Analysis of Alabama Administrative Office of Courts (AOC) Data file on 

“Felony Convictions and Guilty Pleas” Considered by Exploratory Committee 

 

39. Counsel also provided to me a list of 15 disqualifying felonies (with 46 

discrete crimes) under which voting rights would have been lost due to “moral 

turpitude,” if a smaller, more narrow list of felonies constituting moral turpitude 

had been advanced out of Alabama Secretary of State John Merrill’s “Voter 

Disenfranchisement and Restoration of Voting Rights Exploratory Committee” 

(“Exploratory Committee”).  I understand from counsel that this narrow list was 

the emerging consensus from the Exploratory Committee up until the final meeting 

when Secretary Merrill introduced his proposed list. The narrower list of these 15 

disqualifying felonies, what I refer to as the “Alabama No CERV Conviction List,” 

can similarly be linked to the AOC file of felony convictions, particularly to a 

timeframe (January 1, 1993 to December 21, 2015) prior to the recommendations 

made by the “Exploratory Committee.”  This raises an informative counterfactual 

question: What would the distribution of felony convictions by Black individuals 

and White individuals have looked like had the Exploratory Committee 

recommended to the legislature, and had the legislature adopted, its narrower list of 

felonies constituting moral turpitude? 

40. I use the same methodology described above for the pre- and post-H.B. 282 

analysis but under the Exploratory Committee’s narrower list of initial 

recommendations. Drawing on the AOC file, I am able to identify slightly more 
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than 15,000 individuals convicted of a felony between January 1, 1993 and 

December 21, 2015 who, under the Exploratory Committee’s narrower 

recommended list, would be classified as having committed a felony constituting 

moral turpitude. Contrary to the findings discussed above regarding H.B. 282, 

Black individuals comprise only 46% (6,773) of those ineligible to vote under the 

Exploratory Committee’s recommendations.  In contrast, White individuals under 

the Exploratory Committee’s narrower list of recommendations comprise 53% of 

those with a felony conviction constituting moral turpitude in the AOC file.   

41. As such, had the Exploratory Committee’s recommendations been adopted, 

it at least would not have exacerbated the already-existing overrepresentation of 

Black individuals with a felony conviction compared to the overall population.  

That is, the rate of Black individuals convicted of a felony conviction under the 

Exploratory Committee’s list of felonies constituting moral turpitude would have 

been considerably lower (46%) than under the H.B. 282 statute ultimately adopted 

by the legislature (50.5%). In contrast, under the Exploratory Committee’s 

narrower list, White individuals in the AOC file would have constituted a higher 

rate (53%) of all individuals convicted of a felony constituting moral turpitude, 

unlike their lower rate under H.B. 282 (48.2%).   

42. Figure 7 and Figure 8 provide visualizations for Black individuals and White 

individuals, respectively, across Alabama’s counties of such a hypothetical 
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exercise for the time period January 1, 1993 to December 21, 2015, prior to the 

legislature’s decision to expand the list of felonies constituting moral turpitude. 

Again, each circle represents an Alabama county, and the size of the circle is 

proportional to the total number of felons in the county during the timeframe. The 

diagonal 45° line serves as a visual reference. 

43. As Figure 7 shows, under the narrower set of felonies of moral turpitude 

considered by the Exploratory Committee but not ultimately advanced by 

Secretary Merrill, between January 1993 and December 21, 2015, Black 

individuals with felony convictions would have been less likely to have their 

voting rights disqualified under the committee’s narrower definition of moral 

turpitude. Over three-quarters of the state’s 67 counties are above the 45° line in 

Figure 7—the inverse of the observed values under H.B. 282, with the more 

expansive set of felonies of moral turpitude (see Figure 2). In short, had the 

Exploratory Committee’s narrower set of 15 felonies constituting moral turpitude 

been recommended to and then adopted by the state legislature, a substantially 

greater share of Black individuals with a felony conviction would have been 

eligible to vote. 
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Figure 7: Exploratory Committee’s Narrow List of Moral Turpitude Felonies, 

Percent Black Individuals with Disqualifying and Non-Disqualifying Felons, 

by County, “Alabama Felony Convictions and Guilty Pleas,” January 1993-

December 2015 

 
 

 

44. Figure 8 plots the same relationship for White individuals in the AOC file 

from January 1993 to December 21, 2015, again using the narrower set of felonies 
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of moral turpitude that was considered by the Exploratory Committee, but not 

advanced by Secretary Merrill in the final month of 2015.  As Figure 8 shows, had 

the Exploratory Committee’s narrower set of 15 felonies of moral turpitude been 

adopted, White individuals with felony convictions would be more likely to be 

disqualified from voting. Indeed, over three-fourths of the state’s 67 counties fall 

below the 45° line. 

45. In my opinion, it is clear that had the Exploratory Committee recommended, 

and the legislature adopted, the narrower set of 15 felonies constituting moral 

turpitude instead of the more expansive list under H.B. 282, Black individuals with 

would be much less likely to be convicted of a disqualifying felony, and thus more 

likely to be eligible to vote. Although their convictions and sentences would not 

have changed, a lower percentage of Black individuals with felony convictions 

across Alabama’s 67 counties would have been disqualified from voting had the 

legislature adopted the Exploratory Committee’s narrower list of felonies 

constituting moral turpitude.  
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Figure 8: Exploratory Committee’s Narrow List of Moral Turpitude Felonies, 

Percent White Individuals with Disqualifying and Non-Disqualifying Felons, 

by County, “Alabama Felony Convictions and Guilty Pleas,” January 1993-

December 2015 
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IX. Rates of Black and White Registered Voters who are Ineligible to Vote 

Due to “Criminal Conviction/Moral Turpitude” 

46. As I have already documented, there is striking evidence that the percentage 

of Black individuals with a felony conviction who have lost their voting rights due 

to a crime of moral turpitude under H.B. 282 is consistently greater than the 

percent Black population across all 67 of the state’s counties.  There is no clearer 

evidence of this than the Secretary of State’s own statewide voter registration 

database.   

47. I begin by examining the status of Black and White registered voters in the 

statewide voter file, specifically, a “snapshot” of “Active” and “Inactive” 

registered voters as of July, 2019, and the rate of Black and White registrants as 

identified in the voter file who are “Not Eligible” or “Disqualified” due to a 

“Criminal Conviction/Moral Turpitude,” also referred to as “CRM,” across 

Alabama’s 67 counties.  My analysis draws upon data from D200071 (an update of 

D064502), a statewide Alabama voter list produced by the Secretary of State’s 

office in July 2019. 

48. Although D200071, a data file of more than 5 million registered voters, is 

static, that is, it is a snapshot in time of all individuals in Alabama’s statewide 

voter registration system, it offers useful individual-level information, specifically, 

the race and status of each individual who has registered in the state, including 

those who have been taken off the voter rolls.  The data file D200071 contains 
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personal information for 82,554 individuals whose “registrant status” at the time of 

the snapshot is “not eligible” or “disqualified”, and whose registration “status 

reason” is CRM.  The personal information included for each individual is typical 

for statewide voter registration databases: an individual’s first, middle, and last 

name (and any suffix to the name), gender and race, voter identification number, 

and address, including county of residence.22   

49. Of the 82,554 individuals in D200071 who have a “Registrant Status” of 

“Not Eligible” (“N”) or Disqualified (“R”), and a registrant reason status of  

CRM, I again draw on the July 2019 statewide voter list.  There are 45,601 

(55.2%) Black individuals and 34,290 (41.5%) White individuals.  To put these 

figures into perspective, recall that according to the 2014-2018 ACS 5-Year 

Estimates, the Census Bureau estimates Alabama’s citizen voting age population 

(CVAP) to be 69.4% White alone, and 26.2% Black (or African American) alone.23  

As such, the percentage of Black individuals with a CRM status retained in the 

 

22 See, for example, Michael C. Herron and Daniel A. Smith. 2013. “House Bill 

1355 and Voter Registration in Florida,” State Politics and Policy Quarterly, 13: 

279-305; Enrijeta Shino and Daniel A. Smith. 2018. “Timing the Habit: Voter 

Registration and Turnout in the American States.” Electoral Studies 51: 72-82. 

23 Data from U.S. Census Bureau, “Citizen Voting Age by Race and Ethnicity, 

2014-2018,” American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, available for 

download, here: https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-

census/about/voting-rights/cvap/2014-2018-CVAP.html. 
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July 2019 statewide voter file (D200071) is more than double the percentage of 

Alabama’s Black CVAP, according to the 2014-2018 ACS 5-year Estimates.  

50. In Figure 9, I plot along the X-axis the percentage of the Black CVAP 

population in each Alabama county (using the 2014-2018 ACS 5-year Estimates), 

against the Y-axis that provides the percentage of individuals who are Black in 

each county (using D200071 file) who have been rejected or purged from the voter 

rolls due to a felony conviction.  Counties with at least 150,000 residents are 

labeled.  As is clear in Figure 9, every county in Alabama is above the diagonal 

45° line, indicating that the share of Black individuals who are disqualified from 

voting due to a felony conviction is greater than the share of Black individuals 

(CVAP) residing in the county.  From counties where over 70% of the CVAP is 

Black to those where the percentage of the population that is Black is under 5%, 

the rate of Black individuals disqualified by registrars due to felony conviction 

exceeds the percent of Black CVAP in the county.  
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Figure 9: Percent of Black CVAP in a County and the Percent of Individuals 

with a Felony Conviction who are Black in a County and have Lost their 

Voting Rights (CRM), (D200071) 
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51. I also compare across Alabama’s 67 counties the percentage of Black 

individuals and White individuals registered to vote (active and inactive) in each 

county using the statewide voter file (D200071), and compare it to the percentage 

of Black individuals and White individuals in a county who were removed from 

the voting rolls due to a CRM felony conviction.  Figure 10 shows the percentage 

of Black registered voters (out of Black and White, only) who are not eligible to 

vote in each county due to CRM status (as of July 2019) and the percentage of 

active and inactive Black registered voters (out of Black and White, only) in each 

county.  The data are sorted by the percentage of registered voters in a county who 

are Black (high to low). The percentage in a county who are Black active and 

inactive voters is represented by a light grey bar. The percentage in a county who 

are Black and have been removed from the rolls due to a disqualifying CRM status 

is represented by a dark grey bar. For example, in Macon County, nearly 86% of 

all active and inactive registered voters are Black individuals, but nearly 93% of all 

voters removed from the rolls due to a CRM status are Black individuals. In 

contrast, in Winston County, less than 1% of all active and inactive registered 

voters are Black individuals, but nearly 3% of all removed voters due to CRM 

status are Black individuals.  
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Figure 10: Percent Black Registrants with “Criminal Conviction/Moral 

Turpitude” Status and Percent Black Registered Voters, by County 
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52. A clear pattern emerges in Figure 10, regardless of the percentage of Black 

registered voters who are active and inactive in a county: visually, every county’s 

dark grey bar extends further than its accompanying light grey bar.  That is because 

in every Alabama county, as of July 2019, the rate of Black individuals removed 

from the voting rolls because of a CRM status exceeds the rate of Black registered 

voters (active and inactive) in the county.  

53. In some counties, the gap is sizeable. In Coffee County, for example, Black 

registrants make up 18% of active and inactive registered voters, but they comprise 

58% of removed registered voters classified as CRM as of July 2019, a gap of 

nearly 40 percentage points.  In Marengo County, as of July 2019, Black 

registrants make up 53% of active and inactive registered voters, but they comprise 

88% of removed registrants with a status of CRM.  This pattern holds for counties 

with both large and small percentages of active and inactive Black registered 

voters.  In Sumter County, where 77% of active and inactive registered voters are 

Black individuals, 96% of those who were registered but deemed ineligible due to 

a CRM status are Black individuals.  And in Baldwin County, where fewer than 

8% of registered active and inactive voters are Black individuals, nearly 38% of 

formerly registered voters who are now ineligible because they have a criminal 

conviction of moral turpitude are Black individuals. 
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54. Figure 11 displays the same analysis for the percentage of White registered 

voters in Alabama in each county (high to low), as of July 2019.  In doing so, it is 

easy to compare the percentage of White registered voters in each county who are 

no longer eligible to vote in each county due to their disqualifying CRM status 

(dark grey bars), with the percentage of active and inactive White registered voters 

in each county (light grey bars).   

55. As Figure 11 reveals, as of July 2019, there is not a single Alabama county 

where the percentage of White active and inactive registered voters is lower than 

the percentage of White formerly registered voters who have a disqualifying CRM.  

For example, in Shelby County, where 88% of all active and inactive registered 

voters are White individuals, only 68% of all formerly registered voters with a 

CRM status are White individuals, roughly a 20-percentage-point gap.  Even in 

counties with a much higher percentage of active and inactive Black registrants, 

White individuals in these counties who had been registered are disproportionately 

less likely to have a CRM status.  In Green County, where just 17% of all active 

and inactive registered voters are White individuals, fewer than 6% of those 

removed from the rolls due Criminal Conviction/Moral Turpitude are White 

individuals. The county with the closest parity between the two rates is Cullman 

County, where 99% of active and inactive registrants are White individuals, and 

nearly 98% of registered voters with a CRM status are White individuals.  

Case 2:16-cv-00783-ECM-SMD   Document 270-2   Filed 09/29/20   Page 47 of 88



 

46 
 

56. In sum, Figure 10 and Figure 11 clearly indicate that across Alabama’s 67 

counties, as of July 2019, Black registrants in the statewide voter file are 

disproportionately more likely than White registrants to be deemed ineligible to 

vote because they have a registrant status reason of CRM.  That is, relative to their 

share of active and inactive registered voters, in every Alabama county active and 

inactive Black registrants are more likely than White registrants to be deemed “Not 

Eligible” or “Disqualified” from having the right to vote because of a disqualifying 

conviction. 
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Figure 11: Percent White Registrants with “Criminal Conviction/Moral 

Turpitude” Status and Percent White Registrants, by County 
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X. Black and White Voter Registration Rates Pre- and Post- H.B. 282: Active, 

Inactive, Not Eligible, Not Registered, Disqualified, and Suspense  

 

57. Next, I use the statewide voter file (D200071) to assess whether there are 

differential rates of Black and White registered voters, circa July 2019, whose 

registration status is “active,” “inactive,” “not eligible,” “not registered,” 

“disqualified,” or “suspense.”  

58. In order to assess the direct impact of H.B. 282 on voter registrations in 

Alabama, I limit my analysis to individuals in D200071 who are listed with a race 

code of either Black or White and who have a registration date on or before June 

30, 2019.  Overall, as of June 30, 2019, of the 5,013,246 Black registrants and 

White registrants on Alabama’s statewide voter list (D200071) with any status, 

1,303,651 (26.0%) are Black registrants and 3,709,595 (74.0%) are White 

registrants. This includes Black registrants and White registrants with a registration 

status of “active,” “inactive,” “not eligible,” “not registered,” “disqualified,” or 

“suspense.”24   

59.  In what follows, I further limit my analysis to Black individuals and White 

individuals listed in D200071 and who have registration dates during the 23-month 

period both before and after the implementation of H.B. 282, so as to compare the 

 

24 Of the 3,134,525 statewide Black registrants and White registrants (in D200071) 

who are listed as “active” in D200071, Black individuals account for 855,140, or 

27.3%.  
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registration status of individuals by their race over comparable (nearly) two-year 

periods. Table 2 provides the “registrant status” (count and percent) of Black 

individuals and White individuals listed in the statewide voter list as of June 30, 

2019, whose registration date is 23-months prior to, or 23-months following the 

implementation of H.B. 282.   

60. As reported in Table 2, during the 23-month period immediately prior to the 

implementation of H.B. 282 (August 1, 2017), there are a total of 615,070 

registrants with a “Date of Registration” from September 1, 2015, through July 31, 

2017. Of these 615,070 registrants, 148,833 (24.2%) are Black individuals and 

466,237 (75.8%) are White individuals.  

61. Focusing on the 148,833 Black registrants who have a registration date 

during the 23-month period prior to the effective date of H.B. 282 and who remain 

on the voter rolls (any status) as of June 30, 2019, 82.6% are “Active.”  

62.  Of the remaining Black registrants who have a registration date during the 

23-month period prior to the implementation of H.B. 282, 5.3% have an “Inactive” 

status, 2.3% are classified as “Not Eligible,” 0.1% are classified as “Not 

Registered,” 9.3% are classified as “Disqualified,” and 0.4% are classified as 

“Suspense.”  

63. When comparing these rates of Black registrants during the 23-month period 

prior to August 1, 2017, with the rates of White registrants who have the same 
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range of registration dates, Black registrants are considerably more likely than 

Whites to be inactive (5.3% to 4.1%), not eligible (2.3% to 0.7%), disqualified 

(9.3% to 8.1%), or on the state’s suspense list (0.4% to 0.1%).  In other words, 

during this 23-month period of voter registrations, Black registrants are three times 

more likely than Whites to be “Not Eligible,” four times more likely than Whites to 

be on the “Suspense” list, 30 percent more likely than Whites to be “Inactive,” and 

15 percent more likely than Whites to be “Disqualified.”  

Table 2: Registrant Status (Count and Percent) of Active and Inactive Black 

and White Registrants on the Alabama Statewide Voter List, June 30, 2019 

(Who Registered during the 23-Month Pre- and Post-Implementation Periods) 

 

Pre-Implementation of 

H.B. 282 

Post-Implementation of  

H.B. 282 

 Black White Subtotal Black White Subtotal 

Active 122,941 407,640 530,581 110,115 307,676 417,791 

 82.6% 87.4% 86.3% 86.6% 89.4% 88.6% 

Inactive 7,854 18,889 26,743 2,118 2,708 4,826 

 5.3% 4.1% 4.4% 1.7% 0.8% 1.0% 

Not Eligible 3,468 3,031 6,499 2,996 2,449 5,445 

 2.3% 0.7% 1.1% 2.4% 0.7% 1.2% 

Not Registered 97 290 387 88 136 224 

 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 

Disqualified 13,825 35,790 49,615 10,295 29,547 39,842 

 9.3% 7.7% 8.1% 8.1% 8.6% 8.5% 

Suspense 648 597 1,245 1,535 1,648 3,183 

 0.4% 0.1% 0.2% 1.2% 0.5% 0.7% 

Total 148,833 466,237 615,070 127,147 344,164 471,311 

 

64. Contrast the figures during the 23-month pre-implementation period as 

reported in Table 2 with the 23-month period immediately following the August 1, 
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2017, implementation date of H.B. 282.  According to the July 2019 voter file, 

471,311 Black individuals and White individuals have a “date of registration” 

between August 1, 2017 and June 30, 2019.  Of these, 127,147 (27.0%) of the 

registrants during this more recent period are Black registrants, and 344,164 

(72.0%) are White registrants.  It is notable that Black individuals comprise a 

higher percentage of voters with a registration date over this more recent 23-month 

period, compared to the rate of Black individuals who registered during the 

comparable 23-month period prior to the implementation of H.B. 282. 

65. However, according to the “Registrant Status” field of the statewide voter 

file, the 127,147 Black individuals who have registration dates over the 23-month 

period following the implementation of H.B. 282 are still less likely to be “Active” 

voters than the 344,164 White individuals who registered over the same timeframe.  

Also, when compared to the previous 23-month period before H.B. 282 took effect, 

a higher percentage of Black registrants compared to White registrants are still 

more likely to be inactive, not eligible, not registered, and on the suspense list, 

indicating that Black individuals who registered to vote after the implementation of 

H.B. 282 are still less likely to be eligible to vote in Alabama.  Most notably, of 

those who registered between August 1, 2017 and June 30, 2019, Black registrants 

are more than three-times as likely as Whites not to be eligible and over twice as 

likely as Whites to be on the suspense list.  
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66. The only exception to this durable pattern is that White registrants are only 

slightly more likely than Black registrants in the most recent period to be 

disqualified, according to the “Registrant Status” category. But as I discuss below, 

this anomaly is driven by the fact that White individuals with registration dates 

during this period of time and who had a “disqualified” registrant status were 

disproportionately more likely than Black individuals to have a “duplicate” 

registration, whereas during the early 23-month period, the duplicate registration 

rates of Black individuals and White individuals with a disqualified registrant 

status were similar.  

67. Digging deeper into the reasons why a registered voter’s “Registrant Status” 

is coded as Active, Inactive, Not Eligible, Not Registered, Disqualified, or 

Suspense, I again draw on the July 2019 statewide voter list.  Among other 

information, the statewide voter list (D200071) provides the Secretary of State’s 

codes for why individuals are not eligible (“N”) or are “disqualified” (“R”).  

According to the July 2019 statewide voter list, only 16,573 (0.33%) of the more 

than 5 million Black voters and White voters listed in D200071 have a registrant 

status of “N,” that is, they are coded as being “not eligible.”  

68. There are numerous reasons why a registered voter might be coded as not 

eligible, including having an incomplete voter registration application or being 

classified as having a CRM status. According to the July 2019 voter list, of the 
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16,573 Black registrants and White registrants who are not eligible, 11,786 

(71.1%) are unable able to vote due to CRM.  Of these 11,786 registrants statewide 

who are not eligible to vote due to CRM, 7,009 (59.5%) are Black individuals and 

only 4,777 (40.5%) are White individuals.  

69. I draw on the voter list to compare parallel 23-month periods—before and 

after the implementation of H.B. 282—to further determine if the rates of Black 

registrants and White registrants who were disqualified due to CRM substantially 

differ.  Over this 46-month period, there were a total of 9,081 registrants (5,058 

Black individuals and 4,023 White individuals) who had a status code of “N” (not 

eligible) and a registrant reason of CRM.   

70. Among the 3,468 Black individuals with a registration date during the 23-

month period prior to August 1, 2017, and who have a registrant status of not 

eligible, 79.7% have a registrant reason code of CRM. During this same 23-month 

timeframe, of the 3,031 White individuals with a registrant status of not eligible, 

75.3% have a registrant reason code of CRM, 4.4 percentage points less than Black 

individuals.  

71. Contrast these figures to the subsequent 23-month period after H.B. 282 was 

implemented.  Some 76.6% of the 2,996 Black individuals with a registrant status 

of not eligible are coded as having a registrant reason code of CRM, just a 3.1 

percentage point drop compared to the previous 23-month period.  However, from 
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August 1, 2017 through June 30, 2019, only 71.1% of the 2,449 Whites with a 

registrant status of not eligible are coded as having registrant reason code of CRM, 

a 4.4 percentage point drop from the earlier 23-month period.  However, the gap—

5.5 percentage points between White and Black registrants after the 

implementation of H.B. 282—actually increased by more than a percentage point 

from the 4.4 percentage point gap between Whites and Black registrants that 

existed prior to the law taking effect. 

72. In my opinion, these figures provide further evidence that the 46 felony 

convictions classified as moral turpitude under H.B. 282 has had a disproportionate 

effect on Black registrants. When comparing Black individuals and White 

individuals who applied to register to vote over the 23-months after the law went 

into effect on August 1, 2017, Black individuals were less likely to be eligible to 

vote because of a felony conviction classified as moral turpitude under H.B. 282. 

73. According to the July 2019 statewide voter list (D200071), of the 5,013,546 

Black registrants and White registrants on the statewide list, some 1,608,632 

(32.1%) have a registrant status of “R,” that is, they are coded as being 

“disqualified.” There are numerous reasons why a registered voter might be 

disqualified, most commonly because they have died, moved outside of the county 

or state, or have been removed under a National Voter Registration Act (“NVRA”) 

compliant or confirmation mailing process purge. Registrants may also be 
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disqualified for CRM.  According to the July 2019 statewide voter list, 68,105 

Black individuals and White individuals on the complete statewide voter list are 

coded as being disqualified due to CRM. Of these 68,105 registrants who are 

disqualified as of July 2019 due to CRM, 38,592 (56.7%) are Black individuals 

and 29,513 (43.3%) are White individuals.   

74. Using the complete July 2019 statewide voter list, I conduct the same pre- 

and post-implementation analysis as presented above with the “not eligible” 

subpopulation to determine the reason why an individual’s registrant status is 

coded as “disqualified.”  Of the 13,825 Black individuals who have a registration 

date during the 23-month period prior to August 1, 2017, and who have a registrant 

status of disqualified, 31.4% have a registrant reason as CRM as of July 2019.  

During this same 23-month timeframe, of the 35,790 Whites who have a 

disqualified registrant status, only 12.0% are coded as having a registrant reason of 

CRM. This is nearly a 20-percentage-point gap between Black registrants and 

White registrants, with Black individuals being nearly three times as likely as 

White individuals to have a disqualifying CRM flag on the statewide voter rolls 

during the 23-month period leading up to the implementation of H.B. 282.  

75. In the 23-month period after H.B. 282 was implemented, 24.7% of the 

10,295 Black individuals with a registrant status of disqualified have a registrant 

reason code of CRM.  In contrast, 8.2% of the 29,547 White individuals who 
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registered from August 1, 2017 through June 30, 2019 and who have a registrant 

status of disqualified have a registrant reason code of CRM.   

76. Although the gap between Black and White individuals with a disqualified 

registration status due to a CRM status after the implementation of H.B. 282 has 

narrowed slightly by roughly 3 percentage points—from 19.4 percentage points to 

16.5 percentage points—the racial gap still persists after the implementation of the 

law.  In my opinion, it is clear that the 46 felony convictions classified by H.B. 282 

have a disproportionate effect on the ability of Black individuals to register to vote 

in Alabama.  Black applicants who have applied to register after H.B. 282 went 

into effect are more than three times as likely as White applicants to be disqualified 

because of a felony conviction that is classified as a crime of moral turpitude under 

H.B. 282.  But equally importantly, after the implementation of H.B. 282, one in 

four Black individuals, and nearly one in 10 White individuals in Alabama, have a 

registrant reason code of CRM, disqualifying them from the voter rolls. 

XI. Board of Pardons and Paroles Certificates of Eligibility to Register to Vote 

(CERV) and Legal Financial Obligations (Fees and Fines) 

77. I was asked by counsel to examine court fines and fees assessed on Alabama 

felons.  As other scholars have documented, court costs are not insubstantial in 
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Alabama.25  My analysis again draws on data from the “ALABAMA FELONY 

CONVICTIONS AND GUILTY PLEAS DISPOSED 1/1/1983 THRU 5/1/2019,” 

what I have referred to throughout this report as the AOC file, and from the 

D200069 and D005349 files, both Microsoft Excel files produced by the Board of 

Pardons and Paroles containing Certificates of Eligibility to Register to Vote 

(CERV) applications from 2008 forward. 

78. Using the same methodology as described above to identify the 363,510 

unique felons listed in the AOC file, I begin with a race-neutral analysis of the 

135,579 individuals with at least one H.B. 282 disqualifying felony.  Table 3 

provides a breakdown of ranges of different amounts of grand total LFOs owed by 

the 135,579 individuals with felony convictions under H.B. 282, as identified in 

the AOC file.   

  

 

25 In article on the assessment of Legal Financial Obligations (LFOs) in Alabama, 

Claire Greenberg, Marc Meredith, and Michael Morse analyze a sample of cases 

from 1995, 2000, and 2005-2011 and find that the median amount of LFOs in 

cases with a felony conviction doubled from less than $1,000 in 1995 to roughly 

$2,000 ten years later. See Claire Greenberg, Claire, Marc Meredith, and Michael 

Morse, “The Growing and Broad Nature of Legal Financial Obligations: Evidence 

from Alabama Court Records,” Connecticut Law Review 48 (2016):1079–1120. 
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Table 3: “Grand Total” Balance Due for Individuals with H.B. 282 Felony 

Convictions, “Alabama Felony Convictions and Guilty Pleas,” 1993-2019 

 Total Total % White White % Black Black % 

$0  36,215 26.7 19,984 30.6 15,569 22.8 

Up to $100 2,033 1.5 933 1.4 1,071 1.6 

Up to $250 1,456 1.1 638 1.0 778 1.1 

Up to $500 5,905 4.4 2,287 3.5 3,531 5.2 

Up to $1,000 11,460 8.5 4,534 6.9 6,732 9.8 

Up to $5,000 41,852 30.9 18,849 28.8 22,545 32.9 

Up to $10,000 16,077 11.9 7,647 11.7 8,333 12.2 

More than $10,000 20,581 15.2 10,537 16.1 9,869 14.4 

Total 135,579 100.0 65,409 100.0 68,428 100.0 

 

79. Of these 135,579 individuals who are disqualified from gaining their voting 

rights under H.B. 282, only 36,215 (26.7%) do not owe any LFOs (zero dollar 

balance due).  Very few individuals with outstanding LFOs owe small amounts. 

