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December 20, 2024 

The Honorable Ron DeSantis 
Governor of Florida 
PL 05 The Capitol 
400 South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

The Honorable Ben Albritton 
President of the Florida Senate 
409 The Capitol 
404 South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

The Honorable Daniel Perez 
Speaker of the Florida House of Representatives  
420 The Capitol 
402 South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

 
Dear Governor DeSantis, President Albritton, and Speaker Perez: 

The Office of Election Crimes & Security (OECS) provides this Supplemental Interim 
Report1 to update the Governor and the Florida Legislature on investigations concerning 
initiative petition fraud. This occurs when committees, companies, or individuals commit fraud 
while gathering signatures from Florida electors in an effort to propose amendments to the 
Florida Constitution. 

 
Beginning in late 2023 and continuing into early 2024, Supervisors of Elections and Florida 

electors inundated the Department of State (DOS) and OECS with complaints involving 

 
1 This supplements the OECS Interim Report to Legislature on Initiative Petition Fraud Related to the Abortion 
Initiative (23-07) that was submitted on October 11, 2024.  See Revision Statement, p. 21.  OECS looks forward to 
submitting a Final Report on January 15, 2025.   



Floridians Protecting Freedom, Inc. (“FPF”) and its agents. FPF is the sponsor of Initiative 
Petition 23-07, “Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion.” The 
allegations included reports of paid FPF petition circulators signing petitions on behalf of 
deceased individuals, forging or misrepresenting elector signatures on petitions, using 
electors’ personal identifying information without consent, and perjury/false swearing. In the 
early months of 2024, several paid FPF petition circulators were arrested and charged with 
serious felonies. See App. E and F. Three of these circulators have since been convicted and 
sentenced, one to a multi-year prison term. In addition to the arrests, OECS has, to date, opened 
well more than 100 preliminary criminal investigations into individual paid petition circulators 
and organizations involved in the collection of petitions on behalf of FPF. Given the credibility 
of the allegations, OECS has referred over a hundred individual FPF cases to the Florida 
Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE), which is actively pursuing dozens of criminal 
investigations together with the Office of Statewide Prosecution. 

 
Until recently, the investigations have focused on non-verified petitions. These are 

petitions gathered in support of an initiative, turned into Supervisors of Elections to verify that 
the information matches that of a registered elector, and then rejected because of some 
statutory deficiency, such as signature mismatch or incorrect identifying information. See § 
100.371(11)(a), Fla. Stat. (setting forth requirements for petition form validation). Often, but 
not always, a rejected petition results in an elector being notified by the Supervisor that his or 
her information was incorrect and the petition was not counted. That is not the case with 
verified petitions. 

 
During 2024, as more criminal investigative information came to light, OECS became 

increasingly concerned that FPF submitted a large number of forged signatures or fraudulent 
petitions to the Supervisors of Elections, many of which may have been mistakenly verified. 
The initial basis for this concern stemmed from OECS’s analysis of statewide data showing 
that a significant number of known or suspected fraudsters had petitions counted across the 
state. 

 
To uncover the full extent of the fraud and identify Floridians whose identities were 

stolen in furtherance of election crime, OECS began a review of validated petitions in several 
counites submitted by known fraudsters—that is, individuals identified by Supervisors of 
Elections or law enforcement for previously submitting suspected forgeries or deceased elector 
signatures, or those with unusually high rejection rates. While conducting this review in three 
counties, OECS uncovered many validated petitions bearing clear indicia of fraud. OECS has 
referred dozens of cases to law enforcement requesting that criminal investigations be opened. 
Additionally, OECS learned that thousands of validated petitions bear signatures that do not 
match any signature the elector has on file, and thus should not have been verified as valid. See 
§ 100.371(11)(a), Fla. Stat. Each of these petitions could correspond to a Floridian who 
(unbeknownst to him or her) is a victim of felony election fraud. 

 
In addition to the above, OECS has also levied fines against FPF for failing to timely 

deliver completed petition forms (or deliver them at all) to the Supervisor of Elections, in 
violation of Florida law. See § 100.371(7)(a), Fla. Stat. To date, FPF has paid over $186,000 



in civil penalties to OECS for violations of Florida’s election laws. A fine for $164,000 was 
recently paid to OECS by FPF pursuant to a settlement agreement in December 2024. See 
App. I and Q. 

 
Moreover, OECS has received credible allegations that some of FPF’s subcontractors 

paid individual circulators per petition collected. This is a third-degree felony in Florida. See § 
104.186, Fla. Stat. Several entities linked to FPF were so brazen as to advertise this illegal 
arrangement on social media websites. This illegal scheme is likely driving the petition fraud 
outlined above. If a circulator is paid per signature, circulators are incentivized to forge as many 
signatures as possible to make a quick and easy buck. OECS has referred a handful of pay-per-
petition cases to law enforcement and prosecutors. See App. K. 

Finally, OECS notes that the investigations of OECS and its partners at FDLE and the 
Office of Statewide Prosecution have been stymied by a lack of recordkeeping and cooperation on 
the part of FPF and its agents. Florida law requires initiative petition sponsors “to account for all 
petition forms used by their agents.” See § 100.371(9), Fla. Stat.; Rule lS-2.009(8), F.A.C.  On 
two occasions, OECS demanded an accounting from FPF of its records to assess, among other 
things, the paid-per-petition concern.  FPF refused to provide the requested documents, claiming 
it does not have custody or control of any of the documents requested.  See App. J. 

Law enforcement has encountered similar issues with FPF’s contractors and 
subcontractors. FPF's main contractor, PCI Consultants, Inc., is not registered as a Florida business 
entity, despite being paid over $ 27 million dollars by FPF over the past 24 months to collect and 
submit abortion petitions for FPF in Florida. See App. L and M. Many of PCI Consultant’s 
subcontractors are also unregistered out-of-state entities, making it more difficult to enforce 
subpoenas. Reforms strengthening the corporate registration requirements and accounting 
mechanism (and enforcement of the same) would facilitate the accountability called for by current 
law. Barring outside companies from engaging in petition gathering efforts would also advance 
this end. OECS anticipates elaborating on this and other suggested legislative action in future 
reports. 

It has also become clear that a significant number of paid petition circulators used by FPF 
were known by FPF's agents to be fraudsters before being utilized for petition gathering. Over 55 
paid circulators who submitted petitions for Initiative Petition 23-07 appeared on a “Do Not Buy” 
list circulated in the industry. Based on information and belief, PCI Consultants, Inc. maintains 
the “Do Not Buy” list. Additionally, many of these same paid FPF circulators are not Florida 
residents and have very minimal, if any, Florida ties, and some have significant criminal histories. 
Unlike many other states, Florida has not imposed a residency requirement on petition circulators 
or made felons ineligible for paid petition circulation. This has complicated law enforcement’s 
ability to detect and prosecute petition circulators’ criminal activity. 

* * * 

The Florida Constitution serves as the State’s organic law. Altering that fundamental 
charter is a serious matter, and members of the executive and legislative branches of state 
government have a duty to ensure that the amendment procedures established thereby are strictly 



followed. See State ex rel. Citizens Proposition for Tax Relief v. Firestone, 386 So. 2d 561, 566- 
67 (Fla. 1980). As the Florida Supreme Court has long held, “The people of the state have a right 
to amend their Constitution, and they also have a right to require proposed amendments to be 
agreed to and submitted for adoption in the manner prescribed by the existing Constitution, which 
is the fundamental law. If essential mandatory provisions of the organic law are ignored in 
amending the Constitution of the state, and vital elements of a valid amendment are omitted, it 
violates the right of all the people of the state to government regulated by law.” Crawford v. 
Gilchrist, 59 So. 963, 967-68 (1912). All should agree that there is no room for fraud when it 
comes to changing the Florida Constitution. We look forward to constructive dialogue on the 
adequacy of current law in addressing initiative petition fraud. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Brad McVay 
Deputy Secretary of State for  
Legal Affairs & Election Integrity  
Florida Department of State 
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Executive Summary 

Legislation creating the OECS (Chapter 2022-73, Laws of Florida) requires OECS to 
submit a report by January 15 of each year to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, detailing information on investigations of alleged 
election law violations or irregularity. See § 97.022(7)(a)-(e), Fla Stat. More broadly, that 
legislation also makes a commitment of technology, infrastructure, and resources to OECS to help 
conduct efficient and secure elections.  

OECS submits this interim report consistent with its obligations. This report builds on 
OECS’s last report, which noted: 

During the last quarter of 2023, OECS and state election officials were inundated 
with an alarming amount of fraud in the constitutional initiative petition area.  In 
the last quarter alone, FDLE made at least 8 arrests of paid petition circulators.  
OECS expects more arrests early this year in this area. 

Final Report at 9-10.  

Specifically, the previous report noted that the last quarter of 2023 saw criminal allegations 
against 35 paid circulators associated with the organization sponsoring Initiative Petition 23-07, 
Floridians Protecting Freedom, Inc. (“FPF”).  These allegations affected over 1,500 electors in 35 
counties.  Final Report at 9-10.  OECS’s awareness of extraordinary levels of fraud associated with 
Initiative Petition 23-07 therefore predates the Florida Supreme Court’s advisory opinion 
approving the ballot initiative. Since that time, OECS has continued to be inundated with 
allegations of fraud and other illegality on the part of FPF’s agents.  These allegations have been 
made by electors, Supervisors of Elections, and even FPF contractors, subcontractors and paid 
circulators, and have been corroborated by law enforcement.   

 
OECS therefore undertook its own investigation of the issue, as required by Florida law. 