Only 7% of disqualified individuals have outstanding LFOs $500 or under. Indeed, 

those with outstanding LFOs disproportionately owe more than $1,000 in LFOs 

(58% of all individuals with a felony conviction covered by H.B. 282).  Indeed, 

more individuals owe between $1,000 and $5,000 in LFOs than individuals who do 

not have any outstanding LFOs.  Over 20,000 of the more than 135,000 identified 

individuals owe more than $10,000 in LFOs, or 15% of all individuals with a 

felony conviction covered by H.B. 282.  

80. Overall, from a race-neutral standpoint, my analysis of AOC data suggests 

that the vast majority of people with felony convictions covered by H.B. 282 have 

non-zero balances, and the majority have significant balances, that is, over 
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$1,000.00.  Given the level of household income in Alabama as discussed 

previously, and the income level of people with felony convictions in particular, 

the outstanding LFOs are likely to be a substantial barrier in the restoration of 

voting rights for these individuals.  Most people who apply for CERVs but whose 

application is rejected are denied because of outstanding LFOs.  My analysis 

suggests that outstanding LFOs are the largest barrier to voting rights restoration 

for Alabamians regardless of race. 

81. This is not to say that race is not an important factor when considering 

outstanding LFOs for individuals with a felony conviction.  I was asked by counsel 

to examine court fines and fees assessed on individuals with a felony conviction to 

determine whether Black individuals with a felony conviction owe more to the 

courts than comparable White individuals. Again, I draw on data from the AOC 

file and from the D200069 and D005349 files, and these racial breakdowns are 

also presented in Table 3.   

82. Using the same methodology as described above, Table 3 also provides data 

for the grand total balance of LFOs due for 68,428 Black individuals and 65,409 

White individuals with felony convictions who are disqualified from gaining their 

voting rights due to moral turpitude under H.B. 282.  As should be clear, 

outstanding LFOs do not fall along racially neutral lines.  The median amount 

owed by the 68,428 Black individuals with a disqualifying felony conviction, for 
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example, is $1,687; the median amount owed by the 65,409 White individuals with 

a disqualifying felony conviction is $1,551.   

83. As Table 3 reveals, of the 68,428 Black individuals with a felony conviction 

under H.B. 282 are nearly 8 percentage points less likely to have no outstanding 

LFOs ($0.00) than the 65,409 Whites with a felony conviction under H.B. 282.  

Indeed, a higher share of Black individuals, who under H.B. 282 are disqualified 

from voting due to a moral turpitude felony conviction, are more likely to owe 

LFOs compared to Whites, all the way up to $10,000; only in the highest category 

of outstanding LFOs—more than $10,000 owed—is the share of Whites greater 

than the share of Black individuals who owe LFOs. 

84. Figure 12 plots, for each county in Alabama, the median LFO amount owed 

by Black individuals and White individuals who have at least one H.B. 282 

disqualifying felony.  Counties where the sum of Black individuals and White 

individuals convicted of a disqualifying felony is at least 5,000 are labeled.  On the 

X-axis (horizontal) the median grand total balance due for Black individuals with 

felony convictions and guilty pleas, and on the Y-Axis (vertical), the median grand 

total balance due for White individuals with felony convictions and guilty pleas in 

each of the state’s 67 counties.  As Figure 12 reveals, the median grand total 

balance of LFOs due for Black individuals who have at least one H.B. 282 

disqualifying felony in over two-thirds of the counties is greater than that of similar 
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White individuals with a felony conviction in these counties.  For example, in 

Montgomery County, the median grand total balance due for Black individuals 

with a H.B. 282 disqualifying felony is nearly double that for similar White 

individuals.  In Montgomery County, the median grand total balance due for Black 

individuals is $1,825, compared to the median grand total balance due of $956 for 

White individuals with a felony conviction in the county. 

85. There is an even more sizeable gap between Black individuals and White 

individuals who do not owe any Legal Financial Obligations (LFOs), according to 

the AOC file.  For each Alabama county, Figure 13 plots the percentage of black 

individuals (X-axis) and white individuals (Y-axis) with a felony conviction under 

H.B. 282 who have a grand total balance due of zero ($0.00).  It is clear from 

Figure 13 that in all but one county (Marion), the grand total balance due of zero 

($0.00) is higher for White individuals with at least one H.B. 282 disqualifying 

felony conviction than for comparable Black individuals. 
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Figure 12: Median Court Fees Owed by Black and White Individuals who 

have at Least One H.B. 282 Disqualifying Felony Conviction, “Alabama 

Felony Convictions and Guilty Pleas,” January 1, 1993-May 1, 2019 
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Figure 13: Percentage of Black and White Individuals in a County who have a 

Grand Total Balance Due of Zero ($0.00), “Alabama Felony Convictions and 

Guilty Pleas,” January 1, 1993-May 1, 2019 
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86. Finally, given that the median court fees for Black individuals with 

disqualifying felony convictions is higher than for comparable White individuals 

across most Alabama counties, and that in nearly all of the 67 counties, Black 

individuals convicted of a felony that fall under H.B. 282 are less likely than White 

individuals convicted of a felony to not have any LFOs, it is clear that H.B. 282 

disproportionately harms the ability of Black individuals to apply for Certificates 

of Eligibility to Register to Vote (CERV).  It follows that White individuals will 

have a greater likelihood of success when applying for a CERV from the Alabama 

Board of Pardons and Paroles, although the prevalence of LFOs ensures that the 

likelihood of success for White individuals applying for a CERV is not high, 

either. 

87. Analysis of data provided by the Alabama Board of Pardons and Paroles of 

CERV applicants provides additional evidence about the likely success of an 

individual with a felony conviction who applies to have their voting rights restored, 

which I refer to as “CERV Applications.”  I draw on two data files containing 

information from the Alabama Board of Pardons and Paroles of CERV applicants 

from 2008 forward.  By appending the 22,365 rows included in D005349 with the 

2,618 rows included in the D200069 supplement (but retaining only the D200069 

records for the 410 individuals in both files), I find that there are a total of 23,316 

individuals who applied to have their voting rights restored, what I refer to as 
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“CERV Applications.”   Among other information, the files include an individual’s 

first and last name, date of birth, race and sex, as well as an individual’s Alabama 

institutional serial (AIS) number, district supervisor, field office, and officer 

assigned, although some of this information is missing.  

88. Utilizing the field “vrstatus” in the two data files (D005349 and D200069), it 

is possible to determine if Black or White individuals applying to the Alabama 

Board of Pardons and Paroles for a CERV are more or less likely to have their 

voting rights restored.26  Of the 23,316 individuals in the CERV database, 20,451 

are Black or White individuals who have applied to have their voting rights 

restored.  Of these 20,451 individuals, 62.9% (12,872) had their voting rights 

restored.  Unfortunately, given the inconsistencies in the coding convention found 

in the CERV database’s vrstatus field, the database provided makes it difficult to 

determine precisely the reasons why these individuals had their application 

restored or denied.  I rely on a collection of terms to assess whether a CERV 

application was successful or not.27 

 

26 Individuals in the two files who apply for a CERV but are determined to “owe” 

court fees and restitution, still have payments “due,” are deemed “ineligible,” or 

are “denied” a CERV by the Board are considered here to have been denied a 

CERV. 

27 CERV vrstatus codes include a variety of words and characters. I take the 

following terms to be related to a positive determination (restored, granted, no 

moral turpitude, no mor turpt, nmt, no mt, did not lose, did not loose, voting rights 

intact, already granted, misd), and the following terms to be related to a negative 

determination (owe, denied, due, and ineligible). 
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89. There is a sizeable racial disparity between White and Black individuals 

with felony convictions who have applied to have their voting rights restored.  Of 

the 8,653 White applicants, 2,375 (27%) had their CERV denied. In contrast, of the 

11,798 Black applicants, 5,204 (44%) had their CERV denied.  Black individuals 

who applied to have their voting rights restored were more than 60% more likely 

than comparable White individuals to have their CERV denied by the Board.  

Irrespective of race, however, most individuals who apply for CERVs are denied, 

and the reason many of those who are denied is because they “owe” LFOs or have 

amounts “due.”  This suggests that financial barriers for Alabamians with felony 

convictions prevent many from having their rights restored, regardless of race. 

XII. Conclusion 

90. Based on my analysis of the data I have examined, Alabama’s felony 

disenfranchisement scheme has had a clear discriminatory impact on Black, but 

also White individuals with felony convictions.  Regardless of race, the prevalence 

of individuals with significant amounts of outstanding LFOs, combined with the 

lower economic status of individuals with felony convictions in Alabama, serve as 

a large barrier to voting rights restoration for Alabamians. 
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Matthew Corrigan and Michael Binder, eds. Gainesville: University of Florida Press (pp.134-53). 

24) Michael C. Herron, Daniel A. Smith, Wendy Serra, and Joseph Bafumi. 2017. “Wait Times and Voter Confidence: 
A Study of the 2014 General Election in Miami-Dade County,” in The American Election 2014: Contexts and 
Consequences, Tauna Sisco, Christopher Galdieri, and Jennifer Lucas, eds. Akron, OH: University of Akron Press 
(pp. 107-122).  

23) Joseph T. Eagleton and Daniel A. Smith. 2015. “Drawing the Line: Public Support for Amendments 5 and 6,” in 
Jigsaw Puzzle Politics in the Sunshine State, Seth C. McKee, ed. Gainesville, FL: University Press of Florida (pp. 109-
25). 

22) Diana Forster and Daniel A. Smith. 2014. “A Climate for Change? Environmental Ballot Measures,” in U.S. Climate 
Change Policy and Civic Society, Yael Wolinsky-Nahmias, ed. Washington, DC: C.Q. Press.  

21) Daniel A. Smith. 2014. “Direct Democracy,” in The Encyclopedia of Political Thought, Michael T. Gibbons, ed. Oxford: 
Wiley-Blackwell. 

20) William Hicks and Daniel A. Smith. 2013. “State Campaigns and Elections,” in The Oxford Handbook of State and 
Local Government, Donald Haider-Markel, ed. New York: Oxford University Press. 

19) Daniel A. Smith. 2012. “Direct Democracy: Regulating the ‘Will of the People,’” in Matthew J. Streb, ed., Law and 
Election Politics: The Rules of the Game, 2nd ed. New York: Routledge. 

18) Daniel A. Smith. 2011. “Direct Democracy in Colorado: A Historical Perspective,” in Courtenay Daum, Robert 
Duffy, and John Straayer, eds., State of Change: Colorado Politics in the Twenty-first Century. Boulder: University of 
Colorado Press. 

17) Daniel A. Smith. 2010. “Direct Democracy and Candidate Elections,” in Stephen C. Craig and David Hill, The 
Electoral Challenge: Theory Meets Practice, 2nd edition. Washington, DC: CQ Press. 

16) Daniel A. Smith. 2010. “Financing Ballot Measures in the U.S.,” in Karin Gilland-Lutz and Simon Hug, eds., 
Financing Referendum Campaigns. New York: Palgrave. 

15) Daniel A. Smith. 2008. “Direct Democracy and Campaigns,” in Shaun Bowler and Amihai Glazer, eds., Direct 
Democracy’s Impact on American Political Institutions. New York: Palgrave.  
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14) Todd Donovan and Daniel A. Smith. 2008. “Identifying and Preventing Signature Fraud on Ballot Measure 
Petitions,” in Michael Alvarez, Thad E. Hall, and Susan D. Hyde, eds., Election Fraud: Detecting and Deterring 
Electoral Manipulation.  Washington, DC: Brookings. 

13) Daniel A. Smith. 2008. “Direct Democracy and Election and Ethics Laws,” in Bruce Cain, Todd Donovan, and Caroline 
Tolbert, eds, Democracy in the States: Experiments in Elections Reform. Washington, DC: Brookings. 

12) Daniel A. Smith. 2007. “Ballot Initiatives,” in Gary Anderson and Kathryn Herr, eds., Encyclopedia of Activism and 
Social Justice. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

11) Raymond J. La Raja, Susan E. Orr, and Daniel A. Smith. 2006. “Surviving BCRA: State Party Finance in 2004,” in 
John Green and Daniel Coffey, eds., The State of the Parties (5th edition). Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.  

10) Daniel A. Smith. 2006. “Initiatives and Referendums: The Effects of Direct Democracy on Candidate Elections,” in 
Steven Craig, ed., The Electoral Challenge: Theory Meets Practice. Washington, D.C.: CQ Press.  

9) Daniel A. Smith (with Sure Log). 2005. “Orange Crush: Mobilization of Bias, Ballot Initiatives, and the Politics of 
Professional Sports Stadia,” in David McCuan and Stephen Stambough, eds., Initiative-Centered Politics. Durham, 
NC: Carolina Academic Press. 

8) Daniel A. Smith. 2005. “The Initiative to Party: The Role of Parties in State Ballot Initiatives,” in David McCuan and 
Stephen Stambough, eds., Initiative-Centered Politics. Durham, NC: Carolina Academic Press. 

7) Daniel A. Smith. 2004. “Strings Attached: Outside Money in Colorado’s Seventh Congressional District,” in David 
Magleby and Quin Monson, eds., The Last Hurrah? Washington, D.C.: Brookings.  

6) Daniel A. Smith. 2002. “Direct Democracy and Its Critics,” in Peter Woolley and Albert Papa, eds., American Politics: 
Core Argument/Current Controversy. 2nd ed.  Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.  

5) Daniel A. Smith. 2001. “Campaign Financing of Ballot Initiatives in the American States,” in Larry Sabato, Bruce 
Larson, and Howard Ernst, eds., Dangerous Democracy? The Battle Over Ballot Initiatives in America. Lanham, MD: 
Rowman and Littlefield.  

4) Daniel A. Smith. 2001. “Special Interests and Direct Democracy: An Historical Glance,” in M. Dane Waters, ed., The 
Battle Over Citizen Lawmaking. Durham, NC: Carolina Academic Press. 

3) Daniel A. Smith and Jonathan Temin. 2001. “The Media and Ghana’s 2000 Elections,” in Joseph Ayee, ed., Deepening 
Democracy in Ghana: Politics of the 2000 Elections, Volume 1 (Thematic Studies). Accra: Freedom Publications.  

2) Daniel A. Smith. 2001. “The Politics of Upper East and the 2000 Ghanaian Elections,” in Joseph Ayee, ed., Deepening 
Democracy in Ghana: Politics of the 2000 Elections, Volume 2 (Constituency Studies). Accra: Freedom Publications.  

1) Daniel A. Smith. 1998. “Unmasking the Tax Crusaders,” in Bruce Stinebrickner, ed., Annual Editions: State & Local 
Government. 9th ed. Guilford, CT: Dushkin/McGraw-Hill, 83-85 [Reprinted]. 

 
RESEARCH GRANTS, CONTRACTS, HONORS, AND AWARDS  
38) University Scholars Program Grant (advising Emily Boykin and Jenna Tingum), University of Florida, “Spanish 

Language Materials, Administrative Compliance, and Hispanic Voting in Florida.” Fall 2019/Spring 2020. 
37) CLAS Scholars Program Grant (advising William Zelin), University of Florida, “The Effect of Natural Disasters on 

Voter Turnout.” Fall 2019/Spring 2020. 
36) Gill Foundation Grant, “LGBT Issues in Florida,” Spring 2018 (Co-PI, Michael Martinez). 
35) University of Florida Term Professorship, 2017-2019.  
34) University Scholars Program Grant (advising Pedro Otálora), University of Florida, “Political Participation of 

Native-Born and Naturalized Citizens in Miami-Dade.” Summer/Fall 2017. 
33) Ruben Askew Scholar Award (advising Wendy Serra), Bob Graham Center, University of Florida, Summer 2016. 
32) Emerging Scholars Program (advising Anthony Rychkov), University of Florida, “The Timing of Voter Registration 

and Turnout,” Spring/Summer 2016. 
31) University Scholars Program Grant (advising Casey Ste. Claire), University of Florida, College of Liberal Arts & 

Sciences, “Reprecincting and Voter Turnout,” Fall 2015/Spring 2016. 
30) University Scholars Program Grant (with Frances Chapman), University of Florida, College of Liberal Arts & 

Sciences, “Truing or Suppressing the Vote? Private Voter Challenges in Florida,” Fall 2013/Spring 2014. 
29) Best Paper Award presented in 2012 by the APSA Organized Section on State Politics and Policy: “Souls to the 

Polls: Early Voting in Florida in the Shadow of House Bill 1355,” 2013 (with Michael Herron). 
28) University Scholars Program Grant (with Bryce Freeman), University of Florida, College of Liberal Arts & Sciences, 

“Impact of Voter Suppression on Political Participation,” Spring 2013. 
27) The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, “Popular Support and Conditions for the Passage of Ballot Measures,” 

June 2013. 
26) Advancement Project, “Congestion at the Polls: A Study of Florida Precincts in the 2012 General Election,” June 

2013 (with Michael Herron).  
25) Co-Principal Investigator, “Trans-Saharan Professionals Program,” United States Department of State, Bureau of 

Educational and Cultural Affairs, S-ECAPPE-10-GR-231 (DT), September 2010-August 2012. 
24) University of Florida Research Foundation (UFRF) Professor, 2010-2012 (annual salary supplement and research 

funding). 
23) Co-Principal Investigator, American Political Science Association Workshop on Elections and Democracy, University of 

Ghana at Legon, Ghana, Summer  2009, funded by Mellon Foundation. 
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22) Best Paper Award presented in 2006 by the APSA Organized Section on State Politics and Policy: “Do State-Level 
Ballot Measures Affect Presidential Elections?” (with Caroline Tolbert and Todd Donovan). 

21) Research Grant, “Did Gay Marriage Re-Elect George W. Bush?” University of Florida, College of Liberal Arts & 
Sciences, Summer 2005. 

20) University Scholars Program Grant (with Kirsten Soltis), University of Florida, College of Liberal Arts & Sciences, 
“Money and the Member: An Analysis of Fundraising in Congressional Politics in the Post-Campaign Finance 
Reform Era,” Fall 2005.  

19) Research Grant, “Mobilization Effects of Ballot Measures in Colorado, Florida, Ohio, and Nevada,” Ballot Initiative 
Strategy Center, Fall 2004. 

18) Research Grant, “Mobilization Effects of Gay Marriage Ban in Ohio,” Ballot Initiative Strategy Center, Fall 2004. 
17) Research and Travel Grant, Pew Charitable Trusts, “Veiled Political Actors,” Daniel Lowenstein, Kim Alexander, 

Robert Stern, Tracy Western, and Joseph Doherty, Principle Investigators, Fall 2003.  
16) Travel Grant, College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, University of Florida, “Initiative and Referendum Campaigns,” Fall 

2003. 
15) Research Grant, Pew Charitable Trusts, “Outside Money: Colorado’s 7th Congressional District,” David Magleby, 

Principal Investigator, Fall 2002. 
14) Faculty Research Fund, “Ballot Initiatives during the Progressive Era,” University of Denver, Fall 2002.  
13) Research Grant, American Political Science Association, “Ballot Initiatives during the Progressive Era: Evidence from 

California, 1912-1920,” Summer 2002. 
12) Research Grant, Colorado Endowment for the Humanities, “The ‘Golden Era’ of Direct Democracy? Colorado’s Election 

of 1912,” (R017-0300-010) (with Joseph Lubinski), Spring 2000. 
11) Partners in Scholarship: 2000 Winter Quarter Project Proposal, “The ‘Golden Era’ of Direct Democracy? Evidence 

from the Colorado Election of 1912,” University of Denver, with  Joseph Lubinski). 
10) Rosenberry Fund, “Direct Democracy in Colorado,” University of Denver, Spring 1999. 
9) Best Paper, Charles Redd Politics of the American West, “Howard Jarvis, Populist Entrepreneur: Reevaluating Causes 

of Proposition 13,” Western Political Science Association, Los Angeles, March 20, 1998. 
8) Faculty Research Fund, “Ballot Warriors: Citizen Initiatives in the 1990s,” University of Denver, Fall 1997. 
7) Partners in Scholarship: 1997 Winter Quarter Project Proposal, “The Process of Direct Democracy: Parental Rights 

Amendment,” University of Denver, with Robert Herrington, Winter 1997. 
6) Faculty Research Fund, “Faux Populism: Populist Entrepreneurs and Populist Moments,” University of Denver, Fall 

1996.  
5) International Small Grants, “Election Monitor: Ghana Presidential and Parliamentary 1996 Elections,” Office of 

Internationalization, University of Denver, Fall 1996. 
4) Faculty Research Fund, “Populist Prophets and the Mass Appeal of Direct Democracy,” Program Support Services, 

University of Denver, Spring 1995. 
3) Research Grant, Institute for Public Affairs, West Virginia University, Summer 1994. 
2) Senate Research Travel Grant, Faculty Development Fund, West Virginia University, Fall 1994. 
1) Research Travel Grant, Robert LaFollette Institute of Public Affairs, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Fall 1992. 
 
TECHNICAL REPORTS & OTHER SCHOLARLY PUBLICATIONS 
27) Daniel A. Smith, “Audit of Assignment of Registered Voters to New, Court-Ordered House of Delegates Districts,” 

Virginia Secretary of State (with Michael P. McDonald), Spring 2019.   
26) Daniel A. Smith, “Vote-by-Mail Ballots Cast in Florida,” A Report Commissioned by ACLU Florida, August 2018. 
25) Michael C. Herron and Daniel A. Smith, “Congestion at the Polls: A Study of Florida Precincts in the 2012 General 

Election,” A Report Commissioned by Advancement Project, Washington, DC, June 24, 2013. Available: 
http://www.advancementproject.org/news/entry/voters-of-color-faced-longest-wait-times-in-florida. 

24) Michael C. Herron and Daniel A. Smith, “Florida’s 2012 General Election under HB 1355:  Early Voting, 
Provisional Ballots, and Absentee Ballots,” League of Women Voters Florida, January 2013. 

23) Daniel A. Smith, “The Re-demarcation and Reapportionment of Parliamentary Constituencies in Ghana,” Ghana 
Center for Democratic Development (CDD-GHANA), Vol. 10 (2):  October, 2011. Available: 
http://www.cddghana.org/documents/Vol.%2010,%20No.%202.pdf 

22)  Daniel A. Smith. 2010. “Educative Effects of Direct Democracy: Evidence from the US States,” Memorandum 
requested by the British House of Lords, Constitution Committee, January 4. Available: 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200910/ldselect/ldconst/99/99we14.htm. 

21) Daniel A. Smith. 2006. “Money Talks: Ballot Initiative Spending in 2004.” Ballot Initiative Strategy Center, June. 
Available: http://ballot.org. 

20) Daniel A. Smith. 2006. “Ballot Initiatives, Tax Issues,” in Larry Sabato and Howard Ernst, eds., Encyclopedia of 
American Political Parties and Elections. New York: Facts on File. 

19) Daniel A. Smith. 2004. “Direct Democracy,” in David Wishart, ed., Encyclopedia of the Great Plains. Lincoln: University 
of Nebraska Press. 

18) Daniel A. Smith and Caroline J. Tolbert. 2003  “Educated by Initiative,” Campaigns and Elections, August, p. 31. 
17) Elizabeth Garrett, and Daniel A. Smith. 2003. “Veiled Political Actors: The Real Threat to Campaign Disclosure 

Statutes” (July 22). USC Law and Public Policy Research Paper No. 03-13 http://ssrn.com/abstract=424603. 
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16) Daniel A. Smith. 2003. “Ballot Initiatives and the (Sub)Urban/Rural Divide in Colorado,” in Daphne T. Greenwood, 
ed., Colorado’s Future: Meeting the Needs of a Changing State. Colorado Springs: Center for Colorado Policy Studies.  

15) Daniel A. Smith. 2003. “The Colorado 7th Congressional District,” in David B. Magleby and Quin Monson, eds., The 
Last Hurrah? Provo, UT: Center for the Study of Elections and Democracy.  

14) Stan Elofson, Daniel A. Smith, Jennifer Berg, and Joseph Lubinski. 2002. “A Listing of Statewide Initiated and 
Referred Ballot Proposals in Colorado, 1912-2001.” Issue Brief No. 02-02. (March 5) Colorado Legislative Council, 
Colorado General Assembly, Denver. [Revised Edition]. 

13) Daniel A. Smith. 2001. “Howard Jarvis’ Legacy? An Assessment of Antitax Initiatives in the American States.” State 
Tax Notes 22: 10 (December): 753-764.  

12) Daniel A. Smith. 2001. “The Structural Underpinnings of Ghana’s December 2000 Elections.” Critical Perspectives, 
No. 6. Ghana Center for Democratic Development (CDD-Ghana), Accra, Ghana.  

11) Daniel A. Smith, Jonathan Temin, and Kwaku Nuamah. 2001. “Media Coverage of the 2000 Election: A Report on 
the Media Coverage of Election 2000 (May 2000-Janurary 2001).” Research Paper, No. 8. Ghana Center for 
Democratic Development (CDD-Ghana), Accra, Ghana. 

10) Daniel A. Smith. 2000. “Election 2000: Debating the Issues?” Briefing Paper, Volume 2, Number 4, Ghana Center for 
Democratic Development (CDD-Ghana), Accra, Ghana. 

9) Daniel A. Smith. 2000. “Growth and Transportation Ballot Measures in Colorado,” in Floyd Ciruli, ed., Moving Visions: 
Next Steps Toward Growing Smart. Denver: Gates Family Foundation.  

8) Stan Elofson, Daniel A. Smith, Jennifer Berg, and Joseph Lubinski. 2000. “A Listing of Statewide Initiated and 
Referred Ballot Proposals in Colorado, 1912-2000.” Issue Brief No. 8. (December) Colorado Legislative Council, 
Colorado General Assembly, Denver.  [updated 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008] 

7) Daniel A. Smith. 2000. “Progressives and the Initiative Process: A Call to Arms.”  Ballot Initiative Strategy Center (BISC). 
6) Daniel A. Smith and Joseph Lubinski. 2000.  “Sponsoring ‘Counter-Majoritarian’ Bills in Colorado.” Ag Journal. 

(September): 12-13.  
5) Daniel A. Smith. 1998. “Unmasking the Tax Crusaders.” State Government News. 41:2 (March): 18-21. 
4) Daniel A. Smith. 1997. “Howard Jarvis, Populist Entrepreneur,” Working Paper, 97-8, Institute of Governmental 

Studies, University of California - Berkeley. 
3) Daniel A. Smith. 1995. “The West Virginia Labor-Management Advisory Council,” The West Virginia Public Affairs 

Reporter. 12:4 (Winter): 1-11. 
2) Daniel A. Smith. 1992. “A Tale of Five Cities,” The La Follette Policy Report. 5 (Fall): 18-21. 
1) Daniel A. Smith. 1991. “Emerging Skill Needs in the Wisconsin Non-Automotive Engines Industry,” Commissioned 

by the Wisconsin Board of Vocational, Technical, and Adult Education, Working Paper, Center on Wisconsin 
Strategy, University of Wisconsin-Madison. 

 
OUTSIDE ACTIVITIES: BOARDS/EXPERT WITNESS/POLITIAL CONSULTANT/INVITED 

TESTIMONY/MISCELANEOUS 
President, ElectionSmith www.electionsmith.com (S-Corp) 2006- 
Board Member, Ballot Initiative Strategy Center (BISC) www.ballot.org 1999-2019. 
Board Member, Common Cause Florida https://www.commoncause.org/florida/ 2014- 
Board President, 300 Club https://300clubswimandtennis.com/ 2018- 
 
Domestic Consulting 
Expert (written declarations), Gruver, et al. v. Barton, et al. Case 1:19-cv-00121-MW-GRJ (US District Court for the 

Northern District of Florida). [Provided written reports and deposed for plaintiffs analyzing records on the 
impact of SB7066 on Florida residents with felony convictions and outstanding LFOs], 2019-. 

Consultant, Andrew Goodman Foundation [Analysis of on-campus early voting in Florida], 2019. 
Consultant, ACLU-Florida [Data analysis of Ex-Felons in Florida], 2019-. 
Expert (written declaration), DNC Services Corporation et al. v. Lee et al. Case 4:18-cv-00524-MW-CAS (US District Court 

for the Northern District of Florida) [Provided written report for plaintiffs on Vote by Mail ballots in Florida], 
2019-. 

Expert (written declaration), MOVE Texas Civic Fund, et. al. v. Whitley, et. al. Case 3:19-cv-00041 (US District Court for 
the Southern District of Texas) [Provided written reports for plaintiffs on number of naturalized citizens in 
Texas], 2019. 

Expert (written declarations), Fair Fight Action v. Crittenden, Case No. 1:18-cv-05391 (US District Court for the Northern 
District of Georgia) [Retained by plaintiffs to analyze data related to Georgia’s election laws], 2018-. 

Expert, The Democratic Party of Georgia v. Crittenden, Case No. 1:18-cv-05443 (US District Court for the Northern District 
of Georgia) [Retained by plaintiffs to analyze data related to the 2018 gubernatorial election], 2018. 

Consultant, ACLU-Florida [Provided analysis of Vote by Mail ballots in Florida], 2018. 
Expert, Judicial Watch, Inc., Election Integrity Project California, Inc., et al. v. Dean C. Logan, et al. Case No. 2:17-cv-08948-R-SK 

(US District Court for the Central District of California, Western Division). [Retained by defendants (California 
Department of Justice) to analyze data concerning inactive voters], 2018.  

Expert (written declaration), Rivera v. Detzner, Case 1:18-cv-61474 (US District Court for the Norther District of Florida) 
[Provided written report for plaintiffs on Puerto Rican population and registered voters in Florida], 2018. 
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Expert, Thompson et al. v. Merrill, Case No. 2: 16-cv-783 (US District Court for the Middle District of Alabama) [Retained 
by plaintiffs to analyze data related to the discriminatory impact of Alabama’s felony disenfranchisement 
scheme over time], 2018-. 

Expert (written affidavit), League of Women Voters of Florida, Inc., et al. v. Detzner, Case No. 4:18-cv-00251-MW-CAS (US 
District Court for the Northern District of Florida) [Provided written report for plaintiffs (LWV) to extend 
early voting in Florida], 2018. 

Expert (written affidavit), Ohio A. Philip Randolph Institute, et al. v. Secretary of State, Jon Husted, Case 2:16-cv-00303 (US 
District Court for the Southern District of Ohio, Eastern Division) [Provided written report and deposed for 
plaintiffs (APRI, ACLU OH, Demos) to reinstate registered voters removed by Ohio’s “Supplemental 
Process”], 2017. [Decision, Husted v. APRI, by SCOTUS, July 11, 2018]. 

Expert (written affidavits), Bellito & ACRU v. Snipes, Case 4:16-cv-61474 (US District Court for the Southern District of 
Florida, Ft. Lauderdale Division) [Provided written expert reports and deposed for intervenors (SEIU, Project 
Vote, Demos) to defend NVRA compliance by Broward Supervisor of Elections, 2017; testified at trial]. 

Consultant, ACLU, Georgia [Provided analysis of CVAP, VAP, and registered voters in Irwin County, Georgia], 2017. 
Consultant, ACLU, Georgia [Provided analysis of proposed redistricting changes to the Georgia House of 

Representatives by the Georgia state legislature], 2017. 
Expert (written affidavit), Florida Democratic Party v. Scott, Case 4:16-cv-00626 (US District Court for the Northern District 

of Florida) [Provided written expert report for plaintiff-intervenors (Mi Familia Vota Education Fund) to 
extend voter registration deadline in Florida due to Hurricane Matthew], 2016. 

Consultant, ACLU, Georgia [Provided analysis of registration deadline in Georgia due to Hurricane Matthew], 2016. 
Expert (written affidavit), Florida Democratic Party v. Detzner, Case 4:16-cv-00607 (US District Court for the Northern 

District of Florida) [Provided written empirical analysis for plaintiff on vote-by-mail ballots cast in Florida], 
2016. 

Advisor, “Mad As Hell: Howard Jarvis and the Birth of the Tax Revolt,” Documentary Film by Jason Cohn, Bread and 
Butter Films [Academic Advisor on Jarvis and antecedents of Prop. 13], 2011-16. 

Advisor, “Rigged,” Documentary Film by Natasha del Torro, Fusion TV (Naked Truth), 2016. [Winner of the Robert F. 
Kennedy Journalism Award for Best Documentary]. Available: http://tv.fusion.net/story/352548/naked-
truth-rigged-elections-documentary/. 

Advisor, “Voting: Last Week Tonight with John Oliver,” HBO, February 14, 2016. Available: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rHFOwlMCdto. 

Expert (written affidavit), Frank v. Walker, Case 16-3003, 16-3052 (US Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit) 
[Provided written empirical analysis for plaintiffs (ACLU) on voter ID and turnout], 2015. 

Expert (consultant), Greater Birmingham Ministries v. Alabama, Case 2:15-cv-02193-LSC (US District Court for the 
Northern District of Alabama, Southern Division) [Provided oral empirical analysis for plaintiffs (NAACP 
LDEF) on use of absentee ballots], 2015. 

Consultant, America Votes [Provided demographic shift of registered voters analysis for state of Florida], 2015. 
Expert (written affidavits), NAACP, et al. v. Husted, et al., 2:14 cv-00404 (US District Court for the Southern District of 

Ohio) [Provided written empirical analysis and deposed for plaintiffs (ACLU) on early in-person absentee 
voting in Ohio], 2014.  

Expert (written affidavit), John Sullivan, et al. v. Marni Lin Sawiki, et al., 2013-CA-003122 (20th Judicial Circuit (Lee County, 
FL) [Provided written empirical analysis and deposed on early, absentee, and Election Day vote totals in the 
November 5, 2013 Cape Coral mayoral election], 2014. 

Expert (written affidavit), Gateway Retail Center, LLC v. City of Jacksonville, Florida, 3:13-cv1040-J-TJC-JRK (US District 
Court for the Middle District of Florida) [Provided empirical analysis for Gateway Retail Center’s attorneys of 
African American voting during early voting in Duval County in the 2012 General Election], 2013. 

Expert (written affidavits), Arcia, et al. v. Detzner, 1:12-cv-22282-WJZ (US District Court for the Southern District of 
Florida) [Provided empirical analysis for Arcia’s attorneys of the Florida Department of State’s various lists of 
“potential non-citizens”], 2012.  [Arcia, et al. v. Florida Secretary of State (Defendant-Appellee) and Garcia, et al. 
(Intervenor Defendants), 12-15738 (Appealed in 11th Circuit, from the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of Florida), 2014.  

Elections Analyst, WUFT (TV and Radio), Election Night Coverage, November 6, 2012.  
Advisor, “Voters in America: Who Counts?” CNN Documentary Investigation, October 14, 2012. 

http://cnnpressroom.blogs.cnn.com/2012/10/19/voters-in-america-who-counts-joejohnscnn-investigates-
voter-suppression-voter-fraud/ 

Expert (written affidavit), Brown v. Detzner  3:12-cv-00852 (US District Court for the Middle District of Florida)  
[Provided empirical analysis for Brown’s attorneys of minority early voting in Duval County during the 2008 
and  2010 general elections and the 2011 Jacksonville mayoral race], 2012. 

Expert (written affidavits), Romo v. Scott, No. 2012-CA-000412 (Fla. Cir. Ct., Leon County). [Provided empirical analyses 
and deposed for Coalition’s attorneys of new Congressional redistricting maps submitted and adopted by the 
Florida legislature as well as alternative maps submitted by the The League of Women Voters of Florida, the 
National Council of La Raza, and Common Cause Florida], 2012-14. 
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Pro Bono Consultant (written work product), League of Women Voters of FL v. Browning, N.D. Fla. (4:11-cv-00628). 
[Provided empirical analysis for LWV’s attorneys (Brennan Center, New York University), assessing the impact 
of Florida’s “third party organization” voter registration requirements], 2012. 

Pro Bono Consultant (written work product), Hillsborough Hispanic Coalition, Tampa, Florida, 2012. [Provided empirical 
analysis of the likely racial/ethnic impact of the redistricting maps adopted by the Hillsborough County 
Commission, and provided alternative maps to be submitted by the Hillsborough Hispanic Coalition, in 
anticipation of federal litigation], 2012. 

Invited Testimony, U.S. Senate, Judiciary Committee, Subcommittee on the Constitution, Civil Rights and Human Rights, 
“New State Voting Laws II: Protecting the Right to Vote in the Sunshine State,” January 2012.  

Expert (written affidavit), Worley v. Detzner, U.S. District Court, N.D. Fla (4:10-cv-00423-RH-WCS). [Provided expert 
opinion to Florida Secretary of State to help defend Election code provisions concerning the reporting, 
registration, and disclosure requirements applicable to political committees (ballot issues)], 2010. 

Expert (written affidavit), Citizens Against Slots v. PPE Casino, 999 A.2nd 181 (2010) 415 Md. 117. [Provided empirical 
analysis of the validity rates of the signatures submitted by Citizens Against Slots for a county popular 
referendum], 2010. 

Expert (written affidavit), The Independence Institute, et. al. v. Bernie Buescher 1:2010-cv-00609. (US 10th Circuit) [Provided 
empirical analysis for the Office of the Colorado Attorney General to defend Secretary of State’s enforcement 
of public disclosure laws for ballot issue committees], 2009-2010. 

Lead Author, “Direct Democracy Scholars” Amicus Brief, Doe v. Reed, 132 S. Ct. 449. [Provided empirical evidence that 
public disclosure of signatures on ballot measures serves sufficiently important governmental interests in order 
to prevent fraudulent signature gathering activities, to limit the deceptive solicitation of signatures, and to 
provide information to voters about ballot measures], 2010.   

Expert (written affidavit), Dallman, et al. v. William Ritter and Rich L. Gonzales and Daniel Ritchie, et al  09SA224 (Colorado 
Supreme Court) [Provided empirical analysis for Ritter, Gonzales, and Ritchie of analysis of campaign financing 
of ballot measures], 2009-10. 

Expert (written affidavit), Sampson v. Buescher, 08-1389, 08-1415 (US 10th Circuit) [Provided empirical analysis refuting 
claims of barriers to participation in ballot issue campaigns for Office of the Colorado Attorney General, 
defending Secretary of State’s enforcement of disclosure laws], 2007-10. 

Consultant, Trust the Voters, Tallahassee, 2006. 
Consultant, The Washington State Patrol Troopers Association [Conducted empirical analysis for State Patrol Troopers of the 

validity of signatures collected on ballot issue campaign], 2006. 
Expert (written affidavit), The City of Winter Springs, FL v. Seminole County, City of Winter Springs, 2004. 
Expert (written affidavit), California Pro-Life Council, Inc. v. Karen Getman, et al. 328 F.3d 1088, 1101 (US 9th Cir) [Provided 

empirical analysis for the Office of the California Attorney General on veiled political actors in California ballot 
measure campaigns], 2004-05. 

Expert (written affidavit), Colorado Right to Life Committee, Inc. v. Donetta Davidson 395 F.Supp.2d 1001 (US 10th Circuit) 
[Provided empirical analysis of broadcasted television and direct mail ads in Colorado between 1999-2003 for 
the Office of the Colorado Attorney General], 2004-05. 

Invited Testimony, Ballot Initiative Reform, Florida Legislature, 2002; 2003-05. 
Invited Testimony Witness, Ballot Initiative Reform, Colorado Legislature, 1999-2000. 
Consultant (pro bono), Ad Hoc Committee to Defend Heath Care, Denver, CO, 1998-2000. 
 
International Consulting 
Consultant, National Democratic Institute (NDI), Ghana, 2013. 
Invited Written Testimony, British House of Lords, Constitution Committee (Direct Democracy), 2010. 
Consultant, Institute of International Education (IIE)), New York, 2002-04. 
Consultant, Coalition of Domestic Elections Observers (CODEO), Accra, Ghana, 2000-01. 
Consultant, International Foundation for Election Systems (IFES), Washington, DC, 1999-2001. 
Consultant, International Student Exchange Program (ISEP), Washington, DC, 1995-97.  
 
BOOK REVIEWS & REVIEW ESSAYS 
9) Daniel A. Smith. 2008. Review of Dorothy Holland, Donald M. Nonini, Catherine Lutz, Lesley Bartlett, Marla 

Frederick-McGlathery, Thaddeus C. Guldbradsen, and Enrique G. Murillo, Jr., Local Democracy Under Siege: 
Activism, Public Interests, and Private Politics, Perspectives on Politics 6: 386-86. 

8) Daniel A. Smith. 2006. Review of Stephen Nicholson, Voting the Agenda: Candidates, Elections, and Ballot 
Propositions, Political Science Quarterly 120: 695-697. 

7) Daniel A. Smith. 2005. Review of John Matsusaka, For the Many or the Few? The Initiative, Public Policy, and 
American Democracy, Perspectives on Politics 3: 646-47. 

6) Daniel A. Smith. 2000. Review of Shaun Bowler and Todd Donovan, Demanding Choices: Opinion, Voting, and 
Direct Democracy, Social Science Quarterly 81: 1104-1106. 

5) Daniel A. Smith. 1999. Review of Shaun Bowler, Todd Donovan, Caroline Tolbert, eds., Citizens as Legislators, 
American Political Science Review 93: 446-447. 

4) Daniel A. Smith. 1998. Review of David Ryden, Representation in Crisis, Politics and Policy 26: 514-515. 

Case 2:16-cv-00783-ECM-SMD   Document 270-2   Filed 09/29/20   Page 78 of 88



10 

3) Daniel A. Smith. 1998. Review of Grant Reeher and Joseph Cammarano, eds., Education for Citizenship, H-Pol, H-
Net. (February). 

2) Daniel A. Smith. 1997. Review Essay of William S. K. Reno, Corruption and State Politics in Sierra Leone, and Sahr 
John Kpundeh, Politics and Corruption in Africa, Africa Today 44: 362-365. 

1) Daniel A. Smith. 1996. Review of Stephen Lowe, The Kid on the Sandlot: Congress and Professional Sports, 1910-
1992, Sport History Review 27: 90-92. 

 
TEACHING GRANTS, HONORS, AND AWARDS 
Anderson Scholar Award, College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, University of Florida, 2011; 2015; 2016; 2017  
Political Science Board of Advisors, “Outstanding Professor Award,” University of Florida, Spring 2008. 
Center for Teaching and Learning Technology Grant, “Introduction to American Politics: Web-Based Interactive 

Learning,” University of Denver, Spring, 1997. 
Faculty Appreciation Award, Learning Effectiveness Program, University of Denver, April 1997.  
Curriculum Diversity Grant, “A Theater History: The Racial and Class Politics of US Drama from Colonization 

Forward,” University of Denver, Winter, 1997. 
CORE Development Grant, “Drama of Politics/Politics of Drama,” University of Denver, Summer, 1996. 
International Small Grants, “Summer Student Study Abroad Program: University of Ghana at Legon,” Office of 

Internationalization, University of Denver, Spring, 1995. 
International Small Grants, “Ghana Study Abroad Program,” Office of Internationalization, University of Denver, Spring, 

1995. 
 
NEWSPAPER OP-EDS, INVITED BLOG POSTS & LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 
Op-Ed, “Your voting habits may depend on when you registered to vote,” Salon, September 24, 2019. [Originally 

appeared in the Conversation] https://www.salon.com/2019/09/24/your-voting-habits-may-depend-on-when-
you-registered-to-vote_partner/ (with Enrijeta Shino).  

Invited Blog Post, “Who Votes Provisionally and Why? A Look at North Carolina’s 2016 General Election,” MIT 
Election Science Data Lab, May 2, 2018. https://medium.com/mit-election-lab/who-votes-provisionally-and-
why-4dd413c02fa9 (with Lia Merivaki). 

Op-Ed, “Do we have a right not to vote? The Supreme Court suggests we don’t,” NY Daily News, June 12, 2018 (with 
Michael C. Herron). 

Op-Ed, “If more states start using Ohio’s system, how many voters will be purged?” The Washington Post (Monkey Cage), 
June 17, 2018 (with Michael C. Herron). 

Op-Ed, “2-to-1 Registration Advantage for Democrats Among 440K New Hispanic Voters In Florida,” Huffington Post, 
October 7, 2016. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/latino-decisions/2-to-1-registration-
advan_b_12385884.html. 

Op-Ed, “The Battle Over "One Person, One Vote," Has Just Begun,” The American Prospect, April 18, 2016. (with Carl 
Klarner) Available: http://prospect.org/article/one-person-one-vote-battle-just-starting 

Invited Blog Post, “Party competition is the primary driver of the recent increase in restrictive voter ID laws in the 
American states,” London School of Economics, U.S. Politics and Policy, November 12, 2014. 
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/usappblog/2014/11/12/party-competition-is-the-primary-driver-of-the-recent-increase-
in-restrictive-voter-id-laws-in-the-american-states/ 

Op-Ed, “Rejected Ballots in Florida,” Florida Voices, November 4, 2012 (with Michael Herron). 
Op-Ed, “High ballot rejection rates should worry Florida voters,” Tampa Bay Times, October 28, 2012 (with Michael 

Herron).  
Op-Ed, “Voters need to push back against corporate cash,” St. Petersburg Times, July 13, 2010. 
Op-Ed, “A chance for Floridians to redraw rigged districts,” St. Petersburg Times, November 25, 2009. 
Op-Ed, “Lawmakers don’t trust voters with the constitution,” Gainesville Sun, October 21, 2006.  
Op-Ed, “Jeb Bush’s secret-squirrel hunt? Rocky, that’s just a bunch of Bullwinkle,” Orlando Sentinel, February 23, 2006.  
Op-Ed, “Colorado: Independent of Whom?” Ballot Initiative Strategy Center, Ballot Blog, August 29, 2005. 
Op-Ed, “Stop Political Fund-Raising Arm,” Gainesville Sun, April 25, 2004 (with Nicole M. James). 
Op-Ed, “Committees Hold the Secret to Campaign Financing,” St. Petersburg Times, April 10, 2004 (with Nicole M. 

James). 
Letter, “Reform Ballot Initiative and Preserve the People’s Power,” Miami Herald, February 29, 2004. 
Op-Ed, “No: The Rich Have Taken Over,” Denver Post, December 1, 2002.  
Op-Ed, “The Millionaire’s Club: Why Leave Ballot Initiatives to the Rich?” Denver Post, August 18, 2002 . 
Op-Ed, “The Political Consequence of ‘Praying for Peace,’” The Crusading Guide [Accra, Ghana], 12-18 October, 2000. 
Letter, “Book’s [Democracy Derailed by David Broder] premise is problematic,” Denver Post, May 28, 2000. 
Letter, “Initiative process ignores rural voices,” Denver Rocky Mountain News, March 15, 2000. 
Op-Ed, “Progressives need to show initiative on ballot signatures,” Denver Post, January 13, 2000. 
Op-Ed, “Colorado should put campaign finance data on the Internet,” Denver Post, November 4, 1998 (with Richard 

Braunstein). 
Letter, “Follow the Money,” Washington Post, October 12, 1998. 
Op-Ed, “Voters behind rule,” Denver Post, June 21, 1998. 
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Op-Ed, “Founders crafted safeguards against popular excesses,” Denver Post, May 21, 1995.  
 
CONFERENCE PAPER PRESENTATIONS 
“Voter Registration after Parkland and Early Voting on College Campuses,” American Political Science Association, 

Washington, DC, August 28-September 1, 2019 (with Enrijeta Shino). 
“Did Ballot Design Oust a US Senator? A Study of the 2018 Election in Florida,” American Political Science 

Association, Washington, DC, August 28-September 1, 2019 (with Michael C. Herron & Michael Martinez).  
“Barriers to Registering Returning Citizens in Florida,” American Political Science Association, Washington, DC, August 

28-September 1, 2019.  
“Ballot Design, Voter Intentions, and Representation: A Study of the 2018 Midterm Election in Florida,” Election 

Sciences, Reform, and Administration, University of Pennsylvania, July 10-12, 201 (with Michael C. Herron & 
Michael Martinez).  

“Mobilizing the Youth Vote? Early Voting on College Campuses in Florida,” 19th State Politics and Policy Conference at 
the University of Maryland, May 30-June 1, 2019 (with Enrijeta Shino). 

“Did Ballot-Design Outs an Incumbent Senator? A Study of the 2018 Midterm Election in Florida,” Midwest Political 
Science Association Annual Meeting, April 4-7, 2019, Chicago (with Michael Herron and Michael Martinez). 

“Election Administration and Public Records Responsiveness,” Midwest Political Science Association Annual Meeting, 
April 4-7, 2019, Chicago (with Enrijeta Shino, Anna Baringer, Justin Eichermuller, and William Zelin).  

“Estimating the Differential Effects of Purging Inactive Registered Voters,” American Political Science Association, 
Boston MA, August 28-September 1, 2018 (with Michael C. Herron).  

“Estimating the Differential Effects of Purging Inactive Registered Voters,” Election Sciences, Reform, and 
Administration, University of Wisconsin-Madison, July 26-27, 2018 (with Michael C. Herron).  

“Exact-Match Voter List Verification and Turnout,” 18th State Politics and Policy Conference at Penn State, June 7-9, 
2018 (with Michael P. McDonald, Pedro Otálora, and Enrijeta Shino). 

“Estimating the Differential Effects of Purging Inactive Registered Voters,” at the 18th State Politics and Policy 
Conference at Penn State, June 7-9, 2018 (with Michael C. Herron).  

“Who are Provisional Voters? Evidence from North Carolina,” Midwest Political Science Association Annual Meeting, 
April 5-8, 2018, Chicago (with Lia Merivaki). 

“A History and Analysis of Black Representation in Southern State Legislatures,” Symposium on Southern Politics, The 
Citadel, Charleston, South Carolina, March 1-2, 2018 (with Charles S. Bullock III, William D. Hicks, M. V. 
(Trey) Hood III, Seth C. McKee, and Adam Myers). 

“Who are Provisional Voters? Evidence from North Carolina,” Southern Political Science Association Annual Meeting, 
January 4-7, 2018, New Orleans (with Lia Merivaki). 

“Naturalizing the Party: Party Registration and Voter Turnout of Foreign-Born Citizens,” State of the Party: 2016 & 
Beyond, November 10, 2017, Ray C. Bliss Institute of Applied Politics, University of Akron, Ohio (with Lidia 
Kurganova).  

“The Erosion of Liberal Democracy: Dissensus and Ideology in America,” American Political Science Association, San 
Francisco, August 31-September 3, 2017 (with William D. Hicks and Seth C. McKee. 

“Early Voting Availability and Turnout in Florida and North Carolina,” American Political Science Association, San 
Francisco, August 31-September 3, 2017 (with David Cottrell and Michael C. Herron). 

“Determinants of County Level Voter Turnout, 1970-2016,” American Political Science Association, San Francisco, 
August 31-September 3, 2017 (with Carl Klarner, Brian Amos, and Michael P. McDonald).  

“Waiting to Vote: Using EViD Data to Assess the Electoral Consequences of Long Voting Lines,” Midwest Political 
Science Association annual meetings, April 6-9, 2017, Chicago (with David Cottrell and Michael C. Herron). 

“Timing the Habit: Voter Registration and Turnout in the American States,” American Political Science Association, 
Philadelphia, September 1-4, 2016 (with Enrijeta Shino). 

“Revisiting Majority-Minority Districts and Black Representation,” American Political Science Association, Philadelphia, 
September 1-4, 2016 (with Seth C. McKee, William D. Hicks; Carl E. Klaner).  

“Defending Democracy: How Political Scientists Are Engaging in the Fight over Voting Rights (and Why You and Your 
Dept. Should too),” APSA Roundtable with Theda Skocpol, Presented by the Scholars Strategy Network, 
American Political Science Association, Philadelphia, September 1-4, 2016. 

“Timing the Habit: Voter Registration and Turnout in the American States,” State Politics and Policy Conference, 
University of Texas at Dallas, May 19-21, 2016 (with Enrijeta Shino). 

“Revisiting Majority-Minority Districts and Descriptive Representation,” State Politics and Policy Conference, University 
of Texas at Dallas, May 19-21, 2016 (with Seth C. McKee, William D. Hicks; Carl E. Klarner). 

“Purging Participation? Eligibility Challenges, Psychological Reactance, and the Decision to Vote,” Midwest Political 
Science Association annual meetings, April 7-10, 2016, Chicago (with Daniel Biggers and Bryce Freeman). 

“Missing Black Men and Representation in American Political Institutions,” Midwest Political Science Association 
annual meetings, April 7-10, 2016, Chicago (with David Cottrell, Michael Herron, and Javier Rodriguez). 

“Early Voting Effects on Pre-Election Poll Estimates,” Southern Political Science Association, January 7-10, 2016, San 
Juan, Puerto Rico (with Michael P. McDonald, Michael D. Martinez, and Chris McCarty). 

“Your Ballot’s in the Mail: The Effects of Unsolicited Absentee Ballots,” American Political Science Association, San 
Francisco, September 1-4, 2015 (with Michael Martinez) 

Case 2:16-cv-00783-ECM-SMD   Document 270-2   Filed 09/29/20   Page 80 of 88



12 

“A Reassessment of the Turnout Effects in of Election Reforms in the United States,” American Political Science 
Association, San Francisco, September 1-4, 2015 (with Michael P. McDonald and Enrijeta Shino). 

“Reprecincting and Voting Behavior,” American Political Science Association, San Francisco, September 1-4, 2015 (with 
Brian Amos and Casey Ste. Claire) 

“Looks Can Be Deceiving: Explaining Support for Online Voter Registration in the American States,” State Politics and 
Policy Conference, California State University, Sacramento, May 28-30, 2015 (with William Hicks and Seth 
McKee). 

“Public Opinion on Statewide Ballot Measures,” State Politics and Policy Conference, California State University, 
Sacramento, May 28-30, 2015 (with Diana Forster). 

“Early Voting Effects on Pre-Election Poll Estimates,” American Association for Public Opinion Research Annual 
Conference, May 14-17, 2015, Hollywood, Florida (with Michael P. McDonald, Michael D. Martinez, and Chris 
McCarty). 

“Dumbing Down the Electorate? Assessing the Political Knowledge of Early Voters,” Midwest Political Science 
Association annual meetings, April 15-19, 2015, Chicago (with Enrijeta Shino). 

“Race, Shelby County, and the Voter Information Verification Act in North Carolina,” American Political Science 
Association, Washington, DC, August 27-31, 2014 (with Michael C. Herron). 

“Who Signs? Ballot Petition Signatures as Political Participation,” American Political Science Association, Washington, 
DC, August 27-31, 2014 (with Diana Forster and Brian Amos). 

“Race, Shelby County, and the Voter Information Verification Act in North Carolina,” State Politics and Policy 
Conference, Indiana University, Bloomington, IN, May 15-17, 2014 (with Michael C. Herron). 

“The Effects of Spatial Proximity on Voting,” State Politics and Policy Conference, Indiana University, Bloomington, 
IN, May 15-17, 2014 (with Kenton Ngo). 

“Race, Shelby County, and the Voter Information Verification Act in North Carolina,” Midwest Political Science 
Association Conference, Chicago, April 3-6, 2014 (with Michael C. Herron). 