See § 97.022(1)(b), Fla. Stat. (tasking OECS with “initiating independent inquires and conducting 
preliminary investigations into allegations of election law violations or election irregularities in 
this state”).  Based on the preliminary results of that investigation, the number of FPF paid 
circulators who have committed criminal activity in connection with Initiative Petition 23-07 has 
now grown to well over 100, affecting many thousands of Floridians in most of the State’s 
counties.  Unfortunately, the investigation also revealed that the procedures established by current 
Florida law allowed thousands of fraudulent and otherwise invalid petition forms to be erroneously 
validated for Initiative Petition 23-07.  

OECS submits this interim report to policymakers in the legislative and executive branches 
in advance of the upcoming legislative session to summarize its preliminary findings and 
reemphasize the need for more effective regulation of petition circulation, verification of initiative 
petition forms, and enforcement mechanisms. 
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I. OECS INVESTIGATIONS OF ILLEGAL PETITION CIRCULATION ACTIVITY 

During late 2023 and throughout 2024, OECS received an unusually high volume of 
complaints from Supervisors of Elections and individual Florida electors concerning Initiative 
Petition 23-07, “Amendment to Limit Government Interference with Abortion.” The allegations 
included reports of paid FPF petition circulators signing petition forms on behalf of deceased 
individuals, forging or misrepresenting elector signatures on petition forms, using electors’ 
personal identifying information without consent, and perjury/false swearing.  In the early months 
of 2024, several FPF paid circulators were arrested and charged with serious felonies.  See App. E 
and F. In addition to the arrests, OECS opened hundreds of preliminary investigations into 
individual FPF paid circulators and several business entities involved in the collection of petitions 
on behalf of FPF.  In Palm Beach County alone, between June 2024 and September 2024, OECS 
referred 60 individual FPF paid circulators to law enforcement for fraudulent petition gathering 
activity.  See App. A.  OECS expects additional criminal referrals to result from the audit discussed 
in section III, infra.  Given the credibility of the allegations to date, nearly all of these 
investigations have been referred to law enforcement and many are now active criminal 
investigations with FDLE and the Office of Statewide Prosecution.  Below is a summary of the 
illegal petition circulation activity OECS has investigated and referred for prosecution.   

A. Illegal Compensation Scheme  

Petition fraud has bedeviled legislators, Supervisors of Elections, and Florida electors since 
the Florida Constitution was revised to allow for constitutional amendment by initiative petition 
in 1968.  Article XI, section 3 provides that this power “may be invoked by filing with the 
custodian of state records a petition containing a copy of the proposed revision or amendment, 
signed by a number of electors in each of one half of the congressional districts of the state, and 
of the state as a whole, equal to eight percent of the votes cast in each of such districts respectively 
and in the state as a whole in the last preceding election in which presidential electors were 
chosen.”  Section 100.371, Florida Statutes, has regulated the petition circulation process since the 
1970s, and the Florida Supreme Court has confirmed that “the legislature, in its legislative 
capacity, and the secretary of state, in his executive capacity, have the duty and obligation to ensure 
ballot integrity and a valid election process.  Ballot integrity is necessary to ensure the effectiveness 
of the constitutionally provided initiative process.”  State ex rel. Citizens Proposition for Tax Relief 
v. Firestone, 386 So. 2d 561, 566-67 (Fla. 1980). 

However, bad actors in the petition circulation industry have consistently resisted Florida’s 
efforts to deter, detect, and punish fraud.  As recently as 2010, justices on the Florida Supreme 
Court observed that there were “numerous examples of fraudulent practices on the part of initiative 
proponents.”  Browning v. Fla. Hometown Democracy, Inc., PAC, 29 So. 3d 1053, 1083 (Fla. 
2010) (Polston, J., dissenting with an opinion in which Canaday, J., concurred).  In 2019, the 
Legislature recognized that such fraud is strongly incentivized by sponsors paying circulators on 
a per-signature basis.  It therefore enacted section 104.186, Florida Statutes, which made it a first-
degree misdemeanor to compensate a petition circulator based on the number of petition forms 
gathered. Laws of Fla., ch. 2019-64, § 4, (eff. June 7, 2019).  The practice of paying per signature 
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continued, however, so the Legislature increased the offense to a third-degree felony in 2022.  
Laws of Fla., ch. 2022-73, § 28 (eff. Apr. 25, 2022). 

Unfortunately, it appears Florida law was still insufficient to deter FPF’s agents from 
compensating petition circulators based on the number of forms gathered.  The petition circulation 
campaign for Initiative Petition 23-07 was primarily if not solely conducted and overseen by PCI 
Consultants, Inc., a California-based corporation specializing in petition collection for ballot 
initiatives.  Campaign finance reports show that FPF paid PCI Consultants over $27 million in 
2023 and 2024.  See App. M.  Criminal intelligence generated by OECS, law enforcement, and the 
Office of Statewide Prosecutor strongly indicates that multiple subcontractors engaged by PCI 
Consultants paid individual circulators per petition collected, in gross violation of Florida law.  At 
least one of these subcontractors advertised the illegal payment scheme on social media websites. 
See App. J and K.  Other subcontractors better concealed the illegal payment scheme but have 
been accused of paying per signature by industry witnesses or petition circulators prosecuted for 
fraud.  See App. N at 12, 18, 24; App. E.  Competing petition circulation companies also reported 
credible evidence of FPF subcontractors paying per signature. See App. K.  Subcontractors paid 
as high as $10 per signature. See App. N at 18, 24; App. E (Harriel 1 at 7); App. J and K.  

Accordingly, earlier this year, the Department made a demand for an immediate accounting 
of any and all petition forms and correspondence provided to FPF from subcontractors believed 
by OECS to have compensated FPF circulators per petition.  See App. J; § 100.371(9), Fla. Stat. 
(requiring sponsors to “account for all petition forms used by their agents”); Rule 1S-2.009(8), 
F.A.C.  FPF responded to the Department’s demand by, among other things, claiming it does not 
have custody or control of any documents being requested.  See App. J.  Ostensibly, all petition 
forms collected by FPF paid circulators and volunteers were submitted to PCI Consultants, not 
FPF, and then submitted by PCI Consultants to the Supervisors of Elections on behalf of FPF.    

Florida law does not require sponsors’ contractors and subcontractors to comply with 
demands for accounting made by the Department of State, and PCI Consultants appears to have 
been less than helpful to Florida law enforcement agencies, even when faced with a subpoena.  
The State’s ability to execute the subpoena has been hampered by the fact that PCI Consultants is 
not a registered business entity in Florida.  Many of the subcontractors PCI Consultants worked 
with are not registered to do business in Florida, either.  And unlike other states where 
constitutional amendments can be proposed by initiative petition, Florida has no state residency 
requirement for paid petition circulators.  Consequently, many FPF paid circulators have few if 
any ties to Florida and list addresses in other, sometimes faraway, states.  Some appear to be 
transient, going from state-to-state to do similar work.  In fact, two paid circulators arrested for 
petition fraud in furtherance of Initiative Petition 23-07 also face charges for petition fraud in 
Kansas after leaving Florida.  See App. F.  The out-of-state residency of key suspects and witnesses 
has made for significant investigative challenges.  
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B. Petition Circulator Fraud 

Despite these challenges, investigations have yielded a substantial amount of criminal 
intelligence.  Law enforcement agencies have acted on OECS referrals and developed additional 
criminal targets based on interviews of witnesses and defendants and returns of documents, 
subpoenas, and search warrants.  These investigations have demonstrated widespread petition 
fraud in connection with Initiative Petition 23-07. Fraud was incentivized by the illegal 
compensation scheme described above and came in various forms.   

First, FPF paid circulators submitted petition forms bearing the personal identifying 
information of deceased individuals in several counties. Supervisors have provided evidence to 
OECS that FPF submitted petitions on behalf of more than 20 deceased Floridians.  See App. C.   

Second, information received from multiple Supervisors of Elections and individual 
Florida electors also shows paid petition circulators committing perjury/false swearing.  Under 
section 100.371(3)(a), Florida Statutes, a person may not collect signatures or initiative petitions 
for compensation unless the person is registered as a petition circulator with the Secretary of State.  
Section 100.371(5), Florida Statutes, requires paid petition circulators to attest that the petition 
was signed in their presence.  However, investigations show a widespread practice of registered 
paid petition circulators distributing petition forms with pre-signed attestations to groups of 
unregistered circulators, who then obtain signatures outside the paid circulator’s presence. See 
App. N at 18, 49.  Both the unregistered circulators who circulated petitions for compensation and 
the registered petition circulators who hired them committed crimes, and petition forms collected 
in this manner are invalid.  See § 100.371(11)(a)5., Fla. Stat. (“The supervisor may verify that the 
signature on a form is valid only if . . . [t]he signature was obtained legally, including that if a paid 
petition circulator was used, the circulator was validly registered . . . when the signature was 
obtained.”). 

Third, investigations have revealed that petition circulators tampered with petition forms 
after they were signed and submitted by electors.  Statements given under oath by at least one FPF 
circulator prosecuted for petition fraud reveal that, prior to submitting completed forms, the 
subcontractor he worked for would use a website to verify personal identifying information. See 
App. N at 40-41. If the elector could be located but the petition form was incomplete (i.e., no 
address, date of birth, signature date, etc.), the subcontractor would fill in the missing information. 
Id. at 31.  

Fourth, investigations indicate that some otherwise valid petition forms were obtained by 
fraud. According to the proffer of a circulator convicted of committing petition fraud in furtherance 
of Initiative Petition 23-07, at least one subcontractor instructed circulators to tell prospective 
signatories that the petition was “to keep the State of Florida from taking away women’s rights; 
that’s exactly what [the subcontractor] told us to tell people. Not necessarily abortion.” See App. 
N. 