 “Beyond Regulatory Interpretation: The Demand and Supply of Provisional Ballots in Florida,” Symposium on 
Regulation in the U.S. States, DeVoe Center, Florida State University, Tallahassee, February 21, 2014 (with Lia 
Merivaki).  

“Evolution of an Issue: Voter ID Laws in the American States,” American Political Science Association Conference, 
Chicago, August 28-September 2, 2013 (with Seth McKee, William Hicks, and Mitch Sellers). 

“Closing the Door on Democracy”: Early Voting and Participation in Florida,” American Political Science Association 
Conference, Chicago, August 28-September 2, 2013 (with Michael Herron). 

 “Evolution of an Issue: Voter ID Laws in the American States,” State Politics and Policy Quarterly 13th annual 
conference, University of Iowa, Iowa City, IA, May 23-25, 2013 (with Seth McKee, William Hicks, and Mitch 
Sellers). 

“Early Voting in Florida in the Aftermath of House Bill 1355,” State Politics and Policy Quarterly 13th annual 
conference, University of Iowa, Iowa City, IA, May 23-25, 2013 (with Michael Herron). 

“Racial Disparities in Provisional Ballot Rejection Rates,” Midwest Political Science Association Conference, Chicago, 
April 11-14, 2013 (with Michael Herron). 

“Who Registers? The Differential Impact of Florida’s House Bill 1355 on Voter Registration,” American Political 
Science Association Conference, New Orleans, August 30-September 2, 2012 (with Michael Herron). 

“The Effect of Polling Locations Upon Vote Choice: A Natural Experiment,” Southern Political Science Association 
Conference, Orlando, January 3-5, 2013 (with Charles Dahan). 

“Casting and Verifying Provisional Ballots in Florida,” Southern Political Science Association Conference, Orlando, 
January 3-5, 2013 (with Lia Merivaki). 

“Who Registers? The Differential Impact of Florida’s House Bill 1355 on Voter Registration,” American Political 
Science Association Conference, New Orleans, August 30-September 2, 2012 (with Michael Herron). 

“The Participatory Impact of Truncating Early Voting in Florida,” State Politics and Policy Quarterly 12th annual 
conference, Rice University, Houston, TX, February 16 – February 18, 2012 (with Michael Herron). 

“Engaging Potential Voters? The Collection of Valid Signatures on Ballot Petitions,” State Politics and Policy Quarterly 
11th annual conference, Dartmouth University, June 4-6, 2011 (with Diana Forster). 

“Pledging Democracy: Congressional Support for a National Advisory Initiative and Referendum,” Southern Political 
Science Association, January 5-8, 2011, New Orleans (presented by Matthew Harrigan). 

“We Know What You Did Last Summer: The Impact of Petition Signing on Voter Turnout,” State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly 10th annual conference, University of Illinois, Springfield, June 5-6, 2010 (with Janine Parry and 
Shayne Henry).  

“Reassessing Direct Democracy and Civic Engagement: A Panel Study of the 2008 Election,” State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly 10th annual conference, University of Illinois, Springfield, June 5-6, 2010 (with Caroline J. Tolbert 
and Amanda Frost). 

“Generating Scholarship from Public Service: Media Work, Nonprofit Foundation Service, and Legal Expert 
Consulting,” State Politics and Policy Quarterly 10th annual conference, University of Illinois, Springfield, June 
5-6, 2010. 

“Obama to Blame: Minority Surge Voters and the Ban on Same-Sex Marriage in Florida,” American Political Science 
Association Conference, Toronto, September 2-5, 2009 (with Stephanie Slade).  
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“State Context and Support for a National Referendum in the U.S.”  State Politics and Policy Quarterly 9th annual 
conference, UNC Chapel Hill/Duke University, May 22-23, 2009 (with Caroline J. Tolbert and .Amanda 
Frost).  

“Direct Democracy, Opinion Formation, and Candidate Choice,” American Political Science Association Conference, 
Boston, August 2008 (with Caroline J. Tolbert).   

“The Legislative Regulation of the Initiative,” State Politics and Policy Quarterly 8th annual conference, Temple 
University, Philadelphia, PA, May 30-31, 2008. 

“The Initiative to Shirk? The Effects of Ballot Measures on Congressional Voting Behavior,” State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly 8th annual conference, Temple University, Philadelphia, PA, May 30-31, 2008 (with Josh Huder and 
Jordan Ragusa). 

“Participatory-Based Trust? Political Trust and Direct Democracy,” American Political Science Association Conference, 
Chicago, August 2007 (with Caroline J. Tolbert and Daniel Bowen).   

“Giving Power to the People: The Adoption of Direct Democracy in the American States,” Western Political Science 
Association Conference, Las Vegas, NV, March 7-9, 2007 (with Dustin Fridkin)  

“Mass Support for Redistricting Reform: District and Statewide Representational Winners and Losers,” State Politics 
and Policy Quarterly 7th annual conference, Austin, TX, February 22-24, 2007 (with Caroline J. Tolbert and 
John C. Green). 

“Mass Support for Redistricting Reform: Partisanship and Representational Winners and Losers,” American Political 
Science Association Conference, Philadelphia, August 2006 (with Caroline J. Tolbert and John C. Green).   

“Gaming the System: The Effect of BCRA on State Party Finance Activities.” The State of the Parties: 2004 & Beyond. Ray 
C. Bliss Institute for Applied Politics, Akron, OH, October 2005 (with Susan Orr). 

“Do State-Level Ballot Measures Affect Presidential Elections?” American Political Science Association Conference, 
Washington, D.C., September 1-4, 2005 (with Caroline Tolbert and Todd Donovan). 

“Did Gay Marriage Elect George W. Bush?” Fifth Annual Conference on State Politics and Policy, Michigan State University, 
East Lansing, MI, May 13-14, 2005 (with Todd Donovan, Caroline Tolbert, and Janine Parry). 

“Was Rove Right? Evangelicals and the Impact of Gay Marriage in the 2004 Election.” Fifth Annual Conference on State 
Politics and Policy, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI, May 13-14, 2005 (with Matt DeSantis and Jason 
Kassel). 

“Partisanship, Direct Democracy, and Candidate Choice,” Midwest Political Science Association Conference, Chicago, IL, April 
7-10, 2005 (with Caroline Tolbert and Todd Donovan). 

“Did Gay Marriage Elect the President? Mobilizing Effects of Ballot Measures in the 2004 Election,” Western Political 
Science Association Conference, Oakland, CA, March 17-19, 2005 (with Todd Donovan and Caroline Tolbert). 

“Initiatives and Referendums: The Effects of Direct Democracy on Candidate Elections,” Conference on What We Know 
and Don’t Know about Campaigns and Elections, Graduate Program in Political Campaigning, University of Florida, 
Gainesville, FL, February 24-5, 2005. 

“Was Rove Right? The Partisan Wedge and Turnout Effects of Issue 1, Ohio’s 2004 Ballot Initiative to Ban Gay 
Marriage,” University of California Center for the Study of Democracy/USC-Caltech Center for the Study of Law and 
Politics/Initiative and Referendum Institute Conference, Newport Beach, CA, January 14-15, 2005.  

“The Educative Effects of Direct Democracy on Voter Turnout,” American Political Science Association Conference, Chicago, 
IL, September 1-5, 2004 (with Caroline Tolbert). 

“Turning On and Turning Out: Assessing the Indirect Effects of Ballot Measures on Voter Participation,” Fourth Annual 
Conference on State Politics and Policy, Kent State University, Kent, OH, April 30-May 2, 2004 (with Todd 
Donovan). 

“Veiled Political Actors:  The Real Threat to Campaign Finance Disclosure Statutes?” Midwest Political Science Association 
Conference, Chicago, April 14-18, 2004 (with Elizabeth Garrett). 

“Elephants, Umbrellas, and Quarrelling Cocks:  Disaggregating Party Identification in Ghana’s Fourth Republic,” 
Western Political Science Association Conference, Portland, OR, March 11-13, 2004 (with Kevin Fridy). 

“Gaming the System: State Party Finance Activities in Colorado and Florida,” Southern Political Science Association 
Conference, New Orleans, January 7-10, 2004. 

“The Educative Effects of Direct Democracy: Ballot Campaigns and Civic Engagement in the American States,” Societa 
Italiana di Studi Elettorali (SISE) VIIIth International Conference on Electoral Campaigns (Initiative and 
Referendum),Venice, Italy, December 18-20, 2003. 

“In the Wake of Prop. 13,” American Political Science Association Conference, Philadelphia, PA, August 27-31, 2003. 
“Soft Money and Issue Advocacy in the 2002 Colorado 7th Congressional District Election,” Western Political Science 

Association Conference, Denver, CO, March 26-30, 2003. 
“Educated by Initiative: Direct Democracy and Civic Engagement in the American States,” Third Annual Conference on 

State Politics and Policy, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, March 14-15, 2003 (with Caroline Tolbert). 
“Ballot Initiatives and the (Sub)Urban/Rural Divide in Colorado,” Colorado’s Future: How Can We Meet the Needs of a 

Changing State? University of Colorado at Colorado Springs, September 27, 2002. 
“Representation and the Spatial Dimension of Direct Democracy,” American Political Science Association Conference, Boston, 

MA, August 29-September 1, 2002. 
“Representation and the Spatial Bias of Direct Democracy,” Second Annual Conference on State Politics and Policy,” University 

of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Milwaukee, WI, May 24-25, 2002. 
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“Minority Rights and the Spatial Bias of Direct Democracy,” Southwestern Political Science Association Conference, New 
Orleans, LA, March 27-30, 2002. 

“Representation and the Urban Bias of Direct Democracy,” Western Political Science Association Conference, Long Beach, CA, 
March 21-24 2002. 

“Ghost Busters: The Structural Underpinnings and Politics of Ghana’s 2000 Elections,” African Studies Association 
Conference, Houston, TX, November 15-18, 2001. 

“The Effect of Ballot Initiatives on Voter Turnout,” American Political Science Association Conference, Washington, DC, 
August 31-September 3, 2000 (with Caroline Tolbert and John Grummel). 

“Campaign Finance of Ballot Initiatives,” National Direct Democracy Conference, University of Virginia’s Center for 
Governmental Studies, Charlottesville, VA, June 8-9, 2000.  

“Meet the Authors Roundtable: Recent Books on Direct Democracy in the States,” Midwest Political Science Association 
Conference, Chicago, April 27-30, 2000. 

“Counter-Majoritarian Bills and Legislative Response of State Ballot Initiatives,” Western Political Science Association 
Conference, San Jose, March 24-26, 2000. 

“The Gun Behind the Door Fires Blanks,” Pacific Northwest Political Science Association Conference, Eugene, OR, October 14-
16, 1999. 

“Orange Crush: Mobilization of Bias, Ballot Initiatives, and the Politics of Professional Sports Stadia,” American Political 
Science Association Conference, Atlanta, September 2-5, 1999 (with Sure Log). 

“Direct Democracy in Colorado: Limited Information, Tough Choices,” A Century of Citizen Lawmaking: Initiative and 
Referendum in America, Initiative and Referendum Institute, Washington, D.C., May 6-8, 1999. 

“The Initiative to Party: The Role of Political Parties in State Ballot Measures,” Western Political Science Association 
Conference, Seattle, March 25-28, 1999. 

“Direct Democracy in the Late 20th Century: The Legacy(ies) of Prop. 13,” Roundtable, American Political Science 
Association Conference, Boston, September 3-6, 1998. 

“The Legacy of Howard Jarvis and Proposition 13? Tax Limitation Initiatives in 1996,” Western Political Science Association 
Conference, Los Angeles, March 19-21, 1998. 

“Special Interests and the Initiative Process in Colorado: The Case of the Parental Rights Amendment” (with Robert 
Herrington), Poster Session, American Political Science Association Conference, Washington, D.C., August 28-31, 
1997.  

“Howard Jarvis, Populist Entrepreneur: Reevaluating Causes of Proposition 13,” Western Political Science Association 
Conference, Tucson, March 13-15, 1997.  

“Guided Immersion: A Non-Traditional Study Abroad Program at the University of Ghana at Legon,” Midwest Political 
Science Association Conference, Chicago, April 10-12, 1997. 

“Exploring the Political Dimension of Privatization: A Tale of Two Cities” (with Kevin Leyden), Midwest Political Science 
Association Conference, Chicago, April 18-20, 1996. 

“Populist Entrepreneur: Douglas Bruce and the Tax Limitation Movement in Colorado,” 20th Annual Interdisciplinary 
Symposium of the Politics and Culture of the Great Plains, Lincoln, April 11-13, 1996.  

“Faux Populism: Douglas Bruce and the Anti-Tax Moment in Colorado, 1986-1992,” Western Political Science Association 
Conference, San Francisco, March 14-16, 1996. 

“Insular Democracy: Advisory Councils and Task Forces in the American States,” Western Political Science Association 
Conference , Portland, March 1995.  

“Supporting Labor-Management Initiatives at the State Level: The Case of the West Virginia Labor-Management 
Advisory Council,” Southern Industrial Relations and Human Resource Conference, Morgantown, WV, October 1994. 

“State Autonomy, Capacity, and Coherence: Labor-Management Councils in the American States,” Western Political Science 
Association Conference, Albuquerque, March 1994. 

“Removing the Pluralist Blinders: Labor-Management Councils and Industrial Policy in the American States,” American 
Political Science Association Conference, Chicago, September 1992. 

“You Can’t Live with Them...The Emerging Role of Organized Labor in Industrial Policy in the American States,” 
Midwest Political Science Association Conference, Chicago, April 1992. 

“It Can Happen Here: Apprenticeship, Workplace-based Learning, and the Affirmative Role of Unions” (with Eric 
Parker), Southwestern Political Science Association Conference, Austin, TX, March 1992. 

“The Affirmative Role of U.S. Unions in Restructuring” (with Eric Parker), American Sociological Association Conference, 
Indianapolis, IN, August 1991. 

“Economic Development Strategy and the Problem of Skills: The Case of Wisconsin’s Advanced Metalworking Sector” 
(with Eric Parker), American Society for Public Administration Conference, Cleveland, OH, October 1990. 

 
INVITED TALKS AND OTHER PROFESSIONAL PRESENTATIONS 
Keynote Speaker, “6 Things Every Democrat Should Know about Florida Elections,” Democratic Women’s Club of 

Florida, 63rd Annual Convention, Orlando, September 14, 2019. 
Invited Talk, “5 Things Every Floridian Should Know about Florida Elections,” Stetson University, April 25, 2019.  
Invited Talk, “The 2018 Mid-Term Elections,” Graham Center, University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, November 

13, 2018. 
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Invited Talk, “Is a Blue Wave Coming? The 2018 General Election,” FedCon, National Association of Retired Federal 
Employees Association, Jacksonville, Florida, August 28, 2018. 

Invited Talk, “Voting Rights Litigation,” ACLU of Florida, 2018 Lawyers Conference, Delray Beach, Florida, September 
7, 2018.  

Invited Panelist, “The Black Vote: Is it being taken for Granted?” Collaboratively Woke and The Virginia Leadership Institute, 
Downtown Alachua Public Library, Gainesville, Florida, June 23, 2018.  

Invited Talk, “Public Records Requests and Analyzing Elections in Florida,” The Bob Graham Center for Public 
Service, University of Florida, Gainesville, Civic Scholar Lecture, February 14, 2018. 

Invited Talk, “Voting in Florida,” Voter Suppression Forum, The Bob Graham Center for Public Service, University of 
Florida, Gainesville, November 13, 2017. 

Invited Talk, “Journalist-Scholar Big Data Partnerships,” Investigative Reporters and Editors, The National Institute for 
Computer-Assisted Reporting, Annual Conference, Jacksonville, FL, March 2, 2016. 

Invited Talk, “Florida’s Constitutional Revision Commission and Game Theory,” Future of Florida Summit, University 
of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, February 18, 2016. 

Invited Talk, “Explaining Trump’s Win in Florida: 10 Election Myths and Realities,” Graham Center, University of 
Florida, Gainesville, Florida, November 14, 2016. 

Invited Response, Michael Kang (Emory School of Law) “Law and Politics of Judging Election Cases,” University of 
Florida School of Law, Gainesville, Florida, November 4, 2016. 

Invited Talk, “Patterns of Political Participation in Florida,” Women, Race, and the U.S. Presidency, The Center for The 
Study of Race and Race Relations & The Center for Gender, Sexualities, and Women’s Studies Research, 
University of Florida, Gainesville, October 13, 2016. 

Invited Talk, “The Structural Pathologies of the American Electoral System,” US Fulbright Association (UF 
International Center), Gainesville, September 27, 2016. 

Invited Talk, “Registered Voters and Turnout in Alachua County,” Gainesville Area Chamber of Commerce’s 
Leadership Gainesville 43 Government and Policy Day, September 8, 2016. 

Invited Talk, “The Politics of Voter Suppression in Florida,” Santa Fe College, American Democracy Project, February 
9, 2016. 

Invited Talk, “The Contributions and Conundrums of Technology: EAVS Data Reporting Consistency,” at The 
Evolution of Election Administration since the VRA, Auburn University, September 15, 2015 (with Lia 
Merivaki). 

Invited Talk, “2014 Election Wrap-Up,” Graham Center, University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, November 6, 2014. 
Roundtable Participant, “I Am A Millennial: The Importance of the Youth and Minority Vote,” Graham Center, 

University of Florida, October 23, 2014.  
Invited Talk, “Voting Rights in North Carolina,” Emory University, Atlanta, April 8, 2014. 
Keynote Speaker, “Anticipating 2014: The State of Voting Rights in Florida,” Gainesville Labor Council, Gainesville, 

Florida, December 9, 2013. 
Invited Talk, “Design Fail: The Attack on Voting Rights in Florida,” University of Florida Retired Faculty, Harn 

Museum, University of Florida, February 22, 2013. 
Keynote Speaker, “The Attack on Voting Rights in Florida,” Gainesville Labor Council, Gainesville, Florida, December 

10, 2012. 
“Moved by the Spirit? Atmospherics and Ballot Measure Vote Choice,” Initiatives and Referendums in the Elections of 

2012, University of Southern California, November 16, 2012 (with Charles Dahan). 
Invited Talk, “Design #Fail: Voting Rights in Florida,” Graham Center’s Election Wrap Up: Decision 2012, University 

of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, November 13, 2012. 
Invited Talk, “Consolidating Representation in Ghana? Parliamentary Malapportionment  and Rejected Ballots,” Stability 

Amidst Chaos: Reflections on Two Decades of Ghanaian Democracy, Program of African Studies, Northwestern 
University, Chicago, Illinois, October 12, 2012. 

Keynote Speaker, “Curtailing Voting Rights in Florida,” Civic Dialogues and the 2012 Election in the United States, College of 
Central Florida, Ocala, Florida, October 22, 2012. 

Keynote Speaker, “The Return of Jim Crow? Voting Rights Under Florida’s House Bill 1355,” League of Women 
Voters, Annual Fall Luncheon, Gainesville, Florida, September 11, 2012. 

Invited Talk, “Litigating Voting Rights in Florida,” 8th Judicial Circuit Florida Bar Association, Continuing Legal 
Education, Gainesville, Florida, September 21, 2012. 

Invited Presentation, “The Impact of HB 1355 on Florida’s Hispanics,” Gator Academic Outreach Symposium, co-
hosted by Hispanic Alumni Association and Miami-Dade College, Miami, FL, May 11, 2012.  

Invited Talk, “Voting and Elections in the United States,” US Embassy, Accra, Ghana, live satellite talk to US Embassy, 
Ivory Coast, October  3, 2011. 

Invited Public Lecture, “Ghana’s National Electoral Commission and the 2012 Elections: The Malapportionment of 
Parliamentary Constituencies, Rejected Ballots, and Questions of Representation,” Department of Political 
Science International Lecture Series, University of Ghana, Accra, Ghana, November 17, 2011. [Q&A followed 
by several media interviews, including RadioUniverse, Ghana Television Broadcasting and TV3]. 

Invited Public Lecture, “Assessing the Credibility of Public Opinion Polls,” Ghana Center for Democratic Development 
(CDD-Ghana), Accra, Ghana, November 23, 2011. [Taped broadcast by TV3 and several FM stations]. 

Case 2:16-cv-00783-ECM-SMD   Document 270-2   Filed 09/29/20   Page 84 of 88



16 

Invited Talk, “Obama to Blame?” Penn State University, February 26, 2010. 
Invited Talk, “Shirking the Initiative?” Rutgers University, November 6-7, 2008. 
Invited Talk, “Granting Power to the People: The Adoption of Direct Democracy in the American States,” Bose Series 

Lecturer, University of Iowa, Iowa City, November 7-10, 2007. 
Invited Talk, “Instrumental Effects of the Initiative in the American States,” The Voice of the Crowd—Colorado’s 

Initiative, Byron R. White Center for the Study of American Constitutional Law, University of Colorado, 
Boulder, Old Supreme Court Chambers, Colorado State Capitol, Denver, January 26, 2007. 

Invited Paper/Presentation, “Initiating Reform: The Effects of Ballot Measures on State Election and Ethics Policy,” 
2008 and Beyond: The Future of Election and Ethics Reform in the States, Ohio State Capital Building, Kent 
State University, January 16, 2007.  

Invited Paper/Presentation, “Financing Ballot Measures in the American States,” Financing Referendum Campaigns 
Conference, University of Zurich, Switzerland, October 27-29, 2006. 

Invited Talk, “Pressure at the Polls/Ballot Initiatives,” Capitol Beat Conference, Columbus, OH, August, 2006. 
Invited Talk, “Turnout and Priming Effects of Ballot Initiatives,” Ballot Initiative Strategy Center Spring Briefing, 

National Education Association, Washington, DC, May 11, 2006. 
Invited Talk, “The People as Legislators: The Influence of Direct Democracy,” Moritz College of Law, Ohio State 

University. Columbus, OH, March 3, 2006. 
Invited Public Debate, “Initiative Reform in Florida,” Orlando Regional Chamber of Commerce, Orlando, FL, February 23, 

2006. 
Invited Talk, “Direct Democracy: The Battle over Citizen Lawmaking,” Minnesota Council of Nonprofits, Public Policy Day 

2006: Nonprofits as a Force for Change, Minneapolis, MN, January 26, 2006. 
Keynote Speaker, “Taking the Initiative in Florida,” National Conference of Editorial Writers Regional Conference, 

University of Central Florida, Orlando, FL, October 16, 2005. 
Panelist, “The Educative Effects of Direct Democracy,” Direct Democracy: Historical Roots and Political Realities, The Bill 

Lane Center for the Study of the North American West, Stanford University, Stanford, CA, April 14-15, 2005.  
Panelist, “The Initiative and Referendum Process,” The 2004 Election: What Does it Mean for Campaigns and Governance? 

University of Southern California Law School, Los Angeles, CA, October 8, 2004. 
Invited Talk, “Florida’s Initiative Process,” Oak Hammock, Gainesville, FL, October 21, 2004. 
Invited Talk, “Educated by Initiative,” Oak Hammock, Gainesville, FL, October 6, 2004. 
Invited Talk, “Are Initiatives Good or Bad for Business,” National Chamber of Commerce Federation, Boca Raton, FL, 

February 22, 2004. 
Panelist, “Roundtable on Florida Politics,” UF-FSU Colloquium, Gainesville, FL, November 10, 2003. 
Panelist, “Initiatives and Referenda: Implications for Public Administration and Governance,” National Academy of Public 

Administration, Washington, DC, October 22, 2003. 
Panelist, “Initiatives and Referenda: Direct Democracy or Government for Sale?” New York Bar Association, New York 

City, May 8, 2003.  
Keynote Speaker, “Direct Democracy in Colorado: The (Sub)Urban-Rural Divide,” Colorado Water Congress Annual 

Meeting, Denver, November 8, 2002. 
Invited Talk, “Prospects for a Universal Health Care Ballot Initiative in Florida,” Alachua County Labor Party, 

Gainesville, FL, January 25, 2002. 
Invited Talk, “The 2000 Ghana Elections: Lessons for the Future,” The Center for African Studies, University of Florida, 

Gainesville, August 28, 2001. 
Panelist, “Graduate Studies in Canada and U.S.,” University of Ghana at Legon, Accra, Ghana, March 14, 2001. 
Invited Talk, “Media Coverage of the 2000 [Ghanaian] Elections,” Ghana Center for Democratic Development (CDD-Ghana), 

Accra, Ghana, March 2, 2001. 
Invited Talk, “Ghana’s 2000 Elections: The ‘Politics of Absence,’” Ghana Center for Democratic Development (CDD-Ghana), 

Accra, Ghana, February, 20, 2001. 
Panelist, “Special Forum on U.S. Presidential Elections 2000,” University of Ghana at Legon, Accra, Ghana, November 21, 

2000. 
Invited Talk, “The Role of The Media in US Elections,” Public Affairs Section, United States Embassy, Accra, Ghana, 

October 31, 2000. 
Facilitator, “Three’s A Crowd? The Fate of Third Parties in America,” Humanities Institute Salon, Denver, May 4, 11, & 18, 

2000. 
Chair and Discussant, “Factors Affecting the Success of Initiatives,” Western Political Science Association Conference, San Jose, 

March 24-26, 2000. 
Invited Talk, “The Progressive Myth: Direct Democracy in Colorado, 1912,” Willamette University, February 3, 2000. 
Invited Talk, “The Initiative to Party: The Partisan - Ballot Initiative Nexus,” Willamette University, February 3, 2000. 
Invited Talk, “Taking the Initiative into the 21st Century,” Colorado Water Congress Annual Meeting, Broomfield, January 

27, 2000. 
Invited Talk, “Foundations of the American Political System,” Zhejiang University, Zhejiang, China, October 13, 1999. 
Invited Talk, “Trade, Taiwan, Tiananmen, and Theft: Partisanship in US-China Relations,” Fudan University, Shanghai, 

China, October 11, 1999. 
Invited Talk, “Republicans, Democrats, and US-China Relations,” The People’s University, Beijing, China, October 9, 1999. 
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Invited Talk, “US-China Relations and the 2000 Presidential Election,” China Institute of Contemporary International Relations, 
Beijing, China, October 7, 1999. 

Invited Talk, “Taking the Initiative: The Role of Money in Ballot Initiatives in the US,” Aspen Community & Institute 
Committee, Aspen, August 10, 1999. 

Facilitator, “Taking the Initiative: The Politics of Direct Democracy in Colorado,” Humanities Institute Salon, May 20, May 
27, & June 3, 1999. 

Invited Talk, “The State of Direct Democracy in Colorado,” American Center Series, University of Colorado at Boulder, 
April 9, 1999. 

Participant, “TABOR: Today & Tomorrow,” Graduate School of Public Affairs, University of Colorado at Denver, January 
20-21, 1999. 

Keynote Speaker, Colorado Water Congress Annual Meeting, “The Initiative Process: What You Need to Know,” November 
10, 1998. 

Invited Talk, “The Political Economy of the Bronco’s New Stadium Proposal,” George Washington High School, Reach 
Out DU, October 15, 1998. 

Invited Talk, “The Political Economy of the Bronco’s New Stadium Proposal,” Cherry Creek High School, Reach Out 
DU, October 15, 1998. 

Invited Talk, “Tax Crusaders and the Politics of Direct Democracy,” Tattered Cover Bookstore, Denver, August 20, 
1998. 

Academic Session Leader, “The Politics of Building a New Broncos Stadium,” West High School VIP Program, 
University of Denver, April 17, 1998.  

Participant, “Proposition 13 and its Progeny: Is California Suffering from an Excess of Democracy?” Institute of 
Governmental Studies, University of California, Berkeley, April 1-2, 1998. 