The fifth and perhaps most concerning discovery is evidence of bulk identity theft—
circulators using electors’ publicly available personal identifying information to complete dozens, 
hundreds, or even thousands of petition forms without ever circulating the petition. Section 
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100.371(11), Florida Statutes, requires Supervisors of Elections to verify electors’ identities based 
on four pieces of information: (1) name, (2) address, (3) voter registration number or date of birth, 
and (4) signature match.  Outside of limited exceptions for domestic violence victims and “high-
risk professionals,” name, address, date of birth, and voter registration number are available in the 
voter extract file provided by the Division of Elections.  This information can often be found on 
the internet as well.  OECS and FDLE investigations display a pattern where enterprising 
circulators obtained lists of personal identifying information, copied this information onto petition 
forms in bulk, then forged signatures based on the electors’ names.  See App. E.  The only 
safeguard is the signature verification process, which is seriously flawed.  See section III, infra. 
The pay-per-petition compensation model incentivizes this type of fraud by encouraging paid 
signature gatherers to turn in as many forms as possible.  

OECS has received complaints from many Florida electors whose information was 
fraudulently submitted on forms for Initiative Petition 23-07.  Many complaints arose because 
some Supervisors notified electors when a petition form bearing their information was rejected. 
This in turn led electors to contact the Supervisor’s office or OECS to report potential fraud. 
Understandably, many were angry, upset, and confused. See App. B.1  

Supervisors of Elections have also provided a large number of credible complaints.  See 
App. C and D. In fact, Supervisors of Elections in Martin County and Osceola County have 
reported that members of their elections staff had their personal information misappropriated, and 
their signatures forged, on petition forms submitted by FPF paid circulators.  See App. D.  These 
fraudulent petitions accurately recorded aspects of the staff members’ personal identifying 
information, indicating that the fraudsters may have copied this information onto the petition forms 
from the state voter file or another database. 

These reports are corroborated by members of the petition circulation industry, including 
FPF’s own agents.  In late 2023, a circulator appeared at the R.A. Gray building in Tallahassee 
asking to speak with OECS.  The circulator wanted to report what he believed to be petition fraud 
related to Initiative Petition 23-07.  The circulator explained that he was the owner of a local 
petition circulator business working to collect signatures for the purpose of qualifying the abortion 
amendment for ballot placement.  The circulator’s employees included eight FPF paid petition 
circulators, whom the circulator suspected were engaged in a scheme to forge elector signatures 
on petition forms.  The circulator brought over 600 petitions from eight different paid FPF petition 
circulators.  The circulator believed some of the petitions to be fraudulent for several reasons.  
Those reasons included: at least one admission from an employee, the same handwriting for dozens 
of individual electors, incorrect dates of birth, names appearing to be in alphabetical order as if 
they were copied off a list, and signatures appearing to be forged, among other reasons.  The 
circulator did not know which of the approximately 600 petitions were in fact fraudulent but 
suspected some to be so.  OECS confirmed that each of the eight paid circulators in question were 
registered to circulate Initiative Petition 23-07. The information and paid circulator names were 

 
1 This represents only a sampling of complaints received from Florida electors.   
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immediately handed over to FDLE and the Office of Statewide Prosecution for criminal 
investigation.  See App. I. 

Investigations revealed that FPF’s agents were aware of fraud perpetrated by their 
circulators.  For instance, PCI Consultants, Inc., the main entity hired to collect petitions on behalf 
of FPF, flagged 35 petitions submitted by one of its circulators as forgeries.  See App. G.   Despite 
appearing on the “Do Not Buy” list described in the next paragraph, this circulator was used by 
FPF in nine Florida counites and had at least six other credible complaints filed against her by 
electors and other election officials.  PCI Consultants reported this circulator to the Supervisor of 
Election for Hernando County, but petition forms submitted by the circulator were validated in 
five other Florida counties, leading OECS to believe that PCI Consultants did not give the same 
notice to those counties.  On another occasion, the owner of one of PCI Consultants’ subcontractors 
advised law enforcement that “many petitioners use Facebook, Instagram, and Yellow Pages” to 
obtain personal identifying information and commit bulk identity theft.  See App. E at 9.   

Through the investigative work of its law enforcement partners, OECS has also learned of, 
and confirmed, the existence of a “Do Not Buy” list widely circulated in the petition gathering 
community.  Based on information and belief, PCI Consultants maintains a copy of the list.  
Florida, unlike many other states, has not made felons ineligible for paid petition circulation. The 
“Do Not Buy” list serves to give notice to entities or individuals that a particular circulator has 
either actively engaged in fraudulent petition gathering activities or has in the past been implicated 
in submitting fraudulent petitions.  OECS was given access to a version of the list and confirmed 
that more than 50 paid circulators who submitted petitions for FPF were among those listed.2 

Investigators have also uncovered the scope and methods of fraud in the course of 
prosecuting FPF paid circulators who violated Florida election law.  Four paid circulators who 
submitted abortion petitions on behalf of FPF have been arrested for petition fraud in connection 
with Initiative Petition 23-07 thus far.  All four appear on the “Do Not Buy” list.  Despite this, 
these four, and many others who are currently under active criminal investigation, were widely 
utilized by FPF in its petition gathering and submission operations.  Three defendants have been 
convicted—one of which was recently sentenced to a term of 25.8 months in the Florida 
Department of Corrections for petition fraud related to the abortion amendment. At least two 
defendants have indicated that many of the petitions they submitted were fraudulent or otherwise 
illegal. See App. E (Harriel 1); App. N (Salazar); App. P (Harriel 2).  One of these defendants 
explained to prosecutors that it was “hard to get a hundred” petitions for Initiative Petition 23-07 
in a day, and that people were generally much more willing to sign the marijuana petition 
circulating at the same time. See App. N at 27, 46. Yet this defendant noticed that other circulators 
were “handing [in] stacks and stacks” and “collecting a thousand a day.”  Id. at 27, 42.  When 
asked if other circulators ever talked about using names of other people they found online, the 
defendant stated: “People did that a lot. They would just fill out, people would just--fake, fake, 
fake, because they didn’t care.”  Id. at 45-46. 

 
2 OECS determined that the 55 individual paid circulators on the list who submitted petition forms on behalf of FPF 
accounted for over 8,800 validated petition forms across the State.  
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Another of these circulators testified that she was trained to commit bulk identity theft in 
furtherance of Initiative Petition 23-07, presumably by one of FPF’s subcontractors. Her 
instructions were to sign her name to petition forms, “[f]ive hundred at a time.” App. P (Harriel 
2). Next, she would compile a list of registered voters using a website called Clustrmaps and the 
Department of State’s online voter information lookup portal. Id. The circulator recorded electors’ 
first and last names, addresses, and dates of birth—“whatever needed to go on the form.” Id. The 
circulator would then provide the signed forms and the list to her employer, presumably an FPF 
subcontractor. Id. “And they would do the rest. They had their little organization where they would 
fill out all the stuff.” Id. The circulator was compensated at a rate of $5 per petition form: “that 
was the deal.” Id. The circulator admitted that she did all this from the comfort of her home, 
without ever circulating the petition. Id. Nevertheless, Supervisors validated 37.5% of the petitions 
submitted under her name. While the proffer is heavily redacted, OECS anticipates investigations 
will reveal that additional circulators hired and trained by the same FPF subcontractor engaged in 
the same method of bulk identity theft in furtherance of Initiative Petition 23-07.  

Additional information about these petition circulators is provided below:  

George Andrews - Pasco County case 2024CF000485 

OECS began investigating George Andrews in the fall of 2023.  Initially, three  Supervisors 
of Elections offices reported receiving a total of 29 fraudulent petition forms signed by George 
Andrews, a paid circulator for the abortion amendment.3  Law enforcement interviewed and 
confirmed with 10 Florida electors that they did not complete forms for Initiative Petition 23-07.  
Notably, electors confirmed that the personal identifying information was accurate, indicating use 
of a database and bulk identity fraud.  Based on information and belief, the actual number of fraud 
victims is much higher.  Andrews submitted a total of 1,906 abortion petitions across the state; 964 
were invalidated.   Following the tenth elector victim interview, law enforcement made the 
decision to bring charges against Andrews.  He was charged with 20 felony counts: 10 counts of 
Criminal Use of Personal Identification Information under section 817.568(2)(a), Florida Statutes, 
and 10 counts of Signing Another Person’s Name/Fictious name under section 104.185(2), Florida 
Statutes.  All 20 felony counts were based on invalidated signatures on petitions related to Initiative 
Petition 23-07.  Following Andrews’ arrest, investigation into his fraud continued.  Not long after 
his arrest, Andrews entered a guilty plea to all 20 felony counts in Pasco County, Florida case 
2024CF000485.  The Court sentenced Andrews to 25.8 months in the Florida Department of 
Corrections, where he remains as of the time of this report. 

In addition to his Florida criminal case, Andrews has also been charged with 30 counts of 
felony petition fraud in the state of Kansas.  See App. F.  The Kansas charges remain pending.   
Following Andrews’ Florida arrest and conviction, OECS was made aware that Andrews was 
listed on the “Do Not Buy” list that, based upon information and belief, is maintained by PCI 
Consultants, Inc.4   See App. E (Harriel 1).   It is highly suspect that a person like Andrews was 

 
3 OECS later learned that an employee of the Osceola County Supervisor of Elections Office had a fraudulent abortion 
petition submitted in her name.  George Andrews was the circulator listed on that petition.    
4 FPF hired PCI Consultants, Inc. to collect petition forms by hiring paid petition circulators, sometimes via 
subcontractors.  All petitions collected by paid circulators and volunteers were submitted to PCI Consultants.  It is 
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utilized by FPF and its contractor as a paid circulator and allowed to submit over 1,900 abortion 
petitions across the State of Florida. 