Moderator, “Politics 101,” Student Forum, University of Denver, March 3, 1998. 
Panelist, “Ways to use Technology in Teaching,” Dean’s Luncheon on Teaching and Learning, University of Denver, 

February 20, 1998. 
Panelist, “The End of Empire in Ghana, 1957,” The End of Empire: 50 Years of British Withdrawal, Center for 

Teaching International Relations, University of Denver, February 7, 1998. 
Moderator, “1996 Candidate Forum,” DU Programs Board, University of Denver, October 28, 1996.  
Invited Talk, “Election 1996,” KARIS Community, Denver, October 24, 1996. 
Invited Talk, “Faux Populism: Douglas Bruce, Populist Entrepreneur, and the Anti-Tax Moment in Colorado,” 

Humanities Institute, University of Denver, October 17, 1996. 
Panelist, “The Federal Budget Battle,” Sponsored by Omicron Delta Epsilon and Pi Sigma Alpha, University of Denver, 

October 2, 1995. 
Invited Talk, “US Energy Policy,” Highlands Ranch High School, Reach Out DU, November 10, 1995. 
Panelist, “Study Abroad,” Second Annual University Conference: Internationalization at the University of Denver, 

University of Denver, April, 1994. 
Chair and Panelist, “African Studies,” Second Annual University Conference: Internationalization at the University of 

Denver, University of Denver, April, 1994. 
Panelist, “Public Policy and Work Force Participation: Making the School-to-Work Transition,”  Public Policy and Work 

Force Participation Seminar, University of Pittsburgh, September 15, 1993. 
Rapporteur, “City$Money Conference,” The La Follette Institute for Public Affairs, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 

February 4-6, 1992.  
 
EDITORIAL/ADVISORY BOARDS/REVIEWER 

Review Board, National Science Foundation, 2016 
Editorial Board, State Politics and Policy, 1999-2007; 2014-2016 
Editorial Board, Election Law Journal, 2012-2016. 
Review Board, American Political Science Association (APSA) Small Research Grant Program, 2004-05. 
Review Board, Fulbright/ American Political Science Association (APSA) Congressional Fellowship Program, 2002-2005. 
Academic Advisory Board, Annual Editions, State & Local Government (Brown & Benchmark), 1995-. 
Sub-Field Editor, State Politics, FirstResearch, 1999-2001. 

 
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 
American Political Science Association, 1990- 

State Politics and Policy Section, 2000- 
  President, 2013-2015 

Executive Council, 2010-2012 
Political Organizations and Parties Section, 2000- 

Midwest Political Science Association, 1990-  
Southern Political Science Association, 2001- 
Western Political Science Association, 1994- 

Local Co-Host, Annual Meeting (Denver), 2003 
Chair, Committee on Membership, Attendance, and Registration, 1998-2000 
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Section Chair, State Politics and Policy, 1999 Annual Conference (Seattle) 
Member, Charles Redd Politics of the American West Award Committee, 1999 
Chair, Best Dissertation Award Committee, 1999-2001 

Florida Political Science Association (1994-) 
Section Chair, State Politics, 2004 Annual Conference (Gainesville) 

 
PROFESSIONAL APPOINTMENTS 
Research Associate, Ghana Center for Democratic Development (CDD-Ghana), Accra, Ghana, 2011. 
Research Scholar, Bill Lane Center for the Study of the American West, Stanford University, 2007. 
Senior Research Scholar, Ballot Initiative Strategy Center Foundation (BISCF), Nonprofit 501 (c)(3), Washington, DC, 

(www.ballot.org), 2006. 
Board of Directors, Ballot Initiative Strategy Center Foundation (BISCF), Nonprofit 501 (c)(3), Washington, DC, 2000-2019. 
Board of Scholars, Initiative & Referendum Institute, USC Law School, University of Southern California, 2004-. 
Senior Research Fellow, Initiative & Referendum Institute, Washington, DC, 1998-2003. 
Research Associate, Ghana Center for Democratic Development (CDD-Ghana), Accra, Ghana, 2000-01. 
President & Co-Founder, Citizens Institute for Voter Information in Colorado (CIVIC), Denver, CO, 1998-2001. 
 
UNIVERSITY SERVICE 
University of Florida 
 College/University 

Appointed Member, Latin American Studies Search Committee (Latino Studies), 2014-15 
Appointed Member, Political Science/African Studies Search Committee, 2013-14 
Appointed Member, 20th Century American History Search Committee (History), 2008-09 
Appointed Member, Latino Studies Search Committee (LAS), 2006-07 
Departmental Representative, United Faculty of Florida, 2003- 
Alternate Senator, United Faculty of Florida, 2005- 
State Delegate, Florida Education Association, 2006- 
Elected Member, College of Arts and Sciences, Nominating Committee, 2004-06 
Appointed Member, University of Florida Fulbright Committee, 2003-07 
 
Department 
Chair, 2017- 
Graduate Coordinator, 2014-2016 
Associate Chair, 2013-2014  
Appointed Member, Informatics Search Committee (Departmental Representative), 2013-14 
Appointed Member, Promotion (Full) Review Committee (Service), Leonardo Villalon, 2011 
Appointed Member, Promotion (Full) Review Committee (Research), Badredine Arfi, 2010 
Elected Member, Chair’s Advisory Committee, 2004-05; 2006-07 (Chair); 2007-08 (Chair); 2010-11; 2012-13 
Elected Member, Chair Search Committee, 2004; 2009 
Appointed Member, Tenure Review Committee (Research), Daniel O’Neill, 2008 
Appointed Faculty Mentor, State Senator Mike Haridopolos, 2008-09 
Appointed Member, Strategic Planning Committee, 2008-09 
Appointed Director, Graduate Program in Political Campaigning, 2007-11 
Appointed Member, Committee to establish Undergraduate Certificate in Political Campaigning, 2007 
Elected Member, Market Equity Committee, 2006-07 (Chair); 2007-08; 2008-09 (Chair) 
Appointed Internship Coordinator, 2005- 
Elected Member, Merit Committee, 2004-05; 2005-06; 2006-07 (Chair) 
Appointed Faculty Mentor, Marcus Hendershot, 2006- 
Appointed Faculty Mentor, Helena Rodriques, 2005-06 
Appointed Member, Ad-Hoc Graduate Teaching Committee, 2005-06 
Appointed Member (Chair), Latino Politics Search Committee, 2004-05 
Appointed Member, Tenure and Promotion Committee (Samuel Barkin), 2004. 
Appointed Member, Mid-Career and Mentoring Task Force, 2004-05 
Appointed Member, Speakers Committee (Chair), 2003-05. 
Appointed Member, Tenure and Promotion Committee (Richard Conley), 2003. 
Appointed Member, Political Science Best Undergraduate Paper Award Committee, 2003-04 
 

University of Denver 
Social Science Promotion and Tenure Committee, 1999-2000 
Joint Ph.D. Program in Religious and Theological Studies, (with Iliff School of Theology), 1999-2002 
AH/SOCS Grade Appeals Committee, 1999-2001 
Phi Beta Kappa Selection Committee, Gamma of Colorado, 1998-2002 
Partners in Scholarship (PINS) Committee, 1997-2000 
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AH/SOCS Elected Faculty Committee, 1996-98 
Post-Tenure Review Committee, 1996-98 
SOAR (Summer Orientation), 1997-2000 
Faculty Senate Representative, 1995-1996 
Study Abroad Faculty Advisory Committee, 1995-2000 
Study Abroad Travel Scholarships Committee, 1995-2000 
Faculty Member, Culture and Critical Studies Program, 1995-2000 
Faculty Mentor, 1995-2000 
Reach-Out DU, 1995-2000 
Advisor, Department of Political Science Honors Program, 1995-1996 
 
 

MEDIA INTERVIEWS 
Quoted more than 1,000 times by the media (newspaper, radio, television) on various political issues, including the New York 

Times, Wall Street Journal, Washington Post, USA Today, Bloomberg, The Economist, Newsweek, Time, CNN, CBS News, Fox 
News, National Public Radio, Tampa Bay Times, Miami Herald, Florida Times-Union, San Francisco Chronicle, Los Angeles 
Times, Chicago Tribune, Boston Globe, etc. 
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district in which such officers hold their office. The legislature shall provide 
by law the method of proceeding under this section, provided that the right of 
trial by jury and appeal in such cases shall be secured. This section shall not 
apply to the judge of any court who may be removed by procedures provided 
by the judicial article. 

Section 7.04. Penalties Upon Conviction. 

Any person convicted in cases arising under the three preceding sections 
shall be removed from office and shall be disqualified from holding any office 
under the state during the term for which such person was elected or ap-
pointed. But the person convicted, or acquitted, shall be subject to criminal 
punishment according to law. 

3. Article 8, Sections 177 through 196, inclusive, of the Constitution of 
Alabama of 1901, and all other provisions of the Constitution of 1901 and 
amendments thereto, that conflict with the following article are hereby 
repealed and in lieu thereof the following article shall be adopted: 

ARTICLE VIII 
SUFFRAGE AND ELECTIONS 

Sections 8.01. Qualifications for Voting. 
Every citizen of the United States who has attained the age of eighteen 

years and has resided in this state and in a county thereof for the time 
provided by law, if registered as provided by law, shall have the right to vote 
in the county of residence. 

Section 8.02. Disqualifications. 
No person convicted of a felony or who is mentally incompetent, shall be 

qualified to vote until restoration of civil and political rights or removal of 
disability. 

Section 8.03. Regulation of Elections. 

The legislature shall by law provide for the registration of voters, absen-
tee voting, secrecy in voting, the administration of elections, and the nomina-
tion of candidates. 

4. Amend section 6.09 (d) of Article VI of the Constitution of 1901, as 
amended, as follows: 

(d) The commission may submit a report to the legislature at any time 
within the first five calendar days of any session. If before the end of the tenth 
legislative day of the session to which the report is submitted, the legislature 
has not taken final action 'approving, disapproving or amending the recom-
mendation of the commission, both houses of the legislature shall as the first 
order of business on the eleventh legislative day cause a vote to be taken on 
whether the recommendations of the commission shall be approved, disap-
proved, or amended. If approved, or amended. the recommendations shall 
become law as approved or amended. The compensation of a judge shall not be 
diminished during the judge's term. 

5. Amend section 6.17 (b) of Article VI of the Constitution of 1901, as 
amended, as follows: 

(b) The commission shall be convened permanently with authority to 
conduct investigations, receive or initiate complaints concerning any judge of 
a court of the judicial system of this state, excluding judges who are elected on 

REGULAR SESSION 
30th Day 

a state-wide basis. The commission shall file a complaint with the court of the 
judiciary in the event that a majority of the members of the commission 
decide that a reasonable basis exists, (1) to charge a judge with violation of 
any canon of judicial ethics, misconduct in office, failure to perform duties, or 
(2) to charge that the judge is physically or mentally unable to perform the 
duties of said office. All proceedings of the commission shall be confidential, 
except the filing of a complaint with the court of the judiciary. The commis-
sion shall prosecute the complaints. 

6. Article 18 of the Constitution of Alabama of 1901 as amended, is 
hereby further amended by adding a new section thereto, as follows: 

Amendments to this constitution which apply to any political subdivi-
sion or subdivisions of the state less than the whole shall be proposed and 
voted upon in the legislature, and the election on such amendments shall be 
conducted and the result proclaimed, in all respects, in the manner provided 
by Section 284 of this constitution, except that in the bill or resolution 
submitting any such amendment the legislature may direct that the election 
to be held thereon shall be by the qualified electors of the political subdivision 
or subdivisions named therein, and that the notice of the election on such 
amendment shall be published only in the counties or municipalities affected 
thereby. 

Section 2. All officers filling any office by election or appointment 
under Article 5 of the Constitution of 1901 shall continue the duties thereof, 
until their offices shall have been abolished or their successors elected and 
qualified in accordance with this amendment, or law authorized by this 
amendment. No provision of this amendment, or law authorized by this 
amendment, shall shorten the term of any person elected to state office prior 
to the date on which this amendment shall become effective. 

Section 3. Except to the extent inconsistent with the provisions of this 
amendment, all provisions of law and rules of court in force on the effective 
date of this amendment shall continue in effect until superceded in the 
manner authorized by the constitution. 

Section 4. An election upon the proposed amendment is to be held on 
the first special, primary or general election after the expiration of three 
months from final adjournment of the current session of the legislature. The 
election shall be held in accordance with the provisions of Sections 284 and 
285 of the Constitution of Alabama of 1901, as amended, and Section 17-3-7 of 
the Code of Alabama, 1975. 

Section 5. Notice of the election and of the proposed amendments shall 
be published once a week for four successive weeks next preceding the day 
appointed for the election in a newspaper in each county of the state. If a 
newspaper is not published in a county, a copy of the notice shall be posted at 
the courthouse and at three other places in the county. 

SUBSTITUTE ADOPTED 

And the substitute was adopted. 

Yeas 88; Nays 0. 

Yeas: 

Mr. Speaker, Adams (H), Amari, Barton, Bedsole, Bennett, Biddle, Blake, 
Bowling, Brakefield, Buskey, Cabaniss, Campbell, Carothers, Carter, Cates, 
Cheatwood, Cobb, Coburn, Cooley, Crow, Dial, Dixon, Drinkard, Edwards, 
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P Ql.:3 IH!1 232 
RECEIPT FOR CERTIFIED MAit. ..,_,... -·- r THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

S...IO 

--""·· .. 
PO • Swte ai'ld zro COde -- s 

C.,,,'4<1 Fee 

-DoM;,yfee . 
> 

~Oeii.,.,.,.Fee ----· 10 tlllhClrP a;IICt o..t Oa.wed 

"' I Fltb"" Aececlt ~~. 
Date. ~ Ad::!!'t:'"-S d. - • § -,,OTAl Po$lage are sees s ., 

I cS;i °'q 5 - t-H-3 ' E 
15 
••• r - 

s ~~=-~.~~~ 
-. :~ 

JEFF SESSIONS 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 
STATE OF ALAS.-N• 

April 16, 1996 

is ion 

st ice 

20035-6128 

RE: Submission under 
sect.ion 5 of the 
Voting Rights Act of 
1965 

Dear Sirs: 

As required by Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act of 
1965, I am enclosing fo.r the approval of the Justice 
Department Act No. 95-443 of the 1995 Regular Session of 
the Legislature of Alabama. Act No. 95·-443 provides for a 
proposed constitutional amendment to repeal and rep1ace 
Article VIII of the Constitution of Alabama 1901 regarding 
voting and suffrage. It was enacted into law on July 28, 
1995. 

In compliance with Section 51:27 of the Procedures 
For Submission under Section 5 of the voting Rights Act, 
the following information is submitted: 

a. A copy of Act No. 95-443 is enclosed (Exhibit A). 

b. Act No. 95-443 proposes a constitutional 
amendment to repeal and replace the present 
Article VIII of the State constitution. 
(Exhibit B) The present Article VIII is 
antiquated and has been overruled and rendered 
ineffective by the passage of federal laws and 
by court decisions. The proposed amendment sets 
out procedures already in place by federal law. 
It authorizes the State Legislature to provide 
procedures for voting and voter registration. 
The proposed amendment will be voted on and 
adopted as other proposed statewide amendments. 
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Civil Rights Division 
Voting Section 
Page 2 

c. Person making the submission - Lynda Knight 
Oswald, Ass~stant Attorney General, State of 
Alabama, Alabama- State House, 11 south Union 
Street, Montgomery, AL 36130, telephone 
334/242-7300; also contact Honorable Jack B. 
Venable, Member, House of Representatives, 
District 31-, P. o. Box 736, Tallassee, Ala. 
36078, telephone 334/283-6568 or 334/242-7770. 

d. Submitting Authority - Attorney General, State 
of Alabama. Jurisdiction responsible for change 
- state. 

e. Submitting authority is located in Montgomery, 
Alabama. 

f. Body responsible for change - State 
Legislature. Mode of change - proposed 
cons ti t.ut.Lorra L amendment. 

g. State legislature provides for the proposed 
constitutional amendments" and e.lection and 
voting procedures. 

h. Date adopted - July 28, 1995. 

i. Effective upon approval by the voters and 
approval by the Justice Department. 

j. Change has not been enforced. 

k. Change affects the entire State of Alabama. 

l. Change was made because the present Article VIII 
of the Constitution is ineffective and out-of­ 
date. 

m. Effect on minority groups - None. 

n. Past or pending litigation - None. 

o. Not applicable. 
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p. Minority contacts: None provided. 
Representative Venable stated that he did not 
recall any negative votes when the amendment was 
proposed in the L.egi.slature. 

For further information, contact Representative 
Venable. 

Sincerely, 

JEFF SESSIONS 
Attorney General 
By: 

LYNDA K. OSWALD 
Assistant Attorney General 

JS/LKO/jho 

cc: Honorable Jack B. Venable 

Enclosures 
J/OW 
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- - EXHIBIT A 

- l 

Each Probate Judge, Sheriff, District Court Clerk. the 
Clerk and Resister of the Circuit Court, County CommiMion 
Chairman and Municipal Clerk is required by law to 
preserve this slip or pamphlet in a book kept in his office 
until the Act is publiahed in permanent form. 

ALABAMA LAW 
(Regular Session, 1995) 

Act No. 95-443 
H. 38 - Rep. Venable 

• 

AN ACT 
To repi- the~ in Article Vlil ol the Conatitution of Af•b•m• ol 1001 

by ~pealing die existing Anide VIII and pn,paoing a new Article VIJl: to pnmde 
•ligibility requittme1>ta for ••Wllr. 41ld to P""'1de tha, tha Legi,lau,,.. would. by 
statuu. proride for rq:iltration to eeee, MCt"ecy in votinc~ th6 administration of 
olections. and the nomination ol candidata. 

Be It En;u;ud by t~ ugis/aJure of Alabama: 

Section 1. The following amendment to the Constitution of 
Alabama of 1901. as amended, is proposed and shall become valid 
as a part thereof when approved by a majority of the qualified 
electors voting thereon and in accordance with Sections 284, 285, 
and 287 of the Constitution of Alabama of 1901, as amended, 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Article VIII of the Constitution of Alabama of 1901 is hereby 

repealed and in lieu thereof the following article shall be adopted. 
ARTICLE VIIl 

Suffrage and Elections 
(a} Every citizen of the United States who bas attained the age 

of e.ighteen years and bas resided in this state and in a county 
thereof for the time provided by law, if registered as provided by 
law, shall have the right to vote in the county of his or her 
residence. The Legislature may prescribe reasonable and 
nondiscriminatory requirements as Prerequisites to registration for 
voting. The Legislature shall, by statute, prescribe a procedure by 
which eligible citizens can register to vote. 

(b) No person convicted of a felony involving moral turpitude, or 
who is mentally incompetent, shall be qualified to vote until 
restoration of civil and political rights or removal of disability . • 

.. . 
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2 

(cl The Legislature shall by law provide for the regisrraticn of 
voters, absentee voting, secrecy in voting. the administration of 
elections, and the nomination of candidates. 

Section 2. An election upon the proposed amendment shall be 
held in accordance with Sections 284 and 285 of the Constitution of 
Alabama of 1901, as amended, and the general election laws of this 
state. 

Section 3. 'l'he appropriate election official shall assign a 
ballot number for the proposed constitutional amendment on the 
election ballot and shall set forth tile following description of the 
substance or subject matter of tile proposed constitutional 
amendment: 

"Proposing an amendment of the Constitution of Alabama of 
1901, repealing Article Vlll, relating to suffrage and elections. The 
amendment would repeal the existing Article VIII, and provide 
that, in accordance with constitutional requirements, suffrage 
would extend to residents who are citizens. 18 years of age or older 
who have not been convicted of a felony involving moral turpitude. 
This amendment would further provide that the Legislature would 
provide for certain voting procedures by statute. 

(Proposed by Act----' 
This description shall be followed by the following language: 
"Yes( )No( ).• 
Passed the House May 4, 1995 
Passed the Senate July 26, 1995 
I hereby certify that the foregoing copy of an Act of the 

Legislature of Alabama has been compared with the enrolled Act 
and it is a true and correct copy thereof. 

Given under my hand this 28th day of July, 1995. 
GREG PAPPAS 

Clerlt of the House 

. .. 
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•.• II" .. ' EXHIBIT B 

:. m.: us Art. Vu, V •••• Art. VIII, t 177 

io•emor in 
, to expel the 
!ioe without 
•• v. Roberto 
899). -·o-.­ lin( for the 
: of ed11t1tion 
Joftheaci, 
the p.....,,t 
lcta 1919. pp. 
royean,wu 
. ll:dlurray. 

m- - 16A CJ.S.. 
IA•. t 612. 48 CJ.S .• Judsa. 

61 CJ.S. Officon. t 68. 

Jut. 2d. Public Officff, and 
171-176. 

. '- of 
>t elecdon of 
m for period 
of tttm of 
ntmertt. held 
idp lfflll of 
-.1 Willi&mo, 
alkerCounty 
663 (19'6). 
,t ••••.••••••• 
u abotiahinr 
. of education 
uthenofthe 
ducation wu 
uiona ot tlua 
.he folll'year 
rintendent of 
259 Ala. 329, 

The penalties in 
extend beyond remo=office,idisqualificationa from holding office, 
under the authority of thia te, for term for which the officer waa elected 
or appointed; but the ahall liable to indictment and punishment u 
prescribed by law . 

JHicW_ol_ 
4. •·• by readoption or l«tion. s 
Knirt,t •· o.Grafftnritd. 226 Ala. 
531 (1931~ 1._.._ _..i., 
p1 1eYdom in whidt defj · 
constitutional rirt,ta. Stace 
o.Graffenried, 226 Ala. Ult. 1 

ARTICLE VIII . 
SUWliGB AND ELECnoNS. 

ol-.- 

Sec. 117. Ap _. ddz-blp quallftcadona ol eledon. 
Every male citizen of thia state who is a citizen of the United States, and every 

male resident of foreip birth, who, before the ratification of thia Conatitution, 
shall bave legally declared ilia intention to become a citizen of the United State&, 
twenty- yean old or upwards, not laborin( under any of the maabilities 
named in thia article, and poe1ming the qualiticalicmw required by it, shall be 
an elector, and ,hall be entitled to vote at any electioa by the people; provided, 
that all foreignen who bave legally declared their intention to become citizeDI 
of the United Stat.ea, shall, if they fail to become citir.ena thereof at the time the:, 
are entitled to beco- IUCh, cease to baYe the risht to vote until they become 
such citizens. 

•• -t. - 
••• grow,d 
Ju w.U u 
I. SiTIOJ, 237 

,&&is tor an 
Uy liClCunte. 
,\la. 416. 187 

! jury. Dollu 
, 187 So. 456 

I Yttdid. - 
lged in favor 
:wherein the 
l IUIOCl&ble 
237 Ala. 411, 

olofflan 

(atbew1, 259 
;tate u: rel 
l. 208 So. 2d 

C... m-. - M to rt(iltntioe ol 
cenain elo<tDn by mail. see An.eclment Noa. 
285 and 322. As to ••••• iitutional .,._.... or 
,uar.«e, ,.. f 3S. 
.,,,,_. ~ - Uoclff tho C....titlltion 

of 1819 fVffJ white male--tho-ol 
21 Jean. who waa a citiNn of the United SW. 
and who had raldod lo !ht 1we - J"I' bofon 
the olection. and tl.tft .-tho withio the countJ 
or town. - a q1'&1iflod elect«. Swa u m. 
Portee•· Crook, l2S Ala. 600, 2:8 So. 7~ {1900~ ·----~-., •••••••••• - The niDM.eeath 
amendmmi to tho U.S. Coaotitution. by ita owe 

fotte and .rr •••• ,!ribs from lhil llfflion the 
word ··male." u 1111d in defining who are or may 
beeoaie electon. u well u where used in odwr 
••••• or ourorpni< orll&UltorJ laws •••••• uMd 
in conMCtion with tho .icht and qaalificatioa lO 
••••• aad &loo strikeo tboftf,- 11w - of tho 
munllM-- ..._ •• it_.... u 
10 .nab the - include and applicable 10 both 
sua. Gra ••• •· Eubank. 205 Ala. 17 t. 81 So. 587 
(lftll 
ElldlN laws ""'1 ..,IJ to _..., _,,, - c-.1 election laws do oot apply 

10 electioao othff than for eie<,ic;,; of of­ 
not to tkctioN to cbanp COGfltJ ~ ete. 

331 

• 
' 
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Art. vm, § 178 CONSTITUTION OF ALABAKA or 1901 Art. vm, § 178 Art. VIII, 

Leigh,. Statt. 69 Ala. 261 U881); Gandy.. Stai.. 
82 Ala. 61. 2 So. 465 (1887); Stat.o n rtL l'onff 
r, Crook. 126 Ala. 600, 28 So. 1,s (1900). 
S,edal electioa valW lf M ca ltutiaa•I 

lalalllltioL - An tiO<'tiDcl may be a lopl one 
under a special la•, if t'otrt ii no c:ooatitnliooal 
inhibitioa against it, althoup it ii Mt sud, an 
election aa is contemplalA!d in Ibo Coaltitntion. 
State u rel Porur •. Crook, 126 Ala. 600, !8 So. 
745 ll900i 
Promlon for nt..-.. ii ...iw. - The 

J..gislanirt msy paaa a la• to become nlid only 
after an _...i by a majority of Ibo poople 
ralifymg it. Ex pane Hill, 40 Ala. 121 (1866); 
Stst.e ex m Port.er,. Cr<>ok. 126 Ala. 600, 28 So. 
745 {1900~ 
M..- ol •otlar ..,......_ - AD - 

pro-ridinc for amendmnt to Constitution. 
maJrinc the failuft of ·- to ..-aae prinlA!d 
matur on titket an affirmative vCKe for the 
ameadmet ii nlid. Mq A Tllomu Hdwt. Co. 
•. Mayor. etc.. of llirmiD,d,am. 123 Ala. 306. 211 
So. 53'1 (1899). 

CHM in Ullited Swa •· Alabama. 192 F". 
Supp. 677 ()lD. Ala. 196li ncated snd 
renanded 382 U.S. 602. 80 S. Ct. m. , L Ed. 
2d 982 (1960); UnilA!d States v. Penton. 212 r. 
Supp. 193 (11.D. Ala. 1962): White v. F"rinlc. 274 
Ala. ~. 145 So. 2d ~ (19621: UailA!d States v. 
Atlr:inL 323 F" ..2d 733 (Stb Cir. 1963); United 
States v. Parlter, 236 F. Supp. Sil ()lD. Ala. 
1~ Unit.td States •. Alabama. 252 r. Supp. 95 
()(.D. Ala. 1966~ 
eou..nl ..,_ -29 CJ.S,, Electiooa. 

H ~12. 
25 Am. Jur. 2d. E1«tiom. H .Z.115. 
Cc,mlitutionality of 1tamte1 in relation to 

rqistntioo befcn •oting at •1«1ioo or primary. 
91 ALR 349. 
Gol-eming law u to exilwnee or dt.aracwr of 

ott ••••• for which - bu been con-ritied in a 
ftdonl court. or court of a-i- state. aa 
bnrinc upoa the dilqualificatioa to voce. 175 
ALR 78'. 

~­ preceding I 
vot.lP... aft \ 
doniciliary 
wud. at lb 
providod in 
Ala. 56. 181 
~ risla 

Jt ..•• - 
,-dnce,b 
thecounty1 
N!Sidt1.c•. 
aboiloned 
to - Lee, 23e A ..,._l 
aboeo<efro 

::"'..r.:: 
tlwal.c.1e 
limo.don, 
of reoidene 
So. 296119 
!k..a 
c•rM• 
.-eel l,il 
two ynn. 
lU.. wet 
<"fill*IY­ 
in .-llff 
few -i 
Cohambia, - .. ,rhich he. 
ctaimCol• 
in the •••• 
181 So. 29 a.... 
Wba. a' 
family rH 
hlllband'1 
u respect 
not alteY 
aa.nd.­ 
Wilktnoa 
11938i u.-, _..,.., -· YOC.t1" of I 
no family 
t.empol'll'l 
of wife"s 

Sec. 178. Raldenq, re,btntloa and poll tax ftquirementa for elec:ton. 
To entitle a person to vote at any election by the people, be shall have resided 

in the state at leut two years, in the county one year, and in the precinc:t or ward 
three montha, immediatelJ preceding the eledioo at which be offen to vote, and 
be shall have been duly ttgiatered as an elector, and shall have pajd on or before 
the first day of February next precedinJ the date of the election at which be 
offers to vote, all poll taxes due from him for the year nineteen hundred and 
one, and for each subsequent year; provided, that any elector wbo, within three 
montha next preceding the date of the electioa at which be offen to vote, baa 
removed from one precinct or ward to another precinct or ward in the ume 
county, incorporated town, or city, shall have the right to vote in the precinct 
or ward from which he baa so removed, if he would have been entitled to vote 
in such precinct or ward but for such removal. 

er- ..,.,......_ - SH tbe notes under 
§ 177. 
As to amount. h,vy and <OIJ«tioa of poll tas. 