Following Andrews’ arrest, OECS analyzed statewide data and determined that in addition 
to 964 invalidated petition forms, Andrews also submitted 942 abortion petitions across 27 Florida 
counties that were validated.  As part of its ongoing audit of validated petition, OECS has referred 
an additional 46 validated petitions to law enforcement to review for potential criminal 
investigation.  As the OECS audit continues, OECS expects to identify additional victims of 
Andrews’ petition fraud and make additional criminal referrals to FDLE in the coming months. 

Jamie Johnson - Pasco County case 2024CF000487 

OECS began investigating Jamie Johnson in the fall of 2023 at same time the George 
Andrews investigation.  Johnson and Andrews were roommates at the time they were FPF paid 
circulators.  Initially, four Supervisors of Elections5 reported receiving approximately 102 
fraudulent abortion petitions6 signed by Johnson.  During the investigation, Hillsborough County 
submitted another complaint against Johnson, alleging she submitted petitions in the name of at 
least five deceased Floridians.  See App. C. 

Law enforcement interviewed and confirmed with nine Florida electors that they did not 
complete forms for Initiative Petition 23-07.  Notably, electors confirmed that the personal 
identifying information was accurate, indicating use of a database and bulk identity fraud.  During 
the investigation, it was learned that Johnson submitted two fraudulent petitions using the same 
victim information as her roommate, George Andrews.  Johnson also submitted a fraudulent 
petition using the name of the husband of one of Andrews’ victims.  Following the ninth victim 
interview, law enforcement decided to bring charges against Johnson for submitting fraudulent 
petitions on behalf of the Florida initiative sponsored by FPF, 23-07.  Based on information and 
belief, the actual number of fraud victims was much higher.  Johnson submitted a total of 1,647 
abortion petitions across the state; 814 were invalidated.  Johnson was charged with 20 felony 
counts: 10 counts of Criminal Use of Personal Identification Information under section 
817.568(2)(a), Florida Statutes, and 10 counts of Signing Another Person’s Name/Fictious name 
under section 104.185(2), Florida Statutes.  The initial investigation focused on invalidated 
petitions, and all 20 felony counts were based on invalidated signatures for Initiative Petition 23-
07.  Johnson was unable to be located in Florida but was eventually arrested in Nebraska.  See 
App. F.  At that time, Florida officials learned that Johnson was also wanted in Kansas for 19 
felony petition fraud charges.  The Kansas Attorney General has announced his intention to bring 
Johnson to Kansas for prosecution.  See App. F.  Florida is similarly pursuing extradition.   

Following Johnson’s arrest, OECS continued to investigate her fraud.  OECS discovered 
that in addition to the 814 invalidated abortion petitions, Johnson also had 833 abortion petitions 

 
OECS’s understanding that PCI Consultants tracked all petition forms and submitted them to the Supervisors of 
Elections on behalf of FPF.  FPF paid PCI Consultants over $27 million over the past two years for their services.  See 
App. M.    
5 Hernando, Pasco, Pinellas, and Sumter Counties. 
6 One of these petitions from Hernando County was submitted on behalf of a deceased Floridian.   
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validated across 22 Florida counties.  As part of its ongoing verified petition audit, OECS has 
referred an additional 56 of Johnson’s validated petitions to law enforcement to review for 
potential criminal investigation.  OECS expects to identify additional victims of Johnson’s petition 
fraud and make additional criminal referrals to FDLE in the coming months. 

Following Johnson’s arrest, OECS learned that, like her co-defendant Andrews, Johnson 
was listed on the “Do Not Buy” list that, based upon information and belief, is maintained by PCI 
Consultants, Inc, FPF’s main contractor.   It is highly suspect that a person like Johnson was 
utilized by FPF and its contractor as a paid circulator and allowed to submit over 1,600 petition 
forms across the State of Florida. 

Andre Salazar - Sarasota County case 2024CF002716 

OECS began investigating Andre Salazar in late 2023.  Initially, two Supervisors of 
Elections7 reported receiving a total of 33 fraudulent abortion petitions signed by Salazar.  Law 
enforcement interviewed and confirmed with 12 Florida electors that they did not complete forms 
for Initiative Petition 23-07.  Notably, electors confirmed that some of the personal identifying 
information was accurate, indicating use of a database and bulk identity fraud.  Based on 
information and belief, the actual number of fraud victims is much higher.  Salazar submitted a 
total of 1,585 abortion petitions across the state; 718 were invalidated.  Law enforcement 
interviewed Salazar.  Among other things, Salazar stated to law enforcement during his interview 
that he was employed for a period of time at a petition gathering company tasked with gathering 
and submitting abortion petitions; was paid $10 per abortion petition submitted; and circulated the 
petition for compensation prior to registering as a paid FPF petition circulator.  See App. E and N.  
Salazar also admitted that, after he became a registered FPF petition circulator, he “would have 
other circulators get the petitions completed for him, but he would sign them, attesting that the 
petition was signed in his presence.”  This calls into question the validity of all validated petition 
forms submitted under Salazar’s paid petition circulator number.  See § 100.371(11)(a)5., Fla. Stat. 
(“The supervisor may verify that the signature on a form is valid only if . . . [t]he signature was 
obtained legally, including that if a paid petition circulator was used, the circulator was validly 
registered . . . when the signature was obtained.”). 

Following the interviews, law enforcement brought charges against Salazar.  He was 
charged with 12 felony counts of Criminal Use of Personal Identification Information under 
section 817.568(2)(a), Florida Statutes.  All 12 felony counts were based on invalidated signatures 
on petition forms related to Initiative Petition 23-07.  Salazar recently entered a plea agreement 
and provided a proffer to the Office of Statewide Prosecution as part of the agreement.    

Following Salazar’s arrest, OECS analyzed statewide data and determined that in addition 
to 718 invalidated abortion petitions, Salazar also submitted 867 abortion petitions across four 
Florida counties that were validated.  Cf. App. O (news reports incorrectly claiming that all petition 
forms submitted by Salazar were “stopped at [the] county level and never ended up in the 
initiative’s total”).  As part of its ongoing audit, OECS has referred an additional validated abortion 

 
7 Lee and Sarasota Counties. 
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petition to law enforcement to review for potential criminal investigation.  OECS expects to 
identify additional victims of Salazar’s petition fraud and make additional criminal referrals to 
FDLE in the coming weeks. 

Donna Harriel - Martin County case 2024CF000424 

OECS began investigating Donna Harriel in late 2023.  Initially, three Supervisors of 
Elections8 reported receiving a total of 186 fraudulent abortion petitions signed by Harriel.9  Law 
enforcement interviewed and confirmed with six Florida electors that they did not complete forms 
for Initiative Petition 23-07.  Notably, electors confirmed that the personal identifying information 
was accurate, indicating use of a database and bulk identity fraud.  Based on information and belief, 
the actual number of fraud victims is much higher.  Harriel submitted a total of 526 abortion 
petitions across the state; 314 were invalidated.   Law enforcement interviewed Harriel.  Among 
other things, Harriel stated to law enforcement during her interview that she was employed for a 
period of time at a petition gathering company tasked with gathering and submitting abortion 
petitions; was paid $10 per abortion petition submitted; and was fired from the company for 
committing fraud. See App. E.  

Following Harriel’s interview, law enforcement interviewed the owner of the FPF 
subcontractor that fired her.  He advised law enforcement of the following: 

• A company subcontracting with PCI Consultants, Inc., engaged his company to hire paid 
petition circulators to collect abortion petitions for the Amendment sponsored by FPF; 

• PCI Consultants would review and validate the petition forms before submitting them to 
the Supervisors of Elections; 

• Harriel was at one time an employee of his company, but “Harriel was fired and placed on 
Do Not Buy List that is maintained by PCI”; and 

• He is aware that paid petition circulators engaged in fraud, often using Facebook, 
Instagram, Yellow Pages, and other internet sources to obtain personal identifying 
information of potential victims. 

See App. E. 

Following the interviews, law enforcement brought charges against Harriel.  She was 
charged with 10 felony counts: five (5) counts of Criminal Use of Personal Identification 
Information under section 817.568(2)(a), Florida Statutes and five (5) counts of Signing Another 
Person’s Name/Fictious name under section 104.185(2), Florida Statutes.  All 10 felony counts 
were based on invalidated signatures on petition forms related to Initiative Petition 23-07. 

Following Harriel’s arrest, OECS analyzed statewide data and determined that in addition 
to 314 invalidated abortion petitions, Harriel also submitted 212 abortion petitions across 18 
Florida counties that were validated.  As part of its ongoing audit, OECS has referred an additional 

 
8 Escambia, Martin, and Brevard Counties. 
9 OECS later received additional complaints from electors and Supervisors of Elections in Indian River County, St. 
Lucie County, and Palm Beach County alleging that Harriel was submitting fraudulent petitions on behalf of Florida 
electors. 
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31 validated abortion petitions to law enforcement to review for potential criminal investigation.  
OECS expects to identify additional victims of Harriel’s petition fraud and make additional 
criminal referrals to FDLE in the coming months.    

C. Improper Delivery 

Under Florida law, a sponsor that collects petition forms or uses a petition circulator to 
collect petition forms serves as a fiduciary to the elector signing the petition form.  See § 
100.371(7)(a), Fla. Stat.  The law requires each sponsor that collects petition forms to “promptly 
deliver[]” those petitions to the Supervisor of Elections within 30 days after the elector signs the 
form or be liable for a fine.  Id.; Rule 1S-2.0091(2)(b), F.A.C.  For each petition form that is 
delivered later than 30 days from the date the elector signed the form, the fine is $50, or $250 if 
the sponsor or petition circulator acted willfully.  See § 100.371(7)(a)1, Fla. Stat.  For each petition 
form that is not submitted to the Supervisor of Elections, the fine is $500, or $1,000 if the sponsor 
or petition circulator acted willfully.  See § 100.371(7)(a)2, Fla. Stat. 