Sff § 19', As to ffffflptions from poll tu. Sff 
~nt Noa. 7, 10, 1'. U, 90, 109. lu to 
rfgistrstioll of Oft't&in •leeton by mail see 
Amtndmnt Noa. 285 and 322. 
Siwe aiMtND.Ua wal tllL ••••• 111AY 

·- - TM niMWfflth amendment to tbe U.S. 
CoMtiwtioa prolubitl a diocriminatioll apinst 
women by tbil section snd § 19' of our 
Constitution, and hu the ume efftct upon theM 
proriaions u to tbe elimination of the fomale su 
aa whon UMd in I 177 ud othff _..,,,.. 
Grun •. Eubanlt, 205 Ala. 11,. 87 So. 587 
{192li 

Tllia aectioa ie _,Rte,y and &ny vote cut 
by OM - qll&liflfd httfuncler is an illfgal YOlf. 
Ex ~ Bullen, 236 Ala. 56, 181 So. 498 (19381. 
Exn,t u to..,_ of elKtlH oflldak. - 

The ruJ.. tbat mandator)' pro~ of •loction 
law an ltfflffllly to be consuued aa only 
dirf<tory, in ~gs atiuking the el«tion 
after it 11 hold. ii applicable to provis.ons 
ttlatinr to tbe dutias snd Kt& of •le<tion 
offiriala, but Mt to tbe qualificatioos of tJ«tors. 
Ex ~ Bullen, 236 Ala. 56. 181 So. 498 (1938). 
A._ - N NMldlN in-. -•1 

an4 ~ - t:oder tbis section th• 
roqaiffment1 thac ·He lh&ll han reuled in tho 
stalf at Inst two yur1 [now o.w yearl in tho 
county one yNZ (now su months~ snd in tbe 

8ft. 17' 
All el 

a repre 

332 
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... ; 
rt. vm, ~ 178 Art. VIIl, § 179 SUFFRAGE ANll ELECTIONS Art. Vl11, § 179 

,labama. 192 F. 
,. -.."U'At.ed and 
:t. 924. 4 L Ed. 
Peetco. 212 F. 
ite v. Frink. 27 4 
United St.at<s v. 
·. 19631; United 
511 (l,1.0. Ala. 
• 252 F. Supp. 95 

precinct or WMd thrff months. immediately 
pfffl!ding the election at which he ofrus to 
vote.'' att used in the sense that he must be a 
domiciliary of the state. oounty and pr«i!l<'l or 
~ at the time he ofius IO vote. exc:ept as 
provided in this se<tion. Ex pane Sullen. 236 
Ala. 56, ISi So. ~98 U938~ 
And right to •- ;.- forfeitH by cban~ or 

dotairile. - A volet' who hu acquittd • ~I 
residentt, has been duly registered as a voter of 
the coonty and preeinct or ward. may retain such 
...,..i.n... for election purl)OSfS, until he has 
abandoned and removed theref?Om with intent 
to be<ome a resident elsewhere. Wilkenon v. 
Lee. 236 Ala. 1()4, 181 So. 296 (1938). 
&1 not by temporary--. -Temponry 

aboenff from-·s residentt for purposes of his 
employment and the like:, without intent to 
abandon the home town and acquire a domicile 
elHwhere permanenUy, or f0< an inMlinite 
time. d ••• not forfeit one's right to vote at platt 
of res.ir-. W-llktnon v. Lee, 236 Ala. 104. 181 
So. 296 (1938). 
~llool teKber wu eaddN to •o<e In 

~ - A public school teacher who 
moved his family into Columbia, taught there 
[WO ye&n, ttptertd as & \'Olet' and paid poll 
tu. went ~ another town for vacation 
employment. then took employment u te~htt 
in ano<het' counl)', removing his family there a 
few weeks before municipal election in 
Columbia, .,;di no manifestalion of intent to 
beoome an e5tabtished resident in the ..,...., to 
which he removed. did not {O<feit bis right to 
dun Columbia u his reaideoc:e and east his vote 
in the eJemoe. Wilkersoa v. Lee. 236 Ala. 104. 
181 So. 296 (1938). 
H_., ..,...;1e II 4omirile ol wife. - 

When a woman marries and ent.HS ioto the 
famii)' malioft at the domicil• or the buaband. 
husbMd's domicile beCOllld domicile or the wife. 
u respttta wife's VOCing rigbta, and the rule is 
nol altered by the feclerll conotitutional 
.......i.ne,,1 g;v;,,. women rid,.t of suffl'Sl(t­ 
Wilunon •- Lae, 2:16 Ala. 10&. 181 So. 296 
(19381. u- 11t tme ol-.lap. die ••••••• Ml 
IMfflJ a~ .-1. tlle ••• 111)' when 
·- IIH. and is a resident and qualified 
vowr of anodler county, and spo,118 establish 
no family reideoc:e fadD et animo at place of 
temponrJ abode prior to date of e!ect,on in place 
oL wife's form« domicile, wife would still be a 

52-115. 
1 in relation to 
,<ion or primary. 

~ or cha.ratter of 
n ~n\'icted in a 
tothtt ttate, •• 
ion to \'Ote, 115 

: elec:ton. 
have resided 
einet or ward 
3 to vote, and 
I on or before 
. at which he. 
hundred and 
within three 

I to Vote, baa 
in the same 
the precinct 
titled to vote 

1. 

id any ~ote cut 
••• illepl vote, 
I So. 498 11938). 
OD OffldalL - 
1iOll$ of ~ection 
Slrued as only 
:ing the election 
! to provisions 
cts of ele<tion 
:ions of eLecton. 
l So. 49811938). 
ft Sta~. COGfltf 
is section the 
'(ere,ided in the 
nt yeu1 in the 
ths). and in the 

legal voter in her !onntt domicile. Wilkenon v. 
Lee. 236 Ala. 104, 181 So. 296 (19381. 

Wo111U1 wu e.n·titW to vote in~ - 
Whett a woman who was domiciled. registered. 
and paid poll tax in town or Columbia fO< year 
of municipal election wu married a rew montha 
before ele<tion and thereaflff li,-ed with 
husband in another county temporlrily. sudl 
other rounty not bemg husband's domicile. 
woman was endued to vote in municipal election 
of Columbia. Wilkerson v. Lee. :!36 Ala. 104, 181 
So. 296 (19381 . 
This !lttlion apfii<I to munici,-1 .ieetlons. 

- It mwst be noted that tlus se<tioo d<!als with 
the rikf\t to vote. in. any e1eetion and ~ 
a distinction between "wvds and precinct$." 
thus applying tD municq,al as well as othtt 
elections. Huey v. Etheridg,,, 234 Ala. 264. 175 
So. 2SS (193'7\. 
And is appli<allM to deetiono for tit>' 

.....-ic,nen,. - This section and $talUtory 
provisions governing tt0idtntt of •lectors and 
place of ,oting do not conflic:t with •t.atut.es 
goveminl( commission form of city government. 
&nd hence ore applicable to elecuoal of city 
c:ommissionen. Ex~ Bullen. 236 Ala. 56. 181 
So. 498 (19381. 
0- - retWlnr lrillWI -,onte llmitl ol 

•-• r ••. lhtte -• nest pft<Nin1 hil 
eie<tloR U -OC' thereof WU infligtole for 
sud> office. Buy v, Etheridlte, 234 Ala. 264, l7S 
So. ~ (1937). 
CitH in Prost v. State ex rel Clements. 153 

Ala. 654. 45 So. 203 119071: llit<hell v. Kinney, 
242Ala.196. oSo. 2dffl!(1942): Davia v.S<hneU. 
81 F. Supp. 872 (S.0. Ala.I. afrd. 336 US. 933. 
69 S. Ct. 7"9, 93 L Ed. 1093 11949~ 
Col ••••••• ffl- - 29 CJ.S,. Eteetion&. 

§§ 1-1-35. • 
25 Am. J11r. 2d. £1,ectiona. §§ 52-115. 
Conatitotionality or st.atutel in relation to 

re,iistntion before vo<in,: at ele<tion o,r primary. 
91 ALR349. 
Constitutionalil)'' con,1truclion. and 

opplication of constitotional ee ,iawtorY 
provision which makn papnenl of poll llX 
c:ondition of rigbt to vote. 139 ALR 561. 
State ,-otinir ril{hta of rnidenta of mi]ilory 

establishments. 34 ALR2d 1193. 
Resiclen<e ee domicile of 1tud@ntor lHCher fo, 

purp<>M of voting. 98 ALlid 483. 
Residence or students ror votilllf pU11lOML o 

ALR3d 19'1. 

Sec. 179. Method of •otlnr- 
All _4lection1 by the people shall be by ballot, and all elections by penons ill 

a repreMDtative capacity shall be viva voce.. 
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Art. VID, § 180 CONSTmfflON or ALAIIAJIA or 1901 Art. VID. I 180 
en. adc: IF ti - Aa to DI of 'fOtmS 

machines, lff A.....i- No. 41. A1 IO 
autllori(y of cow,U.. IO iuue bondl for - 
p,o1'idinir YOlin1 machma, - Amendmeat No. 
200. 
'nail NdiN N leeWlr1tt1 &ejpai&eC'Nl't 

ce•eWfoe'a" a E 11liep lJI .,....u.,,..... 
ol _., -. Stale u rel Cotfin •. Hanulton. 
225 Ala. 79. JU So. 71 (1932). 

~ iD Ex puu Jol111-. 203 Ala. 579. 84 So. 
803 0919~ 
ColWe9I ...,_ - 21 CJ.S., Election.•. 

ff 14~189. 
26 Am. Jur. 2d. E1tctions. ff 202-224, 234-276. 

See. 181. Penoaa .-lifted to ncwta u electon - Prior to December %0, 
lNt. 

The followin( male c:itisena of thia atate, wbo are c:itisena of the United States, 
and every ~ reaident of foreip birth who, before the ratification of this 
Conatitution, ahall have lep1ly declared hit intention to become a citisen of the 
United Stat., and who ahall not have bad an opportunity to perfect hia 
c:imemhip prior to the twentieth day of o-mber, nineteen hundred and two, 
twenty-one Jean old or upwarda, who, if their pl8ee of reaidenee ahall remain 
unchanpi. will have, at the date of the nut pneral election the qualificationa 
u to reeiclence preKribed in aection 178 of this Conatitution, and who are not 
dilqnalitied under NCtion 182 of tbia Conatitution, ahall, upo11 applicltion, be 
entitled to repter u elect.on prior to the twentieth day of December, nineteen 
hundred and two, namely: . 
Fint. - All who ban honorably aened in the land or nanl forces of the 

'United States in the war of 1812, or in the war with Mexico, or in any war with 
the Indiana, or in the war between the atatea, or in the war with Spain, or who 
honorably aened in the land or nanl fores of the Confederate States, or of 
the State of .Alabama in the war between the atates; or, 
Second. - The lawful desc:endanta of penona who honorably aened in the 

land or nanl forces of the United Stat. in the war of the American Revolution, 
or in the war of 1812, or in the war with Mexico, or in any war with the Indiana, 
or in the war between the states, or in the land or nanl forca of the Confederate 
Stat.ea, or of the State of Alabama in the war between the .tat.es; or, 
Third. -All persona who are of eood c:bancter and who undentand the dutiea 

and obliptiona of citizenabip under a repablican form of government. 

CroN ...,_ - S. - under f 177. 
Aa lO ..-,,tJl'O"ilionl u 10 quali(icaliooa and 
tt!riltntion of •lonon. - Amer I 11t No. 
223. 
~---·,- -ltil 

-· thot Ibo third ·-- of tbil HCtioft. pornutll,,ir the ttJiotntioll of •ltc<on 
btfo •.• 190:I. of "all - wllo an, of p,d 
thanctn and who ...-....., tho datias and 
obliptiolll of ~ under a ...,..blitu 
fOffll of l!O"fflllDt'llt." optMd a wido door to the 
.,..... of cliacmiona,y - by the 
roi,iauvo.. Gileo v. Teuley, 19S U.S. I~ 2' S. 
Ct. 359. 48 L Ed. W (1904). 

Thoo. a <imlit COll1l of the t.:o~ Sta1e1 iD 
~ hu - jurildittion of an action 
brol,tlt by a coloftd man. ...,idont in AW.-. 
on behalf of himwlf and othff llOl[IWS IO compel 
the i-rd of ...,_..... LO •IIIOII tJwir - 
upon the vowi,: lisu of the councy iD whidl U..,­ 
.....,., whemn ff 1~1115 of lhil arti<w nn 
alltt,od IO bf contrv:,' 10 lM Conllltution of the 
United Sm-. Gilft •. Harril. 189 t.:.S. t7S. 23 
S. Ct. 639. t7 L Ed. 909 (1903\. 
C I scmt :*1 - 25 Aa. Jw. td.. 

El«<ionl. ff 52-115. 

Art. VD 

SK. 18 
After 

perso111 
will ha• 
resident 
u elec:1 
Conatio 
Fint. 

United 
and tho 
Stateai 
in aomt 
ereater 
and th<i 
physic& 
Secot 

who is· 
in thiu 
or the t 
of real 
hundre 
huaban 
propert 
pl'OYide 
next pr 
unlesa 

See. 1! 
The: 

voting, 
All ic 

be diaq 
those 
malt ea, 
money 
with in 
hipm) 
nature, 

Case 2:16-cv-00783-ECM-SMD   Document 270-7   Filed 09/29/20   Page 10 of 21



Art. VUI, I 180 
>n. 203 Ala. oi9. 84 So. 

- 29 CJ.$., E!e<tions. 

•. ff 202-224. 234-276. 

to December 20, 

:he United States, 
1tification of this 
ne a citizen of the 
:y to perfect his 
hundred and two, 
ence shall remain 
the qualifications 
and who are not 
in application, be 
eember, nineteen 

val forces of the 
r in any war with 
ith Spain. or who 
:ate States, or of 

bly served in the 
rican Revolution, 
with the Indians, 
f the Qinfederate 
ates; or, 
irstand the duties 
·emment. 

tM United Slaln in 
ic:tion of an anion 
resident in Alabama. 
ber Ml?")OS to compel 
0 enroll tbtir IWIIH 
county in •lrich the~ 
i of this artidt •·•tt 
•• Constiwtion of the ms. 189 us. 47;. 23 
19031 
- 2:5 Aa. Iv. ~ 

-- 

.. 

- 

Art. vm, § 181 Art. vm. § 182 SUFFRAGE AND ELEcrIONS 

~ 181. Same After January l, 1903. 
Aft.er the first day of January, nineteen hundred and three, the following 

persons, and no others, who, if their place of residence shall remain unchanged, 
will have, at the date of the next general election, the qualification.s u to 
residence prescribed in section 178 of this article, shall be qualified to register 
aa electors; provided, they sball not be disqualified under section 182 of this 
IAnstitution. 
First.-Those who can read and write any article of the Constitution of the 

United States in the Engliah language, and who are physically unable to work; 
and those who can read and write any article of the Qin.stitution of the United 
States in the Engliah language, and who have worked or been regularly engaged 
in some lawful employment., buainesa, or occupation, trade or calling, for the 
greater part of the twelve months next preceding the time they offer to register; 
and thOR who are unable to read and write, if such inability ii due solely to 
physical diaability; or, 
Second.-The owner in gc>tAi faith in his own right, or the huaband of a woman 

who ii the owner in good faith, in her own right, of forty acres of land situate 
in this state, upon which they reside; or the owner in good faith in his own ript., 
or the husband of any woman who ii the owner in good faith, in her own ri&ht.. 
of real estate situate in this state, ueeaaed for taxation at the value of three 
hundred dollan or more, or the owner in good faith, in hia own right, or the 
b111band of a woman who ia the owner in good faith, in her own ~ht, of penonal 
property in this etate u1ea1ed for taxation at three hundred dollare or more; 
provided, that the tuea due upon such real or personal property for the year 
next preceding the year in which he offere to register ehall have been paid, 
unlell8 the ueet151Mllt shall have been leplly contested and ia undetermined. 

11.,..a. - Tllil N<'QGII boo boon repealed by ~t No. 223. Prior 10 il:I rei-1, it wu 
amended by Amlnclment Noo. 55 and 91. For pr9fflt pro..- u to qualffleadoas and regiotntion 
of electon,, aee Amen rlnwnt No. 22S. 

Sec. 181 Certain pa- clilqv•IHleil from~ UNI. •otinf. 
The followinc person.s shall be disqualified both from ~ and from 

voting, namely: 
All idiota and inlaDe persona; those who ahaD by reuon of conviction of crime 

be di8qnalified from Yotiq at the tinM of the ratification of this Constitution; 
thoee who shall be conYieted of tzeaaoa, murder, anon, embeulement. 
malfeMtnce in office, larceny, receivinr et.o!en property, obtaininr property or 
~Qney-under false pretenses, perjnl'y, subornation of perjury-, robbery, aaaault 
with intent to rob, burslary, (orgery, bribery, aaaault and batt.ery on the wife, 
bigamy, lmnr in adultery, sodomy, meat, rape, miscegenation, crime agaiDtt 
nature, or any crime puniahable by imprieonment in the penitentiary, or of any 

335 

) - - ·--··----- 
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l ~ , 
Art. vm, § 182 CONSTmJTION OF ALABAXA OF 1901 Art. vm, t 182 
infamous crime or crime involving moral turpitude; also, any person who aball 
be convicted u a vagrant or tramp, or of aelliug or offering to sell his vote or 
the vote of another, or of buying or offering to buy the vote of another, or of 
making or offering to make a tai.e return in any election by the people or in 
any primary election to proc:are the aomiuatioll or electiou of any person to any 
office. or of suborning any witoesa or registrar to eecure the registration of any 
person u an elector. 

Thia MCtioll ia • • n,a.c..., o1 rerilnl 
<=-ialtioL - This prO'rilion. requiring • 
coonciion in the due ..,..,.., of jadicial 
p,oceedings be(Clft djsfranchilemmt, io ueitllor 
an ex poat fatto law. nor a pcovisiw1 in the 
natlltt of a bill of aaainder, widlin tho_., 
of tho fedora!Conatiwlioft. Wuhiqtoo •. Stale. 
75 Ala. 582 (188'). 
It ill< •••• Nill,.._ - ,ellt .......,., - 

Tbe lfado of lan:enJ, wbethff pod or pocil. io 
iramatmal. u this action bU beoD COIIO"'* to 
•mbra<e both dasSft of tho on-. a coonctloa 
of ,,lhtt operlling u a ~ and 
disqualiflC01ion of nff'f YOlff COffliltg rillia ita 
pr<l'ioioa<. Andenoo •· State, nAIL 181 Y,8821; 
Wuhington •· State. 75 Ala. 582 (1884i 
AP4 It ii - ..,_ C. tl,e ••••• of iD,pl 

•oti"I - tllt Jof I 2 W fMC tlle I- ol Im-·- el ,..is.......,.. wllidl 
cii,qualified him to uemoe \he ripl ot aa 
-· or that be may hatt been adrioed bJ 
lrionda o, lepl--' that theN wu no r-,1 
of w convietiool upoe ti. c,aurt ~ and 
that be voud under this ..trice. -lly 
belitrinr that be had a lawful ript to -. 
Gandy v. Slate, 82 Ala. 61, 2 So. 465 (1887); 
Gondy •· State, 86 Ala. 20. 5 So. 420 (18891. 
s.,r,- ii ••••• Hese - • rip&. - It may 

be laid down u • sound propoaiticm. that 
•participation in the •lectiff franchiN ii • pn~ rau,er than • right. and it io put.eel 
or d,nitd on p,,w>ds of (OIMftl potiey, tho 
pttVailinr view being that it .-Id be u ~..,..J u pouible. <Oftliltnt rill tho publio 
safety." WuhiagtDD v. StalL 75 AIL 582 (1884). 

AJMI Mltjcct IO- •••• - -Thoft CUl 
be p,ac • •Uy no 1udt thiac u uaiflrAI 
suffrage, and ii ii betirffd that no sub the«y 
ii ,....pisocl - U1 _... s- ••• 
necsurily ududed on the rroud of ~. 
and the pririlep ii infmilely nriecl - 
o<Mrl, either upon ti. grow,d of publio policy. 
or for...- that.- ari,itnry. No - cu 
lawfully - vndor uy *"'"'- of l&ft 
•J<COPl 0- who .,. n..-J1 au\horised bJ 
law. It ii ••ll Muled. themON!, undff our fom 
of govffl>JM'III. that tho ripl io - coaferNd 
hy C-titutioaa and - and io the sul,jeci 
of exclusiff r<(Ulation bJ the state, limited oaly 
by the pnrrisiou of the r~th ,....,.c1mm1 io 

the fedlnl CoaalitJnion. wbidt pn,ltibill any 
dilaiz;bttion OIi ICCOIIBt of "'nee. color. OI' 
pnrioal c,w, l'tion of savi H" Wullm(toll v. 
State, 75 AIL 582 (1884). 
Es I I el ...,_ lo - alwa1o a 

-I I I - Tbe rip• io aloo denied - 
uui,onally toidio<a.-....-.anc1 •••••••• 
- tM rroud tho& tboJ lad: lllo r<q1lilite 
~t and diouctioc wllidt fit tJwm f« ita 
.--_Jtbaa-"- ., edtllatUIJ 
of - dioqulifi<uioal ...., impoaod u • 
pneieheert. and DO - baa thoapt ID nrw 
tboa u Offll in the -.e of a ponalty. 
W~ •·Slate.TS AIL 582 (1884). 
la• edm ••••• II llttrr 

••••••• - •• I •• tho~ola-..1;)' 
, ••••• .- baud. a f.....n _......, tllAl 
if tho 9"fflftl baa ""' ••• ~ ot • 
felaaJ. a crimrl iDYGfflDI manJ taa;ittde or a 
dilq1lolifyiel - u dofiDod bJ tho 
~ and if •• ii noilhlr • dope adtlicl 
- a lluilml drubrd. bo ohal1 be ••••••• IO 
bt ot aood taonl ...-. Ueil.ed Stam •· 
,-_ Z12 F. Sapp. 193 (11.D. Ala. 1912). 
ew,· thtteeladlJ •••••• ., •• C.,...., , .•••. 

- - did -dioq,aalify him to bold that 
offioa mtdor the •••••. . of thil NCtioe. t 60 
of tho C-W,tioo, H 17.a.3 and S6-2-l. State 
n nL Wooda •· n.r-. 272 Ala. 8". 181 So. 
2d 420 (1961). 
~ le Board of &ep&rv9 •· Matt n. 2'!4 

AIL 73, 145 So. 2d 799 (196ZI: United SW- •· 
Alluaa. 321 F .2d 73S (5dt Cir. 1~ lky •· 
Ueao, ffl AIL 92. 167 So. 2d 2S7 (1964). 
C Patenl nf- -29 CJ.S., ~ 
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.rt. VIII, § lS2 Art. VIIL § 183 SUfRAGE AND E:1.ECTJONS A rt. VIII, § 186 

son who shall 
ell his vote or 
mother, or of. 
e people or in 
person to any 
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Sec.· 183. Qualifications aa elect.or required to participate in primary 
electlona. party conventions, mau meetinp or other methocb of 
political party action. 

No person shall be qualified to vote, or participate in any primary election, 
party convention, mass meeting, or other method of party action of any political 
party or faction, who shall not possess the qualifications prescribed in this article 
for an elect.or, or who shall be disqualified from voting under the provisions of 
this article. 
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Sec. 184. Applicability of article aa to electiona held after 1902 general 
election. 

No person, not registered and qualified as an elector under the provisions of 
this article, shall vote at the general election in nineteen hundred and two, or 
at any subsequent state, county, or municipal election, general, local, or special; 
but the provisions of this article shall not apply to any election held prior to the 
general election in the year nineteen hundred and two. 

,h prohibita any 
"race. color. or 
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CltH in f'Teeman v. City of Jasper. 263 Ala. 
407.l!'lSo. 2d798(195ar. United States v. Alkins. 
323 F.2d 733 15th Cir. 1963~ 

Sec. 185, Oath or affirmation when vote challensed; false oath or. 
affirmation eomtltutes perjury. 

Any elect.or whose right to vote shall be challenged for any legal cause before 
an election officer, sball be required to swear or affirm that the matter of the 
challenge is untrue before bis vote shall be received, and anyone who willfully 
swears or affirms falsely thereto, sball be guilty of perjury, and upon conviction 
thereof shall be. intprisoned in. the penitentiary for not less than one nor more 
than five years. 

vicQOll" within 
-.OT'/ pnrrisioa 
'crime. 36 ALR2d 

Collatual nfffUIHL - 29 CJ.S, Elections. 
§ 209. 

Sec. 186. Lqialature to pro•ide for rqistration procedure after January 1, 
1993; procedure fOI' regutratioa prior to January 1, 1903. 