OECS received information from Supervisors of Elections indicating that FPF violated 
section 100.371(7)(a), Florida Statutes, by failing to timely deliver petition forms in some cases 
and by failing to deliver the forms at all in others.  In the past 12 months, OECS has issued three 
letters fining FPF for these violations.  See App. I.    FPF has paid over $22,000 in civil fines for 
violating Florida election laws.  Id.  It paid another $164,000 to the Department of State pursuant 
to a settlement agreement in December 2024.    See App. Q.   

It appears some of these forms were not submitted based on well-founded concerns that 
some or all of the forms were fraudulent. But even where a sponsoring committee or its agent 
suspects fraud, under Florida law, they must still submit the petition to the Supervisor of Elections.  
Sponsors typically comply with this requirement, and those following best practice note their 
concerns to the Supervisor upon submission.  The Supervisor of Elections is then better able to 
assess fraud at the petition verification stage of the process. 

II. OECS AUDIT OF VALIDATED PETITIONS 

OECS’s investigations of FPF and its agents were initially focused on complaints related 
to non-verified petition forms—those that are invalid due to omissions, mismatching information, 
or other noncompliance with Florida Statutes. However, as its investigations progressed, OECS 
became concerned that a substantial number of forged signatures submitted by FPF were 
mistakenly verified as valid by Supervisors of Elections.  This concern grew as evidence and 
testimony was gathered by OECS and law enforcement agencies in the first two quarters of 2024.  
Evidence in some cases indicated that the circulators did not submit any actual elector signatures, 
but rather forged or procured through fraud all of the signatures submitted.  Yet when data was 
analyzed at the state level, OECS discovered that many forms submitted by these circulators were 
validated in multiple counties. 

Take the four arrested petition circulators discussed in the previous section.  Collectively, 
these four individuals had over 25 complaints from electors and election officials, stemming from 
submissions in 15 different counties.  Collectively, the complaints alleged that approximately 370 
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petitions were fraudulent, and included at least 7 deceased individuals. At least two of these 
individuals confessed that they engaged in bulk identify theft and that most or all of the forms they 
submitted were fraudulent.  All four of these individuals were listed on the “Do Not Buy” list 
discussed in the previous section.  Yet, statewide data reveals that 2,854 petitions submitted by 
these four individuals were verified as valid and counted toward the total number and distribution 
of signatures required for ballot placement.   

OECS is statutorily tasked with “initiating independent inquires and conducting preliminary 
investigations into . . . election irregularities in this state.” § 97.022(1)(b), Fla. Stat.  Therefore, 
OECS concluded it was necessary to expand its investigation to validated forms in order to (1) 
determine the full scope of the fraud associated with Initiative Petition 23-07, (2) uncover the 
techniques used by fraudsters and recommend legislative counteraction, and (3) identify Floridians 
whose identities were stolen in furtherance of election crime. Unlike with other kinds of identity 
theft, many victims of petition fraud never know that their identities have been successfully stolen 
in furtherance of election crime. This is because, while a number of Supervisors notify the elector 
when a deficiency in a petition form bearing his or her name causes it to be rejected, few if any 
Supervisors notify the elector when a petition bearing his or her name has been validated. This 
section provides an overview of the signature verification standards established by Florida law, 
the methodology used by OECS to audit verified signatures for Initiative Petition 23-07, and the 
preliminary results.  

A. Signature Verification Standards  

While the Constitution does not expressly contemplate signature verification, the Florida 
Supreme Court has recognized that “verification is an element of ballot integrity and a task which 
the legislature may require to be accomplished as a prerequisite to filing an initiative constitutional 
proposal with the secretary of state.” Citizens Proposition for Tax Relief v. Firestone, 386 So. 2d 
561, 566-67 (Fla. 1980). Section 100.371(11)(a), Florida Statutes, permits Supervisors of Elections 
to validate a petition form only if “[t]he form contains the original signature of the purported 
elector.” The Secretary of State has a statutory responsibility to “[p]rovide mandatory formal 
signature matching training to supervisors of elections and county canvassing board members,” 
and “[a]ny person whose duties require verification of signatures must undergo signature matching 
training.” § 97.012(17), Fla. Stat. The Department of State has a corresponding duty to “adopt 
rules governing signature matching procedures and training.” Id. Section 100.371(14), Florida 
Statutes, further authorizes the Department of State to adopt rules to carry out the provisions of 
subsection (11).  

Florida Administrative Code Rule 1S-2.056(1) fulfills these statutory mandates by creating a 
two-hour online training program available at dos.fl.gov/elections/signaturetraining. The required 
training course for the 2024 election cycle, entitled “Signature Verification Training for Florida 
Supervisors of Elections & Canvassing Boards” (the DOS Training), is presented by Thomas W. 
Vastrick, an expert in the field of forensic document examination. The DOS training instructs 
signature matchers: “Don’t trust your eyes. Don’t just look at the signature and say yes or no. 
Break it down into its component parts.” DOS Training, Wrap Up: Review of Concepts. For 
initiative petitions, the component parts include spacing, letter height ratio, baseline habits, letter 
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connections, initial and terminal strokes, pen pressure, letter design, slant, pen lifts, width versus 
length proportions of loops, curves at initial and terminal strokes, crossbar positions, angular 
versus smooth curve, buckles, extra or missing strokes, pen control, consistent left margin, ink or 
writing instrument, simplicity, and disguise or slowness. DOS Training, Wrap Up: Review of 
Concepts. The DOS Training equips trainees to assess each of these component parts. DOS 
Training, Red Flags & Forgery: Slowness; Red Flags & Forgery: Forgery; Red Flags & Forgery: 
Simple or Illegible Signatures; Signature Examinations: Signature Examinations; Signature 
Examinations: Petitions and Disguise. The training concludes by instructing signature reviewers 
to adhere to these “uniform standards for evaluating signatures from the outset” and reiterates the 
importance of “follow[ing] the standards set forth in law for validating or invalidating or accepting 
or rejecting, as may be applicable a ballot, a cure affidavit, a petition, or other signed document.” 
DOS Training, Wrap Up: Key Take-Aways. 

B. Audit Methodology  

The objectives of OECS’s audit of forms validated for Initiative Petition 23-07 are three-
fold: (1) to determine the extent and methods of the fraud, (2) to identify recommendations to 
strengthen the integrity of the petition process moving forward, and (3) to identify circulators 
committing election crime and seek justice on behalf of any Floridian whose identity was stolen 
thereby. 

To these ends, OECS compiled a list of known or suspected fraudsters who submitted 
validated petition forms for Initiative Petition 23-07.  This list includes individuals who: 

(a)  were the subjects of a complaint alleging fraudulent petition circulation submitted to 
OECS by an elector or Supervisor; 

(b)  submitted a petition in the name of a deceased individual; 

(c)  were implicated by an admission from a defendant or cooperating witness; or  

(d)  had an invalid rate substantially higher than the state average.   

OECS then analyzed county data to determine locations where known or suspected 
fraudsters had a large number of petitions verified as valid. OECS issued requests to audit verified 
petitions in several of those counties. Counties accommodating OECS’s requests arranged for 
physical or remote review of the requested petitions. 

OECS selected Department of State employees who demonstrated mastery of DOS’s 
signature matching standards to conduct the limited audit of forms validated for Initiative Petition 
23-07 (“DOS auditors”). Each DOS auditor has a valid and up-to-date signature match training 
certificate. See Rule 1S-2.056(1), F.A.C. Auditors were instructed to assess whether forms 
contained all statutorily required information about the elector and petition circulator and a 
matching signature.  For each petition form analyzed, the auditor made one of four findings: 
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Status Code Status Description 
Valid Agree with Supervisor’s decision to validate 

Invalid 
Do not agree with Supervisor’s decision to 
validate; highly confident the petition is invalid  

First review 
indeterminate 

Validity is questionable; requested second 
reviewer 

Missing Missing or defective scan; OECS unable to 
make a determination 

 
C. Preliminary Results 

To date, OECS has audited verified petitions in three counties: Palm Beach, Orange, and 
Osceola Counties.   

Palm Beach County 

The audit began with a visit to Palm Beach County to obtain information about the county’s 
storage of petitions and the signature comparison process.  OECS began in Palm Beach County 
because (1) it is among the most organized Supervisor of Elections office in terms of cataloging 
and sharing evidence of petition-related fraud with OECS and county electors; and (2) there was 
evidence of substantial fraud on the part of circulators submitting petition forms there.  See App. 
A (referring 60 individual FPF paid circulators for criminal investigation, all due to elector 
declarations or forms containing the personal identifying information of electors who were 
deceased at the time of the alleged signature).   

While there, OECS reviewed a sample of 41 validated petition forms submitted by known 
or suspected fraudsters.  OECS compared the information on the forms with the statutory 
requirements set forth in section 100.371(11)(a), Florida Statutes. Although the sample size was 
small, this initial review produced concerning findings.   Perhaps most surprising was the number 
of signatures that did not match any signature on file.  Fifteen signatures were not remotely close, 
while an additional five warranted secondary review.10   

 Total Verified Petitions Reviewed 41 
Valid 21 
Invalid 15 
First review indeterminate 5 
Missing 0 

Invalidity Rate  36.6% or more 

Several forms contained additional indicia of fraud, such as suspect handwriting, the 
inclusion of both a voter registration number and date of birth (only one is required and many 
electors do not have ready access to their voter registration numbers when approached in public), 

 
10 Except for petition forms audited both in Orange County 1 and Orange County 2, secondary reviews have not yet 
been completed. 
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and circulator affidavits signed days after the signature was obtained.  OECS referred these forms 
to law enforcement for criminal investigation.  OECS also determined that, of the 41 petitions 
reviewed, multiple petitions were submitted on behalf of five electors.  It is a crime for a person 
to knowingly sign a petition for an issue more than one time under section 104.185(1), Florida 
Statutes. OECS referred these five forms to law enforcement to investigate whether the electors 
submitted multiple forms, or submitted one petition only and were the victim of fraud with respect 
to the second form. 

Orange County 1 

Based on the initial findings in Palm Beach County, OECS decided it should review 
additional populous counties that, according to OECS analysis, had high levels of validated 
submissions from known or suspected fraudsters.  OECS assembled a larger team and sought 
targeted petitions from Orange County, a populous county relatively near Tallahassee. Like in 
Palm Beach County, OECS reviewed validated petitions submitted by known or suspected 
fraudsters. However, rather than requesting a sample, OECS requested all petitions meeting that 
criteria. 

The initial Orange County review consisted of 2,216 validated petitions,11 and the findings 
were similar to Palm Beach County.  Many of the petitions contained a signature that clearly did 
not match any signature on file.  The results of the review were:   

Total Verified Petitions Reviewed 2,216 
Valid 1,214 
Invalid 715 
First review indeterminate 287 
Missing 0 

Invalidity Rate  32.3% or more 

A number of the petitions contained additional indicia of fraud, such as suspect handwriting, 
indecipherable or misspelled names, incorrect date of birth, and circulator affidavits signed days 
after the signature was obtained. 

Orange County 2 (U.S. Congressional District 9) 

Based on the overarching fraud concerns outlined in the earlier sections of this report and 
the Palm Beach County and Orange County reviews, OECS decided to undertake a larger, more 
comprehensive review of all verified petition forms—i.e., not limited to those submitted by known 
and suspected fraudsters.  OECS returned to Orlando to conduct a second Orange County review.  
In this review, OECS requested all 11,306 petitions validated by the Orange County Supervisor of 
Elections within the Ninth United States Congressional District.  (OECS ultimately received and 
reviewed 9,810 of these petitions.  OECS and Orange County are reconciling why the additional 
1,496 petitions were not provided to OECS.  OECS intends to complete its review of those 

 
11 OECS reviewed petitions from Districts 8, 9, 10, and 11 as part of Orange County 1. 
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remaining petitions as soon as they are provided.)  As would be expected, the audit revealed a 
lower rate of invalidity than when known and suspected fraudsters were viewed in isolation. 
However, at 20.9% or more, this rate is still concerningly high. 

Total Verified Petitions Reviewed 9,672 
Valid 6,840 
Invalid 2,017 
First review indeterminate 815 

Missing 341 
Invalidity Rate 20.9% or more 

Osceola County 

 After completing the second Orange County audit, a team of DOS auditors was sent to 
neighboring Osceola County.  OECS believed it would be helpful to compare the results from 
Palm Beach County (1.5 million residents in 2022) and Orange County (3.2 million residents in 
2022) with a smaller county where petitions submitted by known and suspected fraudsters 
accounted for a smaller number of validated forms. Osceola County (423,000 residents in 2022) 
fit this description and is located entirely within the Ninth U.S. Congressional District. The audit 
revealed a significantly lower rate of invalidity. 

Total Verified Petitions Reviewed 1,378 
Valid 1,153 
Invalid 102 
First review indeterminate 123 
Missing 0 

Invalidity Rate 7.4% or more 

 These widely disparate invalidity rates indicate that some Supervisors of Elections offices 
may be utilizing far more effective internal controls over signature verification than others. 
Preliminary results indicate that more populous counties may have faced more difficulty in 
accurately verifying signatures submitted for Initiative Petition 23-07 than smaller counties. OECS 
plans to conduct a thorough analysis of the methods used by Supervisors to hire signature verifiers, 
confirm that they have completed the mandatory training, and ensure that they are accurately 
applying the standards established by DOS. OECS will report its findings in future reports.  

Analysis 

Current Florida law places immense weight on signature verification.  Because all other 
required personal identifying information is publicly available, a robust signature match procedure 
is the only real line of defense for ballot integrity.  Unfortunately, the preliminary results of 
OECS’s audit indicate that some counties failed their statutory obligation to verify petition forms 
for Initiative Petition 23-07 in accordance with the standards “governing signature matching” 
promulgated by Department of State. See §§ 97.012(17), 100.371(14), Fla. Stat.   
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Thus far, OECS has reviewed and analyzed a total of 13,059 validated petition forms.   
OECS has determined that, at a minimum, 2,650 should not have been validated due to statutory 
deficiencies or a clear mismatch between the signature on the petition and any signature on file. 
While there is a wide range of invalidity rates between the three audited counties, on average, 
25.4% of petition forms that were submitted by known or suspected fraudsters and verified by the 
Supervisor of Elections should have been rejected due to statutory deficiencies or a clear signature 
mismatch.12  Based on the only county where data is available, the invalidity rate drops by 35.4% 
when all circulators are included.13  Applying this “drop off rate” (35.4%) to the average invalidity 
rate for known or suspected fraudsters (25.4%) yields an average total county invalidity rate of 
16.4%.14 

These county figures, while based on a small sample size and subject to change with 
additional data, allow for extrapolation of invalidity rates by United States congressional district 
(CD). Consider the Ninth Congressional District, which is comprised of Osceola County and 
portions of Orange and Polk Counties. Applying the total invalidity rate in Orange County (Orange 
2 audit), applying the invalidity rate for known and suspected fraudsters in Osceola County 
(Osceola audit) adjusted by the drop off rate (Orange 1 audit ∆ Orange 2 audit), and applying the 
average total county invalidity rate (see n.14) for Polk County results in a projected CD invalidity 
rate of 11.7%. 

CD9 
  # Validated Invalid Rate # Invalid  
Orange                         

11,306  
20.9%          2,358  

Osceola                         
16,700  

4.8%             799  

Polk                            
2,372  

16.4%             390  

TOTAL                         
30,378  

11.7%          3,546  

^ (1 - 35.4%) * 7.4% 
  (1 - drop off rate) * Osceola KSF inval. rate 
✝ average total county inval. rate, see n.14 

Five other congressional districts both (a) contain portions of audited counties and (b) 
received validated signatures equal to eight percent of the votes cast in the last preceding 
presidential election: CD10, CD20, CD21, CD22, and CD23.  

 
12 (36.6% + 32.3% + 7.4%) / 3 = 25.4% 
(Palm Beach KSF inval. rate + Orange KSF inval. rate + Osceola KSF inval. rate) / # audited counties = average 
KSF inval. rate 
13 (32.3% - 20.9%) / 32.3% = 35.4% 
(Orange KSF inval. rate - Orange total inval. rate) / Orange KSF inval. rate = drop off rate 
14 (1 - 35.4%) * 25.4% = 16.4% 
(1 - drop off rate) * average KSF inval. rate = average total county inval. rate 
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CD10, which contains another portion of Orange County, would be expected to have an 
invalidity rate around 20.9% (Orange 2 audit). 

CD20 contains portions of Broward and Palm Beach Counties.  Applying the invalidity 
rate for known and suspected fraudsters in Palm Beach County (Palm Beach audit) adjusted by 
the drop off rate (Orange 1 audit ∆ Orange 2 audit)15 and applying the average total county 
invalidity rate (see n.14) for Broward County results in a projected CD invalidity rate of 18.2%. 

CD21 contains Martin and St. Lucie Counties and a portion of Palm Beach County.  
Applying the invalidity rate for known and suspected fraudsters in Palm Beach County (Palm 
Beach audit) adjusted by the drop off rate (Orange 1 audit ∆ Orange 2 audit) and applying the 
average total county invalidity rate (see n.14) for Martin and St. Lucie Counties results in a 
projected CD invalidity rate of 18.4%. 

CD22, which contains another portion of Palm Beach County, would be projected to have 
the invalidity rate for known and suspected fraudsters in Palm Beach County (Palm Beach audit) 
adjusted by the drop off rate (Orange 1 audit ∆ Orange 2 audit), which is 23.6%.  

CD23 contains portions of Broward and Palm Beach Counties.  Applying the invalidity 
rate for known and suspected fraudsters in Palm Beach County (Palm Beach audit) adjusted by 
the drop off rate (Orange 1 audit ∆ Orange 2 audit) and applying the average total county invalidity 
rate (see n.14) for Broward County results in a projected CD invalidity rate of 18.5%. 

Pending additional audits, the projected invalidity rate of CDs composed of unaudited 
counties is 16.4% (the average total county invalidity rate, see n.14). 

As for the statewide invalidity rate, the cumulative invalidity rate for known or suspected 
fraudsters is 22.9%.16 Applying the drop off rate results in a projected statewide invalidity rate of 
14.8%.17 

In addition to shedding light on the true number of valid petition forms submitted for 
Initiative Petition 23-07, the audit has generated a great deal of information that OECS plans to 
deploy in the form of legislative proposals and additional criminal referrals.  OECS has made or 
anticipates making hundreds of more criminal referrals based on the audited petition forms.  
OECS’s audit therefore remains ongoing. OECS has outstanding requests to Hillsborough and 
Alachua Counties for access to validated petition forms submitted by known or suspected 
fraudsters.  OECS has also requested a larger sample of validated forms from Palm Beach County.  
OECS plans to make additional requests, focusing on populous counties with high levels of 
validated forms submitted by known or suspected fraudsters. OECS further plans to request an 

 
15 (1 - 35.4%) * 36.6% = 23.6% 
(1 - drop off rate) * Palm Beach KSF inval. rate = Palm Beach total inval. rate 
16 (15 + 715 + 102) / (41 + 2,216 + 1,378) = 22.9% 
(# Palm Beach inval. + # Orange 1 inval. + # Osceola inval.) / (# Palm Beach reviewed + # Orange 1 reviewed + # 
Osceola reviewed) = cumulative KSF inval. rate 
17 (1 - 35.4%) * 22.9% = 14.8% 
(1 - drop off rate) * cumulative KSF inval. rate = total statewide inval. rate 
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audit of all 2,372 verified forms in the portion of Polk County within CD9.  OECS intends to report 
the results of these planned audits in a subsequent interim report to the Legislature. 