The legislature shall provide by law for the registration, after the first day 
of January, nineteen hundred and three, of all qualified elect.ors. Until the first 
day of January, nineteen hundred and three, all electolll shall be registered 
under and in accordance with the requirementa of this section, as follows: 
First-Registration sball be conducted in each county by a board of three 

reputable and suitable persons resident-in the county, who shall not hold any 
elective office during their term, to be appointed, within sixty days after the 
ratification of thia Constitution, by the governor, auditor, and commissioner of 
agriculture and industries, or by a majority of them acting as a board of 
appointment. If one or more of the persons appointed on such a board of 
registration shall refuse, neglect, or be unable to·qu.alify or serve, or if a vacancy 
or vacancies occur in the membership of the board of registrars from any cause, 

I Y. Mathews, 274 
Onit.td States"· 
r. 1963); !hy ,. 
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Art. vm. § 11!6 
coNSTmJTlON OF ALABAlL' OF 19()1 

Art. vm, § 11!6 Art. vm, § 1l!6 

the governor, auditor, and comnussioner of agriculture and indu&trid, or a 
majority of them, acting as a board of appointment, shall make other 
appointments to fill such bo&rd- Each registrar shall receive twO dollars per day, 
to be paid by the state, and disbursed by the several judges of probate, for each 
entire day's attendance upon the 11e11ion of the board- Before entering upon the 
performance of the duties of bis office, each registrar shall take the same oath 
required of the judicial officerl of the state. which oath may be adminiatered 
by any person authorized by law to admiruster oaths- The oath shall be in ,rnting 
and subscnoed by the registrar, and filed in the office of the judge of probate 

of the county. Second-Prior to the first day of August. nineteen hundred and two, the board 
of registrarS in each county shall visit each precinct at least once, and oftener 
if necessary, to make a complete registration of all persona entitled to regiat.er, 
and shall remain there at \east one day from eight o'clock in the morning until 
sunset. They shall give at \east twentJ days' notice of the time when, and the 
place in the precinct where, they wm attend to register app\icantl for 
regiatration, by bi1la poated at five or more public p\aeel in each e\ection precinct. 
and by advertisement once a week for three auccesaive weeks in a newspaper, 
if there be one published in the county. Upon failure to give auch notice, or to 
attend any apPOintment made by them in any precinct. they shall. after like 
notice, fill new appointments therein; but the time conaumed by the board in 
completing such registration shall not exceed 1ixtY wor'king days in any county, 
except that in counties of more than nine hundred square miles in area. such 
l)oard may conaume seventy-five workinl days in completing the registration, 
and except that in countiel in which there is any city of eight thousand or more 
inhabitants, the board may remain in 11e11ion. in addition to the titne bereinbefore 
prescribed. for not more than three successive ween in each of such cities; and 
thereafter the board may sit frnm time to time ill each of such cities not more 
th.an one week in each month, and except that in the county of Jefferson the 
board may bold an additional session of not exceedillg five conaecutive days' 
duration for each session, ill each town or city of more than one thousand and 
less than eight thousand iDbabitants- No person shall be registered except at 
the county site or in the precinct in which he resides. The registrarS shall issue 
to each person registered a certificate of registration. Third-The board of registrarS shall not register any person between the first 
day of August. nineteen hundred and twO, and the FridaY next precedinl the 
day of election in November, nineteen hundred and two. On FridaY and SaturdaY 
next preceding the day of election in November, nineteen hundred t.nd two, they 
shall sit ill the courthouse of each county during such days, and shall register 
all applicants having the qualificationa prescnoed by section 180 of this 
Constitution and not disqualified under section 182. who sht.11 h&ve reached the 
&ge of twenty-one years after the first day of August. nineteen hundred and 
two, or who shall prove to the reasont.ble satisfaction of the board that, by 
reason of physical disability or unavoidable t.l,sence from the county, theY had 
no opportunity to register prior to the first day of Augu&t. nineteen hundred 
and two, and they shall not on such days register any other persons. When there 
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Art. vur, § 186 Art. vm, § 186 \;fFRAGE A.',0 ELECTIOSS Art. \ 11l, § 186 

:son between the first 
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1 Friday and Saturday 
1undred and two, they 
.ys, and shall register 
section 180 of this 

;ball have reached the 
nineteen hundred and 
of the board that, by 
, the county, they bad 
ust, nineteen hundred 
·r persons. When there 

are tw0 or more courthouses in a county, the registran may sit during such two 
days at the courthouse they may select, but shall give ten days' notice, by bills 
posted at each of the courthouses, designating the courthouse at which they will 
sit 
Fourth-The board of registrars shall hold sessions at the courthouse of their 

respective counties during the entire third week in November, nineteen hundred 
and two, and for six working days next prior to the twentieth day of December, 
nineteen hundred and two, during which sessions they shall register all penons 
applying who possess the qualifications prescnbed in section 180 of this 
Constitution, and who shall not be disqualified under section 182. In counties 
where there are two or more courthouses the board of registral'S shall divide 
the time equally between them. The board of registrar.I sh.all give notice of the 
time and place of such sessions by posting notices at each courthouse in their 
respective counties, and at each voting place and at three other public places 
in the county, and by publication once a week for two comecutive weeks in a 
newspaper, if one be published in the county; such notices to be posted and such 
publications to be commenced as early as practicable in the first week of 
November, nineteen hundred and two. Failure on the part of the registrars to 
conform to the provisions of this article as to the giving of the required notices 
shall not invalidate any registration made by them. 
Fifth-The board of reptrars shall have power to examine, under oath or 

affirmation, all applicants for registration, and to take testimony touchillg the 
qualifications of such applicants. Each member of such board is authorized to 
administer the oath to be taken by the applicants and witnesses, which shall be 
in the following form, and subscnbed by the person making it, and preserved 
by the board. 11&1Dely: "f solemnly swear (or affirm) that in the matter of the 
application of for registration as an elector, I will speak the-truth. 
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help me God." Any penon who 
upon such examination makes any willfully false statement in reference to any 
material matter touching the qu.alification of any applicant for registration shall 
be guilty of perjury, and upon conviction thereof, shall be imprisoned in the 
penitentiary for not less than one nor more than five years. 
Sixth-The action of the majority of the board of registrar.I shall be the action 

of the board. and a majority of the board shall constitute a quorum for the 
transaction of all business. Any penon to whom registration is denied shall have 
the right of appeal, without giving security for costs, within thirty days after 
such denial, by filing a petition in the circuit court or court of like jurisdiction 
held for the county in which he seeks to register, to have his qualifications as 
an elector determined- Upon the filing of the petition the clerk of the court shall 
give notice thereof to any solicitor. authorized to represent the state in said 
county, whose duty it shall be to appear and defend against the petition on behalf 
.of the state. Upon such trial the court shall cliarp the jury only u to what 
constituted the qualifications that entitled the applicant to become an elector at 
the time he applied for registration. and the jury shall determine the weight and 
effect of the evidence and return a verdict From the judgment rendered an 
appeal will lie to the supreme court in favor of the petitioner, to be taken within 
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Art. VIlI. § 187 CONST1TlTl10N OP ALABAXA OP 1901 Art. VIlI, § 18'1 Art. VIlI, 
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thirty days. Final judgment in favor of the petitioner shall entitle him to 
registration u of the date of his application to the registrars. 
Seventh-The secretary of state shall, at the expense of the state, have 

prepared and shall furnish to the registrars and judges of probate of the several 
counties, a sufficient number of registration books and of blank forms of the 
oath, certificates of registration and notices required to be given by the 
registrars. The cost of the publication in newspapers of the notices required to 
be given by the registrars shall be paid by the state, the bills therefor to be 
rendered to the secretary of state and approved by him. 
Eighth-Any person who registers for another, or who registers more than 

once, and any registrar who enters the name of any person on the list of 
registe.red voters, without such person having made application in person under 
oath on a form provided for that purpose, or who knowingly registers any person 
more than once, or who knowingly enters a name upon the registration list as 
the name of a voter, without any one of that name applying to register, shall 
be guilty of a felony, and upon conviction thereof shall be imprisoned in the 
penitentiary for not Jess than one nor more than five years. 

C... mU'NN. - As to ttptntion of 
electon by mail, SH Amendmtflt Nos. 285 and 
322. 
~ la AIMuaa ii pcooWN f• la 

t11ia NCtioa and I 17-4-40. United States •­ 
Alabama. 171 P. Sopp. 720 (M.D. Ala. 1959~ 
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820 (1903). 
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,....-. -See United Statn ,. P,nton. 212 r. 
Supp. 193 (M.D. Ala. 1962); \:nit.od StotH , •• 
Atkins. Im r .2d 733 15th Cir. 1963i 
CIIH uo Abramson ,. Hard. 229 Ala. 2. 1s; So. 

590 (1934); Williams v. Wri«'l!t. 249 Ala. 9. 29 So. 
2d 295 (19~7); Opinion of w Juacitts. ~ Ala. 
351. 40 So. 2d ~9 11949); United Stateo •. 
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§J 3&-52. 
25 Am. Jur. 2d. Ele<Uono. ri %-115. 

-illS I 
resistnti<N, I 
§ 17+12 of.I 
<hangff hls • 

Sec. 188. C 
From an 

applicant : 
administen 
oaths, whei 
applies tor 
period, and 
Any applica 
shall not b, 
willfully na 
be guilty 0 
penitentiar) Sec. 187. County be.rd of ffli8tnn to furnish llat ol tttbW'ecl •oten to 

judps of probate by FebruarJ 1, llGS; juqee of probate to rue 
llat with HCfflU'J of lta&e by March 1, 1903; term for which 
rqbtratlon •alid; eertlllcate of tttiatration to be fumlahed 
elector wllm place of raldenee dwlpd. 

Sec. 189. 1 

The board of reptran in each county shall. on or before the first day of 
February, nineteen hundred and three, or u soon thereafter u practicable, file 
in the office of the judse of probate in their county, a complete l.iat 1wom to 
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1ined by the 
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by them of all persons registered in their county, showing the age of such 
persons so registered; with the precinct or ward in which each of such persons 
resides set opposite the name of such persoas, and shall also file a like list in 
the office of the secretary of state. The judge of probate shall, on or before the 
first day of March, nineteen hundred and three, or as soon thereafter as 
practicable, cause to be made from such list in duplicate, in the books furnished 
by the secretary of state, an alphabetical list by precincts of the persons shown 
by the list of the registran to have been registered in the county, and shall file 
one of such alphabetical li.sta in the office of the secretary of state; for which 
services by the judges of probate compensation shall be provided by the 
legislature. The judges. of probate shall keep both the original list filed by the 
registran and the alphabetical list made therefrom as records in the· office of 
the judge of probate of the county. Unless he shall become disqualified under 
the provisions of this article, any one who shall register prior to the first day 
of January, nineteen hundred and three, shall remain an elector during life, and 
shall not be required to register again unless he changes his residence, in which 
event he may register again on production of bis certificate. The eertifieate of 
the registral!I or of the judge of probate or of the secretary of state shall be 
sufficient evidence to establish the fact of such life registration. Such certificate 
shall he issued free of charge to the elector, and the legislature shall provide 
by Jaw for the renewal of such certificate. when 106t., mutilated,. or destroyed. 
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See. 1118. Certain lnfcmnetlon to be f'um~ prior to re,ittration. 
From and after the first day of January, nineteen hundred and three, any 

applicant for registration may be required to state under oath, to be 
administered by the registrar or by any person authorized by law to administer 
oaths, where be lived during the five years next preceding-the. time at which be 
applies to register, and the name or names by which he was known during that 
period, and the name of his employer or employers, if any, during such period. 
Any applicant for registration who refuses to state such facts, or any of them, 
shall not be- entitled to register, and any person so offering to register, who 
wil1fully makes a falae statement in regard to such.matters or any of them. shall 
be guilty of perjury, and upon conviction thereof shall be imprisoned in the 
penitentiary for not le.. than one nor more than five years. 
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· • proMClltioa. due to teltiJlton7· pnn. 
In the trial of any contested election. and in proceedings to investigate any 

election and in criminal proe«Utiona for violations of the election Jaws, no person 
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other than a defendant in auch criminal proeeeutiona ahall be allowed to withhold 
his testimony on the ground that he may criminate himself or subject himself 
to public infamy; but such penon shall not be pl'OleCUted for any offense arising 
out of the tran.sactions coneerning which he testified, but may be prosecuted for 
perjury committed on such examination. 

See. 190. Duty of lqalature to ,... laws ~ electiom, primary 
electiona and JNU1inc of rqutration l1ata. 

The lecialature ahall pua lawa not inconsistent with this Constitution to 
regulate and govern elections and all such lawa ahall be uniform throqhout the 
state; and shall provide by law for the manner of holding elections and of 
aacertaining the result of the same, and shall provide general registration laws 
not inconsistent with the provisions of this article for the registration of all 
qualified electors from and after the first day of January, nineteen hundred and 
three- The legislature ahall also make provision by law, not inconsistent with 
this article, for the reaulation of primary elections, and for punishing frauds at 
the same, but shall not make primary elections compulsory. The legislature shall 
by law provide for purging the regiatntion list of the names of those who die, 
become-insane, or convieted of crime, or otherwise diaqualified as electors under 
the provisions of this Constitution, and of any names which may have been 
fraudulently entered on such list by the registrars; provided, that a trial by jury 
may be had 011 the demand of any person whole name ia proposed to be stricken 
from the list. 

' Cited in Ex parte Bullen, 236 Ala. 66, ISi So. 
498 (1988i 
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TMM't pro•iclin.« few UM of•otin,IIIKlllMS 

ia aa1 roual,f •• ..to,tlo,, tllenor by county 
tom·missioners or board of revenue wu 

uncona:titution.al &I enabling sin~e \"OUnt~ to 
desll'O)' required w,iformity of laws relatin)l to 
IIWIDff of holdinJt and ucertainin11: results of 
elections· ''throughout" state. McCall v. 
Automaix VotinJ Mach. Corp .• 236 Ala. 10. 180 
So. 695 09381. ~ prior to ratif'ic&tion or 
amettdment 41. Sff note under thot amendmen~ 

See. 19 

Retw 
who an 
auditor 
commis 
state. 

A,,. tM wonk. "•MIi ....,- by Jaw, etc." 
an - oxnpu,i. - The words. "shall provide_ 
by law for tM mannff of holding •i.ctions and 
or aacertainin,: the rttult of 11,e same:' added 
to constitutional provbion requ.i:rin!( legislatutt 
to pus •le<tion Jaws uniform throUl[hout mte 
bv fram.en of new Constitution. weee not 
inlfflded u ~ to- ruw. that uniformity 
applies only to subscanti.-e matte.rs. not minor 
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· subject himself 
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C §§ 316-361. 
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Art. VIII, § 191 SUFFRAGE A.'ID ELECTIONS Art. Vlll, § 193 

details. but were in nature of e:onsdtutioul 
definition and substantive requirement of 
uniformity as to manner of holding and 
ucenaining multa of •lectio111. McCall v. 
Automatit V otiag Moch. Corp., 236 Ala. 10, 180 
So. 695 (1938). 
But ....., irftpl.,;ty will - .Wut 

unifonallJ, - While uniformity is demanded 
under this section. tho laclc >f uniformity !hat is 
not more than a men, i.rrqvlarity u relating to 
a •pecial election under a local act. and which 
dots not prevtot a fair and uomuicted 
exp,...ion of electonl frsnchise under the 
legislation in quatio,,, does noc render it void. 
State ex rel. Awrtin v, Bllct, 224 Ala. 200, 139 
So. 431 (1932). 
A ,....ioioe in local la• tllal i..... o1 

,...... lhall call _, d...,.... -, for 
hol<li1111 ,pedal ·- or county 
supmntendent of education is not a violation of 
the u.nifonnity pt'CM!iou of this Mmml, 
becaUH the callinr of the •leetion and the fixing 
of the day for holding it ia noc the eqmvaltat of 
"the m&DDtr of hoJdmr (such) elt<tiona," and of 

11uc:ertaining the result of the same;• which 
must bo_ uniform. State ex rel Austin •. Black. 
224 Ala. 200, 139 So. 431 (1932). 
hol w,11-ity lo - ~odrN • te Ille 

IRnWiaa or llll'IICtanl ta wllidl eleedaa, .,. 
helll. ¥cCall Y. Automatic Voling Mach. Corp.. 
236 Ala. 10, 180 So. 695 (1938), on tt~. 
Pri- an - _,.._,._ - Thia 

section, while demanding regulatory statutet as 
to primary elKtiona, UJlftUlr pro'fida apinst 
any con,puJ-,, primary. Smith v. McQueen. 232 
Ala. 90, 166 So. '188 (1936). 
Balloa -4 - lie ,..,.-. - Tho 

statutory proYilion ffi!lliring ballots to be 
numbered ;. oot mandatory; and they may be 
counted thoup DOI numbered. ¥onta,,mery •. 
Henry, I" Al&. 629, S9 So. 50'I (1905). 
ft.la P1••i1ioa doel DOI....,. to eltdioM 

ror _..i of,-. State ex AL Porter 
V, Crooli. 126 Al&. 600, 28 So. 745 (t900i 
eoa.- rel--. - 29 C.J.S.. Electi<>na, 

§ 112. 
25 Am. Jur. 2d. Electiona, ff 14'7·163. 

Sec:. 191. Protection apimt nill of llltoldcadns liqaon at elecdona. 
It shall be the duty of the legislature to pua adequate Jan giving protection 

againat the evila anaing from the nae of inton:ating liqllOlll at all elections. 

Col- ..,_ - 29 C.J.S.. Elediono. 
§ 216(,). 

Sec. 192. EJecton 1-1111e from unit Pini to, .uandlns ancl fflllmlns 
ftom elecdom. 

Electors ahall in all cu., except treason, felony, or breach of the peace, be 
privileged from arrest during their attendante at eleetiona, or. while ping to or 
re~ therefrom. 

Sec. 193. Returna of elec:tiou for eertaia offldllla to be IIUlde to ,eaary 
of state. 

Returns of electioma for memben of the legialature and for all civil officers 
who are to be commisaioi:ied by the governor, except the attorney-geDffll. state 
auditor, secretary of state, state treasurer, superintendent of edueation, and 
commissioner of apiculture and industries, shall be made to the secretary of 
state. 

A- d t. - Amendment No. 2M pronlos COit the appoin-t of the suporilltendnt of 
education by the atate boo.rd of ..i.......... 

\ 
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Art. vm, § 194 CONSTITtJ'J'ION OP ALABAMA OP 1901 Art. vtu, § 195 
Colluenl m---. - 29 C.J.S .• Elections, 

§§ 221-240. 
26 Am. Jur. 2d. El"'1ion., §§ 296-303. 

Sec. 194. Poll tax-Amount; mulmum are for pay-nt; whm due and 
payable; when delinquent; returns of collection, to be eeparate 
from other eollectiona. 

The poll tax mentioned in this article shall be one dollar and fifty cents upon 
each male inhabitant of the state, over the age of twenty-one years, and under 
the age of forty.five years, who would not now be exempt by law; but the 
legislature is authorized to increase the maximum age fixed in this section to 
not more than sixty years. Such poll tax shall become due and payable on the 
first day of October in each year, and become delinquent on the first day of the 
next succeeding Febmary, but no legal process, nor any fee or commission sball 
be allowed for the collection thereof. The tax collector shall make returns of poll 
tax collectiona separate from other collections. 

C,- rer•renc:H. - As lo disposition of funds 
derind from poll tax, see § 2S9. As to 
u•mpcions from poll tax, se& Amendm,.nt Nos. 
7, 10, 14, 49, 90 and 109. 
History oC Poll tax requ.iremonL - S... 

Uniied SW.,v,Al•hem•, 2521'. $upp.9S(K.D. 
Ala. 1966), 
TIie ~ POii tu .-... 11w -" 

,...,._ to 11w U.S. Conltitutionc The poll 
tax is lhffefore invalid. United States v. 
Alabama, 252 P. Supp. 95 CM.D. Ala. 19661. 
~ it ••••• tarp ••••••••• o( ..-.. r.o. polls. - Su-. 11nencimett& lo this 

section have eftlted broad exemptions relieving 
from payment v.- of World Wa, I, World 
Wa, 11 and the KOT'l'm War, thote pmendy 
••• nmg in the Alabama n•Vlll or national gul<d 
.,. thote who we,- -~ for 21 yea,s; and 
those <ititeno of Alabama who are blind or dell 
While th..., amendments att ameliorltive. they 

are not curative. The polJ ta.x remains one of the 
la.st great pi]lan or roeial dis<rimioation. In 
effect. the wt still ban a large number of 
negroos from the polls, and thus riolat.eo the 
fi~oth •mendm•nL United S~ v. Alabamt, 
252 F. SuJ>I> 9S ()(.D. Ala. 1966~ 
The poU tu Na littnoe --011 votla,r ii 

•iolallYe oC U.. olae ,._ d- of the 
fnurteenth amendment and is thero!ore 
constitutionally invalid. United States v. 
Alabam,i, 252 P. Supp. 95 ()(.0. Ala. 1.966J 
(®ncuning opinion), 
Collatent m...._ - 16 C.J.S.. 

Constitutional La, § 199. 16A CJ.S, 
Constitutional Law, § 494. 
25 Am. Jur. 2d. Elections, ff 81-a'I . 
Constitutionality, <00$lroction. and 

application of constitutional or statutDry 
provisions which make payment or poll tax 
COlldition of right lo vote. 139 ALR 561. 

Sec. 195. Same-Payment of tax of another: advance of money for pa,ment 
in order to influence vo~ 

Any person who shall pay the poll tax of another, or advance him money for 
that Plll'p06e in order to influence his vote, shall be guilty of bribery, and upon 
conviction therefor shall be imprisoned in the penitentiary for not less than one 
nor more than five years. 

Collalttal meffllftS. - 29 C.J.S.. Elections, 
§ 334l2~ 
26 Am. Jur. 2d. Elections. § 28'.?. 
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Ar:. YIU, § 195 Art. VIlI, § 196 REPRESENTATION Art. IX, § 198 

nt; when due and 
tons to be separate 

See. 196. SeYerability of article. 

If any section or subdivision of this article shall, for any reason, be or be held 
by any court of competent jurisdiction and of final resort to be invalid, 
inoperative, or void, the residue of this article shall not be thereby invalidated 
or affected. 
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d in this section to 
and payable on the 
the first day of the 
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rake returns of poll 

ARTICLE IX. 
REPRESENTilION. 

See. 197. Ratio of senaton to repn:1entath-es. 

The whole number of senators shall be not less than one-fourth or more than 
one-third of the whole number of representatives. 

I tax remains one of the 
<Cial discrimination. In 
rs a IAlp number of 
and thus rioialff the 
,iced States V. Alahama, 
la. 1966!. 
eese lax OIi votiq i$ 
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,. 139 A1.R 561. 

Leci- bN!oo' sbe ditcntionary wllll 
state. - ~ining the size of ita l•gislauve 
bodies is of coune a matter within thedis<retion 
of each indmdaal state. Sims v. Banea. 247 F. 
Supp. 96 (!11.0. Ala. 1965). 
Nu•IMofdlouldo..,..MMton..­ 

<0leclde.-Numberof •• narorialdistncto must 
be the tame as number of HM&on in 
legislatuff. In ,. Opinions of the Justices, 222 
Ala. 355, 132 So. 4S7 (1931) • 
And •- IIGt uc-ee,1 -1111n1 nu- of tt_.WI..._ - Lqislatutt under· 

tta990rtionment could not increase number of 
senators beyond 35. since additional unalOr 
would intt"NM nwnber of exctSS ot one-third 
nwnber of repraentatives, who numbettd 106. 
In •• Opinions of the Justioe5, 222 Ala. as.. 132 
So. 457 (1931). 

BW pro,1,mc- n-pal of wtioll MW 
..-i.duul. - Seo Opinion or the Juatica. 
263 Ala. 158, 81 So. 2d 881 (1955). 
Colluenl ...,........_ - 2S Am. Jur. 2d. 

£lectiooa. ff 12-38. 
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reiir-tatives $hall be apportioned by the legislature amour the several 
counties of the state, according to the number of inhabitants in them, 
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apportionment, when made, shall not be subject to alteration until the next 
session of the legislature a.fter the next defflmial cenana of the United States 
shall have been taken. 
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Alabama elections chief calls losing
the right to vote a ‘minor disability’
In an interview, Secretary of State John Merrill also
undermined his state's legal argument for its felon
disenfranchisement law.
Apr 10, 2018, 12:28 pm

In a legal filing over Alabama’s policy of permanently banning people with
certain felony convictions from voting, the state’s elections chief claimed
that disenfranchisement is “only a minor disability.”

The Campaign Legal Center, a Washington, D.C.-based voting group,
claimed in a lawsuit it filed in 2016 that Alabama’s felon disenfranchisement
law, which blocks roughly 15 percent of Alabama’s black population from
voting, is racially discriminatory and unconstitutional. In a motion to
dismiss last month, Alabama Secretary of State John Merrill (R) argued that
the law is neither punitive nor criminal.

“Felon disenfranchisement is not imposed to punish an offender,” Merrill’s
attorneys argued in the motion. “Instead, felon disenfranchisement is akin
to laws that prohibit voting by children and the insane — it is about ensuring
that voters are fit to cast a ballot.”

But in an interview with ThinkProgress, Merrill said that courts often decide
to punish individuals who commit crimes by revoking their voting rights.
After he declined to comment on the ongoing litigation, ThinkProgress
asked him if he sees revoking the right to vote as a punishment.
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Top articles1/5READ MORE
CNN’s planning a 2020 LGBTQ forum. Here are some issues advocates say the
candidates should address.

Merrill: Sometimes that’s the direction the court goes. Sometimes the
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court decides that, based on legislation that’s been passed, that
individuals for whatever reason have forfeited their rights to participate
and they are no longer eligible.

ThinkProgress: So then the court punishes them by revoking their
rights?

Merrill: They have done that before. I’m sure they will do that again. If
you’ve been convicted of certain crimes, then you have the potential to
lose your right to vote, as an eligibility standard.

In the motion to dismiss the lawsuit, Merrill also argued that
disenfranchisement is not as harsh as other penalties imposed on people
with criminal records.

“Felon disenfranchisement imposes only a minor disability,” Merrill’s
attorneys wrote. “It imposes ‘no physical restraint, and so does not
resemble the punishment of imprisonment, which is the paradigmatic
affirmative disability or restraint.'”

In a reply brief, the Campaign Legal Center questioned the argument,
claiming “the right to vote is the most important right of citizenship.”

Last year, Alabama’s legislature passed and the governor signed the
Definition of Moral Turpitude Act, which officially defined a list of crimes
that are severe enough to revoke an individual’s voting rights. Previously,
individual counties and elections officials had discretion in deciding which
crimes were disqualifying and which were not, allowing a large number of
Alabamians to be permanently disenfranchised because of nonviolent, low-
level crimes.

The Campaign Legal Center estimates that because of the law, tens of

Case 2:16-cv-00783-ECM-SMD   Document 270-8   Filed 09/29/20   Page 4 of 6



9/29/20, 11:22 AMAlabama elections chief calls losing the right to vote a ‘minor disability’ – ThinkProgress

Page 4 of 5https://archive.thinkprogress.org/alabama-elections-chief-voting-minor-disability-27f8540abb81/

thousands of ex-felons were able to register and vote for the first time
during the December 2017 special Senate election.

“I finally got a chance to vote for the first time, and it feels awesome, man,”
23-year-old Dothan, Alabama resident Kameron McGlown told
ThinkProgress after he cast his first ballot on Election Day.

These Alabamians voting for the first time is pure joy

“My eyes just burning. Ain’t nobody crying.”

This legal filing isn’t the first time that Merrill, who has served as Alabama
secretary of state since 2015, has made comments showing how little he
values the voting rights of Alabamians. In August, he told ThinkProgress
that he won’t spend state resources to inform people with felony
convictions that the new law was signed granting many of them the right to
vote.

“You’re assuming they even want to vote,” he said. “I don’t know if they do
and you don’t either.”

In May 2017, he explained to ThinkProgress that he’s not worried that the
bill doesn’t go far enough to restore rights because voting is like getting
free ice cream.

“If we had a stand in Anytown, U.S.A. and in that stand on Main Street we’re
giving out ice cream. Anybody can come,” Merrill said. “They can only get
one cone and it’s vanilla. There’s going to be some people who are gonna
cry because they can’t get but one scoop, and there’s gonna be some
people who are gonna cry because we don’t have chocolate. I don’t worry
about the people who want two scoops, and I don’t worry about the people
who want a different flavor.”
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He has also claimed that automatic voter registration would “cheapen” civil
rights leaders’ work, calling that method of registration the “sorry and lazy
way out.” Last week, Maryland became the tenth on a growing list of states
passing laws to automatically register people who visit DMVs or other
government offices, which would make it easier for them to vote.

The Campaign Legal Center’s lawsuit over Alabama’s felon
disenfranchisement law — which is scheduled to go to trial in May 2019 —
claims that the policy is racially discriminatory, cruel and unusual
punishment, and a violation of the Voting Rights Act.

Alabama remains one of ten states that permanently disenfranchise all or
some people convicted of felonies. Only Florida, Kentucky, and Iowa have
harsher restrictions that ban anyone convicted of any felony unless the
government approves an individual’s rights restoration. In Florida, voters will
have the opportunity this November to vote on a ballot amendment that, if
passed with 60 percent support, would automatically restore rights to most
people after they have completed their sentences.
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Criminal Disenfranchisement Laws Across the United States1 

 
 

 
 
 

Permanent disenfranchisement for 
at least some people with criminal 
convictions, unless government 
approves restoration: AL, AZ, DE, 
FL, IA, KY, MD, MO, MS, TN, WY 

 
Voting rights restored upon 
completion of sentence, including 
prison, parole, and probation: AK, 
AR, GA, ID, KS, MN, NE, NM, NC, 
OK, SC, SD, TX, VA, WA, WV, WI 

Voting rights restored 
automatically after release from 
prison and discharge from parole 
(people on probation may vote): 
CA, CT, LA 

 
No disenfranchisement for people 
with criminal convictions:  
ME, VT  

 
Voting rights restored automatically 
after release from prison: CO, DC*, 
HI, IL, IN, MA, MI, MT, NV, NH, NJ, 
ND, NY, OH, OR, PA, RI, UT 

 

 
 

Last updated August 5, 2020 
*Pending permanent legislation, see below details
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State-by-State Breakdown 
 

Permanent disenfranchisement for at least some people with criminal convictions, 
unless government approves restoration: 

 
Alabama: People with certain felony convictions involving moral turpitude can 
apply to have their voting rights restored upon completion of sentence and 
payment of fines and fees; people convicted of some specific crimes - including 
murder, rape, treason, and crimes involving children - are permanently barred 
from voting. 