Conclusion 

OECS continues to be active and vigilant in its efforts to combat election fraud.  The fraud 
outlined in this report is unacceptable, and it is imperative that the state consider major reforms to 
the initiative petition process to prevent groups from doing this ever again in Florida. 
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Revision Statement 

Dear Governor DeSantis, President Albritton, and Speaker Perez: 

This supplemental Interim Report includes statements proffered by a circulator 
convicted of petition fraud in furtherance of Initiative Petition 23-07 made public after the 
Interim Report’s initial publication on October 11, 2024.  The statements indicate that at 
least one FPF subcontractor instructed circulators to commit bulk identity theft. The 
supplement also discusses FPF’s $164,000 payment to the Department of State pursuant to 
a settlement agreement executed on December 16, 2024.  The agreement followed a DOS 
letter imposing penalties on FPF for failing to deliver completed petition forms.  

OECS would also like to direct your attention to three numerical errors in the initial 
Interim Report.  Please note that these errors did not affect any of the invalidity rates 
calculated or projected by the report. 

On page 17, the table for Orange County 2 reported the number of Total Verified 
Petitions Reviewed as 9,810.  The correct figure is 9,672, which is the sum of petition 
forms audited as Valid (6,840), Invalid (2,017), and First Review Indeterminate (815).  The 
invalidity rate of 20.9% was calculated using the correct figure. 

On page 17, the first paragraph under the subheading Osceola County has been revised 
to read: “After completing the second Orange County audit, a team of DOS auditors was 
sent to neighboring Osceola County.  OECS believed it would be helpful to compare the 
results from Palm Beach County (1.5 million residents in 2022) and Orange County (3.2 
million residents in 2022) with a smaller county where petitions submitted by known and 
suspected fraudsters accounted for a smaller number of validated forms.  Osceola County 
(423,000 residents in 2022) fit this description and is located entirely within the Ninth U.S. 
Congressional District.  The audit revealed a significantly lower rate of invalidity.”  

On page 18, the first sentence of the first paragraph contained erroneous figures.  It 
now reads: “Thus far, OECS has reviewed and analyzed a total of 13,059 validated petition 
forms.  OECS auditors have determined that, at a minimum, 2,650 should not have been 
validated due to statutory deficiencies or a clear mismatch between the signature on the 
petition and any signature on file.” 248 petition forms were reviewed in both Orange 
County 1 and Orange County 2. Of the 248 double-reviewed petition forms, 49 were 
audited as invalid in both Orange County 1 and Orange County 2 or were audited as invalid 
in either Orange County 1 or Orange County 2 and audited as first review indeterminate in 
the other. The 13,059 figure was calculated by subtracting the number of double-reviewed 
petition forms (248) from the sum of total verified petition forms audited in Palm Beach 
County (41), Orange County 1 (2,216), Orange County 2 (9,672), and Osceola County 
(1,378).  The 2,650 figure was calculated by subtracting the number of double-reviewed 
petition forms (248) from the sum of petition forms audited as invalid in Palm Beach 
County (15), Orange County 1 (715), Orange County 2 (2,017), and Osceola County (102), 
then adding back the number of petition forms audited as invalid in both Orange County 1 
and Orange County 2 or audited as invalid in either Orange County 1 or Orange County 2 
and audited as first review indeterminate in the other (49). 

For clarity, page 19 now includes a projection of the statewide invalidity rate.  As 
initially published, the report projected invalidity rates by U.S. congressional district only. 

Minor grammatical and typographic errors unrelated to the results of OECS’s audit of 
validated petition forms have also been corrected. 



 

 

 

 

Appendix A: Palm Beach County Referrals 















 

 

 

 

Appendix B: Sampling of Voter Complaints 





































































































 

 

 

 

Appendix C: Deceased Voter Submissions 





























 

 

 

 

Appendix D: Sampling of Supervisors of Elections Complaints 































































 

 

 

 

Appendix E: Arrest Reports 



























































































































Appendix F: News Reports of Arrests 



Menu «ampa !lay «imes 

ADVERTISEMENT 

NEWS/ CRIME 

Dade City man accused of 
election fraud in No Labels 
party petition in Kansas 
George Andrews, 30, also submitted invalid petitions for 

an abortion rights ballot initiative in Florida, authorities say. 

[ Subscribe ] D 

A Dade City man has been charged with two counts of election perjury and 28 counts of election forgery for allegedly forging signatures on petitions to make No Labels 

an officially recognized political party in Kansas, according to a news release. 

" • • • • -·' • • -·-· • -· iez The Kansas City Star (TNS)

A Florida man accused of forging signatures on petitions to get a new political 

party officially recognized in Kansas has been arrested. 

George Andrews, 30, of Dade City was arrested on Feb. 10 and has been charged 

with two counts of election perjury and 28 counts of election forgery for allegedly 

> Donate
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Appendix G: Contractor Referrals 









 

 

 

 

Appendix H: Law Enforcement Referrals 

















Appendix I: Improper Delivery 



















Appendix J: Demands for Accounting & FPF Response 





















 

 

 

 

Appendix K: Illegal Payment Investigations 





















 

 

 

 

Appendix L: PCI Corporate Filing 







 

 

 

 

Appendix M: FPF Payments to PCI 

























































































Appendix N: Proffer
 











































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix O: Tweet 





 

 

 

 

 

Appendix P: Harriel Proffer 
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Page 2
1           PROFFER STATEMENT NO. 1

2       The following proceeding was transcribed from

3  an audio file as follows:

4       MS. BIRRIEL-SANCHEZ:  Here for a Proffer

5  statement of Donella Marie Harriel.

6       Parties to put their names on the record.  I

7  will begin.  And then we will go counterclockwise.

8        My name is Sophia Birriel-Sanchez and I am

9  here on behalf of the Office of Statewide Prosecution.

10       MS. PAPAKOS:  Pota Papakos with the Office of

11     Statewide Prosecution in Tampa.

12       MR. BERTISCH:  Flynn Bertisch on behalf of

13     Donella Harriel.

14       MS. HARRIEL:  Donella Marie Harriel.

15       INSPECTOR SHEPHARD:  Inspector Chris Shephard

16     with the Florida Law Enforcement Department.

17       INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Inspector Scott Ratliff

18     with the Florida Department of Law Enforcement.

19  BY MS. BIRRIEL-SANCHEZ:

20     Q.  Today is August 30, 2024, and it is 10:24 a.m.

21  So, before we begin, Ms. Harriel, your attorney handed

22  me here a document that has two pages.  It's dated

23  August 20, 2024.  And it is -- it is addressed to your

24  attorney.  Did you go over these two pages with your

25  attorney?
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1     A.  Yes, I did.

2     Q.  And the letter has a subject that reads, “Re:

3  Proffer of Donella Marie Harriel.”?

4     A.  Yes.

5     Q.  I actually want to confirm that that is the

6  same letter.  It looks like it's signed by both you and

7  your attorney on today, August 30, 2024.  Is that

8  correct?

9     A.  That is correct.

10     Q.  And do you understand that what you are

11  receiving today is Use Immunity?

12     A.  Yes.

13     Q.  So, that means that we, as the State will not

14  introduce any of these statements against you as

15  substantive evidence during any trial or any hearing as

16  it pertains to this case.  But that if we can however

17  use these statements as impeachment evidence.

18     A.  Yes, ma'am.

19     Q.  Do you also understand that you are not

20  receiving Derivative Use immunity or Transactional

21  Immunity for these statements?

22     A.  Yes, ma'am.

23     Q.  And has your attorney explained all of this to

24  you?

25     A.  Yes, he has.
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1     Q.  Do you have any questions before we begin

2  about what any of this means?

3     A.  No, ma'am.

4     Q.  Okay.  Do you want -- do you need any

5  additional time to speak with your attorney?

6     A.  No.

7     Q.  Okay.  Perfect.  So, the way that this is

8  going to work is that I expect that the inspectors will

9  be asking you some questions.

10       I may jump in just because I know -- I'm an

11  elections prosecutor, and I may have my own questions.

12  And then Ms. Papakos may also jump in because she has

13  separate investigations that maybe you have information

14  about.  Okay.  Thank you so much.

15     A.  Yes, ma'am.

16  BY INSPECTOR RATLIFF:

17     Q.  Okay.  Raise your right hand for me.  Do you

18  swear the statement you're about to give will be true

19  and correct to the best of your knowledge so help you

20  God?

21     A.  Yes, sir.

22     Q.  Okay.  So --

23     A.  Can you --

24     Q.  No.  You can put your hand down.

25     A.  Okay.
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1     Q.  Sorry.  Just want to make sure that you're

2  under oath now.  Like I said before, it's just -- all we

3  ask is just be straight with us and just tell us the

4  truth.

5     A.  Okay.

6     Q.  Okay?

7     A.  Yes, sir.

8     Q.  That's all anybody's asking today.

9     A.  Yes.

10     Q.  With that said, we'll just kind of give you

11  the floor and if you can kind of explain the process and

12  how you got started.  And how -- and just kind of lead

13  us through that.  And then we'll just fill in the gaps

14  along the way.

15     A.  Yes, sir.

16     Q.  And just remember you're being audio-recorded

17  so pointing and that kind of -- because I talk with my

18  hands also, or just names him, her -- just like, to use

19  the names, that kind of stuff, okay?