 
Arizona: People convicted of one felony can have their voting rights restored 
upon completion of sentence, including all prison, parole, and probation terms and 
payment of all restitution. People convicted of two or more felonies are 
permanently barred from voting unless pardoned or restored by a judge. 

 
Delaware: People with most felony convictions have their voting rights restored 
automatically after completion of sentence, including prison, parole, and 
probation. People who are convicted of certain disqualifying felonies - including 
murder, bribery, and sexual offenses - are permanently disenfranchised. People 
convicted of election offenses are disenfranchised for 10 years following their 
sentences. 

 
Florida: Florida voters approved a November 2018 constitutional amendment 
which automatically restores the right to vote to 1.4 million individuals with 
felony convictions in their past. The amendment restores the right to vote for 
people with felony convictions, except individuals convicted of murder or felony 
sexual offenses, once they have completed the terms of their sentence, including 
probation and parole. 
 
Iowa: Iowa is one of three states whose constitution permanently 
disenfranchises citizens with past felony convictions, but grants the state’s 
governor the authority to restore voting rights. On August 5, 2020, Governor 
Reynolds signed an executive order to automatically and prospectively restore 
the right to vote to tens of thousands of Iowans with past convictions, except 
individuals convicted of felony homicide offenses, once they have completed 
their terms of incarceration, probation, parole, or special sentence. 

 
Kentucky: Kentucky is one of three states whose constitution permanently 
disenfranchises citizens with past felony convictions, but grants the state’s 
governor the authority to restore voting rights. On December 12, 2019, Governor 
Beshear signed an executive order to automatically restore the right to vote to 
more than 140,000 Kentuckians with past convictions for non-violent offenses if 
they have completed incarceration, probation, and parole. The order is both 
retrospective and prospective. 

Case 2:16-cv-00783-ECM-SMD   Document 270-9   Filed 09/29/20   Page 3 of 7



 
Maryland: As of March 10, 2016, voting rights are restored automatically after 
release from court-ordered sentence of imprisonment. People who are convicted 
of buying or selling votes are permanently disenfranchised. 

 
Mississippi: People who are convicted of specified disqualifying offenses are 
permanently disenfranchised unless pardoned by the governor or their right to 
vote is restored by a two-thirds vote of both houses of the legislature. 

 
Missouri: People with most felony convictions have their voting rights restored 
automatically after completion of sentence, including prison, parole, and 
probation. People who are convicted of election-related offenses are permanently 
disenfranchised. 

 
Tennessee: Tennessee has one of the most complex disenfranchisement policies 
in the country. People completing sentences for some felony convictions, who 
have paid all restitution and court costs, and are current with child support 
payments may apply for rights restoration. Individuals with certain types of 
convictions, including rape, murder, and bribery, among others, are permanently 
disenfranchised. 

 
Wyoming: Voting rights automatically restored after five years to people who 
complete sentences for first-time, non-violent felony convictions in 2016 or after. 
Applications are required from people who completed sentences for first-time, 
non-violent felony convictions before 2016, and from people convicted outside 
Wyoming, or under federal law. People with violent convictions or with multiple 
felony convictions are permanently disenfranchised, unless pardoned by the 
governor. 

 
Voting rights restored upon completion of sentence, including prison, parole, and 
probation: 

 
Alaska 
 
Arkansas  
 
Georgia  
 
Idaho  
 
Kansas  
 
Minnesota 
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Nebraska: In Nebraska, voting rights are restored two years after the completion 
of sentence. Nebraska disenfranchises persons with treason convictions until they 
have their civil rights individually restored 

 
New Mexico  
 
North Carolina 
 
Oklahoma: In Oklahoma, citizens are disenfranchised for the time period set out 
in their original sentence. Voting rights are restored once this time period has 
elapsed. 

 
South Carolina  
 
South Dakota  
 
Texas 
 
Virginia: Virginia is one of three states whose constitution permanently 
disenfranchises citizens with past felony convictions but grants the state’s 
governor the authority to restore voting rights. After a July 2016 Virginia 
Supreme Court decision invalidated an executive order restoring voting rights to 
over 200,000 citizens, the state’s governor now issues individual restorations for 
citizens who have completed the terms of their sentence, including probation and 
parole. 

 
Washington  
 
West Virginia  
 
Wisconsin 
 

Voting rights restored automatically after release from prison and discharge from 
parole (people on probation may vote): 

 
California  
 
Connecticut 

 
Louisiana: Voting rights are restored for those on probation or parole who have 
not been incarcerated during the last five years. Practically speaking, this means 
many if not most people on probation are eligible to vote and a small number of 
people on parole for more than five years are eligible 
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Voting rights restored automatically after release from prison:  
 

Colorado 
 
Hawaii  
 
Illinois  
 
Indiana  
 
Massachusetts  
 
Michigan  
 
Montana  
 
Nevada 
 
New Hampshire  
 
New Jersey  
 
North Dakota 

 
New York: On April 18, 2018, Governor Cuomo announced that he would 
restore the right to vote to New Yorkers on state parole through executive order. 
Since then, he has restored voting rights to over 24,000 New Yorkers living and 
working in their communities. Prior to this announcement, New Yorkers were 
disenfranchised until the completion of incarceration and parole. 

 
Ohio: Persons who have been twice convicted of a violation of Ohio’s elections 
law are permanently disenfranchised. 

 
Oregon  
 
Pennsylvania  
 
Rhode Island  
 
Utah 
  
Washington, D.C.: On July 22, 2020, the D.C. Mayor signed emergency legislation 
into effect that eliminates criminal disenfranchisement even for those in prison. 
However, we continue to classify D.C. as restoring voting rights upon release from 
prison because that emergency legislation will expire on October 20, 2020, prior to the 
general election. The City Council has expressed an intention to enact permanent 
legislation, but has not yet done so. 
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    No disenfranchisement for people with criminal convictions: 

Maine 
 

Vermont 
 

1 Even with these general categories, there are variations in when states restore voting rights, including differing 
policies regarding whether citizens with pending legal financial obligations (LFOs) relating to their conviction are 
eligible to vote, how long citizens must wait after incarceration for restoration, and whether and in what circumstances 
misdemeanors are disenfranchising. 
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POLICY BRIEF: FELONY DISENFRANCHISEMENT

Felony Disenfranchisement:
A Primer
As of 2016, 6.1 million Americans were prohibited from voting due to laws that disenfran-
chise citizens convicted of felony offenses.1 Felony disenfranchisement rates vary by state, 
which institute a wide range of disenfranchisement policies. 

Table 1. Summary of Felony Disenfranchisement Restrictions in 20192

No restriction (2) Prison (18) Prison & parole (3) Prison, parole &  
probation (17)

Prison, parole, probation & post-sentence 
– some or all (11)

Maine Colorado California Alaska Alabamac

Vermont District of Columbia Connecticut Arkansas Arizonad

Hawaii New Yorka Georgia Delawaree

Illinois Idaho Floridaf

Indiana Kansas Iowa
Maryland Louisianab Kentuckyg

Massachusetts Minnesota Mississippih

Michigan Missouri Nebraskai

Montana New Mexico Tennesseej

Nevada North Carolina Virginiak

New Hampshire Oklahoma Wyomingl

New Jersey South Carolina
North Dakota South Dakota

Ohio Texas
Oregon Washington

Pennsylvania West Virginia
Rhode Island Wisconsin

Utah

 

a.  In 2018, Governor Andrew Cuomo used his clemency power to restore voting rights to approximately 35,000 New Yorkers under parole supervision,
and vowed to continue this practice as new residents with felony convictions enter the parole system each month. 

b.  In 2018, Louisiana authorized rights restoration for residents on probation or on parole if they have not been in prison for five years; policy
excludes residents convicted of felonies for election fraud or other election offenses.

c.  In 2017, state lawmakers clarified the longstanding provision that disenfranchised persons convicted of crimes of “moral turpitude” by establishing
a list of 50 specific felonies considered to involve moral turpitude. Previously all felonies were interpreted to be crimes of moral turpitude.

d.  Arizona permanently disenfranchises individuals with two or more felony convictions.
e.  In 2013, Delaware removed its five-year waiting period, allowing those convicted of most offenses to vote upon completion of sentence and

supervision. People who are convicted of disqualifying felonies (murder, bribery, sexual offenses) are permanently disenfranchised.
f.   In 2018, Florida voters passed Amendment 4, expanding voting rights to as many as 1.4 million people convicted of most felony convictions upon

completion all terms of their sentence. For those convicted of murder or felony sexual offenses, the state requires a five-year waiting period before 
individuals can apply for rights restoration.

g. In 2019, Kentucky Governor Andy Beshear issued an executive order restoring voting rights to 140,000 people with nonviolent felony conviction 
   who had completed their sentences. 
h.  Mississippi permanently disenfranchises individuals convicted of certain offenses.
i.   Nebraska reduced its indefinite ban on voting to a two-year post-supervision waiting period in 2005.
j.   Tennessee disenfranchises those convicted of felonies since 1981, in addition to those convicted of select offenses prior to 1973.
k.  Between 2016 and 2018, Governor Terry McAuliffe used his clemency power to individually restore voting rights to 173,000 people who had
   completed their sentence.  
l.   In 2017, Wyoming authorized automatic rights restoration for individuals with first time non-violent felony convictions after they complete their

supervision. For other convictions, the state requires a five- or seven-year waiting period depending on the offense before individuals can apply for 
rights restoration. 
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Figure A. Felony Disenfranchisement Restrictions by State, 2019

The 11 most extreme states restrict voting rights for 
some or all individuals even after they have served their 
prison sentence and are no longer on probation or 
parole; such individuals in those states make up over 
50 percent of the entire disenfranchised population.3 
Only two states, Maine and Vermont, do not restrict the 
voting rights of anyone with a felony conviction, includ-
ing those in prison.

Persons currently in prison or jail represent a minority 
of the total disenfranchised population. In fact, 77 
percent of disenfranchised voters live in their commu-
nities, either under probation or parole supervision or 
having completed their sentence.4 An estimated 3.1 
million people are disenfranchised due to state laws 
that restrict voting rights even after completion of 
sentences.

Rights restoration practices vary widely across states 
and are subject to the turns of political climate and 
leadership, which has led some states to vacillate 
between reform and regression. In Florida, the clem-

ency board voted in 2007 to automatically restore 
voting rights for many persons with non-violent felony 
convictions. This decision was reversed in 2011, and 
individuals must now wait at least five years after 
completing their sentence to apply for rights resto-
ration. In Iowa, then-Governor Vilsack issued an exec-
utive order in 2005 automatically restoring the voting 
rights of all persons who had completed their sentenc-
es, but this order was rescinded in 2011 by Governor 
Branstad. 

Felony disenfranchisement policies have a dispropor-
tionate impact on communities of color. Black Ameri-
cans of voting age are more than four times as likely 
to lose their voting rights than the rest of the adult 
population, with one of every 13 black adults disenfran-
chised nationally. As of 2016, in four states – Florida 
(21 percent), Kentucky (26 percent), Tennessee (21 
percent), and Virginia (22 percent) – more than one in 
five black adults was disenfranchised. In total, 2.2 
million black citizens are banned from voting.5 

No restriction

Prison

Prison & parole

Prison, parole & probation

Prison, parole, probation & post-sentence

Case 2:16-cv-00783-ECM-SMD   Document 270-10   Filed 09/29/20   Page 3 of 7



3The Sentencing Project • 1705 DeSales Street NW, 8th Floor • Washington, D.C. 20036 • sentencingproject.org

POLICY BRIEF: FELONY DISENFRANCHISEMENT

HISTORY OF FELONY 
DISENFRANCHISEMENT IN THE 
UNITED STATES
English colonists brought to North America the common 
law practice of “civil death,” a set of criminal penalties 
that included the revocation of voting rights. Early 
colonial laws limited the penalty of disenfranchisement 
to certain offenses related to voting or considered 
“egregious violations of the moral code.”6  After the 
American Revolution, states began codifying disenfran-
chisement provisions and expanding the penalty to all 
felony offenses.7 Many states instituted felony disen-
franchisement policies in the wake of the Civil War, and 
by 1869, 29 states had enacted such laws.8 Ward Elliot 
argues that the elimination of the property test as a 
voting qualification may help to explain the popularity 
of felony disenfranchisement policies, as they served 
as an alternate means for wealthy elites to constrict 
the political power of the lower classes.9 

In the post-Reconstruction period, several Southern 
states tailored their disenfranchisement laws in order 
to bar black male voters, targeting those offenses 
believed to be committed most frequently by the black 
population.10 For example, party leaders in Mississippi 
called for disenfranchisement for offenses such as 
burglary, theft, and arson, but not for robbery or murder.11 
The author of Alabama’s disenfranchisement provision 
“estimated the crime of wife-beating alone would dis-
qualify sixty percent of the Negroes,” resulting in a policy 
that would disenfranchise a man for beating his wife, 
but not for killing her.12 Such policies would endure for 
over a century. While it is debatable whether felony 
disenfranchisement laws today are intended to reduce 
the political clout of communities of color, this is their 
undeniable effect.

LEGAL STATUS
Disenfranchisement policies have met occasional legal 
challenges in the last century. In Richardson v. Ramirez 
418 U.S. 24 (1974), three men from California who had 
served time for felony convictions sued for their right 
to vote, arguing that the state’s felony disenfranchise-
ment policies denied them the right to equal protection 

of the laws under the U.S. Constitution. Under Section 
1 of the Fourteenth Amendment, a state cannot restrict 
voting rights unless it shows a compelling state inter-
est. Nevertheless, the U.S. Supreme Court upheld Cal-
ifornia’s felony disenfranchisement policies as consti-
tutional, finding that Section 2 of the Fourteenth 
Amendment allows the denial of voting rights “for 
participation in rebellion, or other crime.” In the major-
ity opinion, Justice Rehnquist found that Section 2 – 
which was arguably intended to protect the voting rights 
of freed slaves by sanctioning states that disenfran-
chised them – exempts from sanction disenfranchise-
ment based on a felony conviction. By this logic, the 
Equal Protection Clause in the previous section could 
not have been intended to prohibit such disenfranchise-
ment policies.

Critics argue that the language of the Fourteenth 
Amendment does not indicate that the exemptions 
established in Section 2 should prohibit the application 
of the Equal Protection Clause to voting rights cases.13  
Moreover, some contend that the Court’s interpretation 
of the Equal Protection Clause in Richardson is incon-
sistent with its previous decisions on citizenship and 
voting rights, in which the Court has found that the 
scope of the Equal Protection Clause “is not bound to 
the political theories of a particular era but draws much 
of its substance from changing social norms and evolv-
ing conceptions of equality.”14 Therefore, even if the 
framers of the Fourteenth Amendment seemingly ac-
cepted felony disenfranchisement, our interpretation 
of the Equal Protection Clause today should allow for 
the ways in which our concept of equality may have 
evolved since 1868.

GROWTH OF THE DISENFRANCHISED 
POPULATION
As states began expanding voting rights in the civil 
rights era, the disenfranchisement rate dropped between 
1960 and 1976. Although reform efforts have been 
substantial in recent years, the overall disenfranchise-
ment rate has increased dramatically in conjunction 
with the growing U.S. prison population, rising from 
1.17 million in 1976 to 6.1 million by 2016.
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DISENFRANCHISEMENT IN AN 
INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT
Although they are rooted in the “civil death” tradition 
of medieval Europe, disenfranchisement policies in the 
United States today are exceptional in their severity 
and the restriction of the voting rights of people who 
have completed their prison terms or were never incar-
cerated at all.18 While only two states (Maine and 
Vermont) in the United States allow citizens to vote 
from prison, the European Court of Human Rights de-
termined in 2005 that a blanket ban on voting from 
prison violates the European Convention on Human 
Rights, which guarantees the right to free and fair elec-
tions.19 Indeed, almost half of European countries allow 
all incarcerated individuals to vote, facilitating voting 
within the prison or by absentee ballot.20 In Canada, 
Israel, and South Africa, constitutional courts have ruled 
that any conviction-based restriction of voting rights 
is unconstitutional.

IMPACT OF FELONY  
DISENFRANCHISEMENT
The political impact of the unprecedented disenfran-
chisement rate in recent years is not insignificant. One 
study found that disenfranchisement policies likely 
affected the results of seven U.S. Senate races from 
1970 to 1998 as well as the hotly contested 2000 
Bush-Gore presidential election.21 Even if disenfran-
chised voters in Florida alone had been permitted to 
vote, Bush’s narrow victory “would almost certainly 
have been reversed.”22 

Furthermore, restoring the vote to persons leaving 
prison could aid their transition back into community 
life. The revocation of voting rights compounds the 
isolation of formerly incarcerated individuals from their 
communities, and civic participation has been linked 
with lower recidivism rates. In one study, among indi-
viduals who had been arrested previously, 27 percent 
of non-voters were rearrested, compared with 12 percent 
of voters.23 Although the limitations of the data available 
preclude proof of direct causation, it is clear that “voting 
appears to be part of a package of pro-social behavior 
that is linked to desistance from crime.”24 

Figure B. Disenfranchised Population, 1960-201615

2016201020001990198019701960

1,762,582

1,176,234

3,342,586

4,686,539

5,358,282

5,853,180
6,106,327

POLICY REFORMS IN RECENT 
YEARS
Public opinion surveys report that eight in ten U.S. 
residents support voting rights for citizens who have 
completed their sentence, and nearly two-thirds support 
voting rights for those on probation or parole.16 In recent 
years, heightened public awareness of felony disen-
franchisement has resulted in successful state-level 
reform efforts, from legislative changes expanding 
voting rights to grassroots voter registration initiatives 
targeting individuals with felony convictions. Since 
1997, 25 states have modified felony disenfranchise-
ment provisions to expand voter eligibility and/or inform 
persons with felony convictions of their voting rights 
either through legislative or executive action.17 Among 
these:

•	 Ten states either repealed or amended lifetime 
disenfranchisement laws

•	 Eight states expanded voting rights to some or all 
persons on probation and/or parole

•	 Thirteen states eased the restoration process for 
persons seeking to have their right to vote restored 
after the completion of their sentence

•	 Three states improved data and information sharing

As a result of successful reform efforts from 1997 to 
2016, an estimated 840,000 citizens have regained the 
right to vote.
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Table 2. Felony Disenfranchisement Policy Changes, 1997-2019
State Change

Alabama Streamlined restoration for most persons upon completion of sentence (2003); codified list of felony offenses that 
result in disenfranchisement (2017) 

Arizona Removed requirement to pay outstanding fines before rights are automatically restored for people convicted of first-time felony 
offenses (2019)

California Restored voting rights to people convicted of a felony offense housed in jail, but not in prison (2016)

Colorado Restored voting rights to persons on parole (2019)

Connecticut Restored voting rights to persons on probation (2001); repealed requirement to present proof of restoration in order to 
register (2006)

Delaware Repealed lifetime disenfranchisement, replaced with five-year waiting period for persons convicted of most offenses 
(2000); repealed five-year waiting period for most offenses (2013)

Florida
Simplified clemency process (2004, 2007); adopted requirement for county jail officials to assist with restoration (2006); 
reversed modification in clemency process (2011); Restored voting rights to most residents after sentence completed 
(2018)

Hawaii Codified data sharing procedures for removal and restoration process (2006)

Iowa Restored voting rights post-sentence via executive order (2005); rescinded executive order (2011); simplified applica-
tion process (2012)

Kentucky
Simplified restoration process (2001, 2008); restricted restoration process (2004, amended in 2008); restored voting 
rights post-sentence for non-violent felony convictions via executive order (2015); rescinded executive order (2015); 
restored voting rights post-sentence for non-violent felony convictions via executive order (2019)

Louisiana25
Required Department of Public Safety and Corrections to provide notification of rights restoration process (2008); 
Authorized voting for residents who have not been incarcerated for five years including persons on felony probation or 
parole  (2018)

Maryland Repealed lifetime disenfranchisement (2007); restored voting rights to persons on probation and parole (2016)

Nebraska Repealed lifetime disenfranchisement, replaced with two-year waiting period (2005)

Nevada Repealed five-year waiting period (2001); restored voting rights to persons convicted of first-time non-violent offenses 
(2003); Restored voting rights to persons on probation and parole (2019)

New Jersey Established procedures requiring state criminal justice agencies to notify persons of their voting rights when released 
(2010); restored voting rights to persons on probation and parole (2019)

New Mexico Repealed lifetime disenfranchisement (2001); codified data sharing procedures, certificate of completion provided after 
sentence (2005)

New York Required criminal justice agencies to provide voting rights information to persons who are again eligible to vote after a 
felony conviction (2010); restored voting rights to persons on parole via executive order (2018) 

North Carolina Required state agencies to establish a process whereby individuals will be notified of their rights (2007)

Rhode Island Restored voting rights to persons on probation and parole (2006)

South Dakota26 Established new procedures to provide training and develop voter education curriculum to protect the voting rights of 
citizens with certain felony convictions (2010); revoked voting rights for persons on felony probation (2012)

Tennessee Streamlined restoration process for most persons upon completion of sentence (2006)

Texas Repealed two-year waiting period to restore rights (1997)

Utah Clarified state law pertaining to federal and out-of-state convictions (2006)

Virginia
Required notification of rights and restoration process by Department of Corrections (2000); streamlined restoration 
process (2002); decreased waiting period for non-violent offenses from three years to two years and established a 
60-day deadline to process voting rights restoration applications (2010); eliminated waiting period and application for 
non-violent offenses (2013); restored voting rights post-sentence via executive order (2016)

Washington Restored voting rights for persons who exit the criminal justice system but still have outstanding financial obligations 
(2009)

Wyoming
Restored voting rights to persons convicted of first-time non-violent offenses (2003); authorized automatic rights 
restoration for persons convicted of first-time non-violent felony offenses who apply and receive a certificate of voting 
rights restoration (2015); removed application process and automatically restored voting rights to persons convicted of 
first-time non-violent felony offenses who have completed their community supervision (2017)
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CONCLUSION
The dramatic growth of the U.S. prison population in 
the last 40 years has led to record levels of disenfran-
chisement, with an estimated 6.1 million voters banned 
from the polls today. Disenfranchisement policies vary 
widely by state, ranging from no restrictions on voting 
to a lifetime ban upon conviction. Felony disenfran-
chisement has potentially affected the outcomes of 
U.S. elections, particularly as disenfranchisement pol-
icies disproportionately impact people of color. Nation-
wide, as of 2016 one in every 13 black adults could not 
vote as the result of a felony conviction, and in four 

states – Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee, and Virginia – 
more than one in five black adults was disenfranchised.

Denying the right to vote to an entire class of citizens 
is deeply problematic to a democratic society and 
counterproductive to effective reentry. Fortunately, 
many states are reconsidering their archaic disenfran-
chisement policies, with 25 states enacting reforms 
since 1997, but there is still much to be done before 
the United States will resemble comparable nations 
in allowing the full democratic participation of its 
citizens.
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July 7, 2020

Chairwoman Adonis Bailey 

Morgan County Board of Registrars 

Morgan County Courthouse, 1st Floor 

302 Lee St. N.E. 

Decatur, AL 35601 

Cc: Clay Helms, Assistant Director of Elections; Misty Messick, Assistant Attorney 

General 

By Email to kaustin@co.morgan.al.us and Morgan@vote.alabama.gov; 

cc: clay.helms@sos.alabama.gov; Misty.Messick@AlabamaAG.gov  

RE: Improper Voter Registration Rejection 

Dear Chairwoman Bailey, 

We write on behalf of a Morgan County resident, Julie Ann Coleman, whose voter 

registration request was incorrectly denied by your office, citing her status as a 

“convicted felon” as the cause for the denial. Ms. Coleman does not have any 

disqualifying felony convictions for the purpose of voting and should not have been 

denied the right to vote. 

While Ms. Coleman has been convicted of unlawful distribution and possession of 

controlled substances felony convictions under her maiden name, Julie Ann 

Leverett, those convictions do not constitute Crimes of Moral Turpitude. Alabama 

Act 2017-378. Another member of your community, a League of Women Voters of 

Alabama (“the League”) volunteer, determined as much while assisting Ms. 

Coleman in determining her voting eligibility. Your office, however, sent Ms. 

Coleman a letter on June 3, 2020 stating that she was ineligible to vote because she 

was a “convicted felon.” See attached “BOR Letter.” 

After receiving this letter, Ms. Coleman contacted your office to understand what 

she needed to provide in order to become registered. She was informed that she no 

longer had an open case and needed to provide your office with a letter proving that 

her rights had been restored. 
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Attachment 1 - "BOR Letter"
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7/8/2020

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQkADQ1NGU4YTg4LWJmN2QtNDQ2Yy1hNTUxLTU3MjA5NjJlZTRmNQAQAHZTGJnhuNpCp6CWFQMQOoQ%3D 1/2

RE: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]Improper Voter Registration Rejection

Adonis Bailey <ABailey@co.morgan.al.us>
Wed 7/8/2020 5:21 PM
To:  Blair Bowie <BBowie@campaignlegalcenter.org>

Ms. Bowie
You are welcome.
The right to vote is a civil liberty that I wish every eligible ci�zen would exercise.  I am glad to have a job that gives me the ability to help people exercise
their right.

I am not an a�orney, but it is my understanding that if ,at the �me the crime was commi�ed, it was a crime of moral turpitude and the voter was struck, a
le�er is necessary from Pardon’s and Parole to reinstate the Voter’s Rights.

Adonis Bailey
From: Blair Bowie <BBowie@campaignlegalcenter.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 5:16 PM
To: Adonis Bailey <ABailey@co.morgan.al.us>
Cc: Barbara Caddell <barbara.caddell@gmail.com>; Kathy Jones <kathy.u.jones@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]Improper Voter Registra�on Rejec�on

Thank you very much for the quick response, Chairwoman Bailey. I'm glad to hear that Ms. Coleman's situa�on has been resolved. Does
Morgan County always require a le�er from Pardons and Parole before a person with a felony convic�on can register?

Best,
Blair

From: Adonis Bailey <ABailey@co.morgan.al.us>
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 5:31 PM
To: Blair Bowie <BBowie@campaignlegalcenter.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]Improper Voter Registra�on Rejec�on

Ms Bowie this ma�er has been handled and Mrs. Coleman is now ac�ve in our system.  We received the le�er from Pardons and Parole from Mrs.
Coleman and she was made ac�ve June 26, 2020.  A card was mailed to her to tell her where to vote.

From: Blair Bowie <BBowie@campaignlegalcenter.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 3:25 PM
To: kaus�n@co.morgan.al.us; morgan@vote.alabama.gov

Case 2:16-cv-00783-ECM-SMD   Document 270-11   Filed 09/29/20   Page 6 of 7



7/8/2020

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQkADQ1NGU4YTg4LWJmN2QtNDQ2Yy1hNTUxLTU3MjA5NjJlZTRmNQAQAHZTGJnhuNpCp6CWFQMQOoQ%3D 2/2

Cc: Barbara Caddell <barbara.caddell@gmail.com>; Kathy Jones <kathy.u.jones@gmail.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL EMAIL]Improper Voter Registra�on Rejec�on

Dear Chairwoman Bailey,

Please see the a�ached le�er from Campaign Legal Center and the League of Women Voters of Alabama regarding Julie Ann Coleman's voter
registra�on. We appreciate your a�en�on to this ma�er and are available to discuss it by phone or email.

Best,

Blair Bowie
Legal Counsel & Restore Your Vote Manager
Campaign Legal Center
202-736-2201
bbowie@campaignlegal.org
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