20     A.  Yes, sir.

21     Q.  Thank you.

22  BY MS. BIRRIEL-SANCHEZ:

23     Q.  So, how did you get started working in

24  Petitioning?

25     A.  Well, I didn't know anything about Petitioning
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1

2

3     A.  Uh-huh.  We had to look up the names to help

4  out but we had to sign our signatures.

5     Q.  Okay.

6     A.  That's what -- that's what the deal was.  $5.

7  We will only get five even though it's $10 per

8  signature.  And she had to get the other.  We only get

9  five off each signature that we did.

10     Q.  Okay.

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15     Q.  So, what do you -- okay.  What do you mean by

16  the computer stuff?

17     A.  Well, how they you know, get the information.

18     Q.  Uh-huh.

19     A.  She would give -- she tell us to get the names

20  -- to look it up.  We have to look it up to see who's

21  registered to vote.

22     Q.  Okay.

23     A.  And they would do the rest.  They had their

24  little organization where they will fill out all the

25  stuff.
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1     Q.  Was it like a website?

2     A.  What do you mean?

3     Q.  Okay.  How would they get the names?

4     A.  Off the websites.

5     Q.  What websites?

6     A.  Clustrmaps.  What else is it?  She told me

7  about, you have to go to the State of Florida voter

8  thing.  She showed me the State of Florida voter thing

9  that you have to go to.

10     Q.  Okay.  What other website did she show you?

11     A.  No, that was it.

12     Q.  Okay.

13     A.  As far as I -- what she told me, was

14  Clustrmaps.

15     Q.  So, as far -- how would you -- so, I just want

16  your own words to describe, just walk me from beginning

17  to end --

18     A.  Hm-mm.

19     Q.  -- how they would get a name and then how the

20  petitions were filled out.

21     A.  Oh, I don't know how they filled them out.

22     Q.  Okay.

23     A.  I just -- my responsibility was to sign my

24  name.  Put my signature.

25     Q.  Got it.
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1     A.  Anything else, I wasn't responsible for that

2  part.

3     Q.  Okay.

4     A.  I just had to sign my name.  I got $5 per

5  every paper I signed.

6     Q.  Okay.  So, I'm going to show you some

7  petitions.  Your attorney hasn't seen these yet because

8  I just got these yesterday from Miami.  But just so

9  we're clear, these are just some petitions from Miami,

10  okay.  And I'm just -- I'm going to show them to you.

11  I'm going to just pass you one.

12       MS. PAPAKOS:  So, for purposes of the

13     recording, we are showing Ms. Harriel and petition

14     with voter information for a last name of 

15     .  And first name 

16     And we're showing this to counsel first.  Okay.

17       MS. BIRRIEL-SANCHEZ:  So, do you recognize

18     that form generally?

19       THE WITNESS:  Yes.

20        (Thereafter, the audio ended)

21

22

23

24

25
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3  STATE OF FLORIDA

4  COUNTY OF ORANGE

5

6         I, Carmel M. Street, do hereby certify

7  that I was authorized to and did stenographically

8  transcribed the foregoing telephonic proceedings, and

9  that the transcript, pages 1 through 14, is a true and

10  complete record of my stenographic notes.

11         Dated this 19th day of September, 2024.

12
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14        __________________________________
             CARMEL M. STREET
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1         PROFFER STATEMENT NO. 2.



17     Q.  Okay.  So, all you would do to clarify, is

18  sign your name on that form?

19     A.  Yes.  That's all I would have to do.

20     Q.  So, you never met ?

21     A.  I don't know who that is.

22     Q.  Okay.

23     A.  I don't have a clue who  is.

24     Q.  And you don't know -- okay.  I'm sorry, where

25  would you sign the forms?  No, I'm sorry, but where were
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1  you physically?  Like, right now --

2     A.  Oh, home.  In my house.

3     Q.  You were in your house?

4     A.  Yes.

5     Q.  You never went for example to Miami-Dade

6  County to have this form signed?

7     A.  Oh no.  No, ma'am.

8     Q.  Okay.

9     A.  No, ma'am.

10     Q.  So, you have -- I'm just using this as an

11  example so that I --

12     A.  Uh-huh.

13     Q.  -- because I'm a visual person.

14     A.  Yes, ma'am.

15     Q.  So, all you would do is sign a blank form?

16  So, you never even saw who wrote  on the

17  form?

18     A.  I can't tell you.

19     Q.  Okay.

20     A.  No.  I have no clue as far as that.  I'm

21  admitting what I did which was sign my name on it.

22     Q.  Okay.

23     A.  And the agreement was to give me $5 per each

24  one I signed.

25     Q.  Okay.  Does anybody have any problems in
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1  reference to that?

2  BY INSPECTOR RATLIFF:

3     Q.  Let's go back a little bit.  You said finding

4  names.  Were you responsible at any point in time for

5  just looking like you said at the Clustrmaps or the

6  State of Florida --

7     A.  Oh yes.

8     Q.  So you --

9     A.  Yes, sir.

10     Q.  So, what would you do as far as when you would

11  get on the -- I'm assuming it's on a computer.

12     A.  Yeah, I would look and get the names.

13     Q.  So like, what would you do?  Like, walk us

14  through that.  Like once you get a name --

15     A.  Uh-huh.

16     Q.  -- what is your responsibility?

17     A.  I would write them all out --

18     Q.  Okay.

19     A.  -- on the papers.

20     Q.  Uh-huh.

21     A.  -- and give them to her.

22  BY MS. BIRRIEL-SANCHEZ:

23     Q.  But not on this paper?

24     A.  No.  Not on that paper.  No, ma'am.  Not on

25  that paper.  I wrote them on paper, straight out.  Any
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1  one that I seen that was registered --

2     Q.  Okay.

3     A.  -- I gave them to her.





10     Q.   So, to get anymore so, what kind of

11  information would you provide other than a name?

12     A.   Just people who's registered to vote.

13     Q.   So, if you go on there and you see Joe Smith

14  is registered to vote --

15     A.   Right.

16     Q.   -- what information do you get for Joe

17  Smith?

18     A.   His name and address.  They have his name

19  and address on there.







7     Q.   Okay.  And again, just to reiterate, none of

8  the voter information of the person who would have

9  signed the petition or purported to sign it --

10     A.   Uh-huh.

11     Q.   -- none of this was filled out when you got

12  the forms?

13     A.   Oh no.  Blank forms.  Five hundred at a

14  time.

15     Q.   Okay.

16     A.   They bring five hundred at a time.  Blank

17  forms.
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15     INSPECTOR RATFLIFF:  And what did the process

16  look like for you?  What were you told that you

17  were supposed to do and contribute?  Was it the

18  signing of these forms?

19     THE WITNESS:  And the names.

20     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And the names?

21     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

22     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  That you conducted the

23  research on in Clustrmaps.

24     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

25     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  To the State of Florida
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1  voter information?

2     THE WITNESS:  Yes, sir.

3     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Do you remember

4  specifically what that State of Florida voter or

5  website or page that you went to?  Would you have

6  that on your phone for the actual address?

7     THE WITNESS:  I will see.

8     (Thereafter the audio ended.)
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1            PROFFER STATEMENT 4

2       The following proceeding was transcribed from

3  an audio file as follows:

4       INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  So, was the voter

5  information look up?

6       THE WITNESS:  Yes, sir.

7       INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  On the Florida Department

8     of State Website.  Florida.

9       MS. PAPAKOS:  Okay, question for you.

10       THE WITNESS:  Yes.

11       MS. PAPAKOS:  On this form -- and again, for

12     the record, we're looking at Ms. Harriel's phone.

13     In order to determine if someone is a registered

14     voter, you have to provide three things?

15       THE WITNESS:  Hm-mm.

16       MS. PAPAKOS:  The first name, their last name

17     and their date of birth.

18       THE WITNESS:  Hm-mm.

19       MS. PAPAKOS:  How would you get that

20     information?

21       THE WITNESS:  I would get it from Clustrmaps.

22       MS. PAPAKOS:  Can you pull up Clustrmaps on

23     your phone?

24       THE WITNESS:  It's taking a second, but it's

25     coming up. (Inaudible)
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1     MS. PAPAKOS:  So can you walk us through how

2  -- and for the record, we're looking at the

3  Clustrmaps site.

4     And inspector, if you could read the website

5  out loud?

6     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  It's says, "free website

7  Clustrmaps, C-L-U-S-T-R Maps, M-A-P-S, all one word

8  dat com.

9     MS. PAPAKOS:  Thank you.

10     So, Ms. Harriel, can you just walk us through

11  from that, the home page of Clustrmaps,

12  Clustrmaps.com, how you would find someone first

13  name, last name and date of birth?

14     THE WITNESS:  Okay.  Okay.  See how it says

15  public records encyclopedia?

16     MS. PAPAKOS:  Okay.

17     THE WITNESS:  Like say for instance if you

18  doing the State of Florida, so you're going to

19  put --

20     MS. PAPAKOS:  I'm sorry.  How did you get to

21  that page?  That one with -- with that on the home

22  page, you just scroll down?

23     THE WITNESS:  No, you know, how you have the

24  bars on the side.

25     MS. PAPAKOS:  Okay.
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1     THE WITNESS:  Yes.  So where it says search

2  the name or address or whatever.

3     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Florida?

4     THE WITNESS:  Yeah, I put Florida right there.

5     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Got it.  14/19?

6     THE WITNESS:  Yes, yes, sir.  There it is.

7  Address, people.

8     MS PAPAKOS:  So what would you put, people?

9     THE WITNESS:  Yes, ma'am.

10     INSPECTOR SHEPHARD:  And I assume this process

11  didn't take place on your phone.  You had a

12  computer.  Was it your personal computer, or did

13  they supply you with one?

14     THE WITNESS:  No, mine.

15     INSPECTOR SHEPHARD:  So you had a personal

16  computer.  Was it a laptop or?

17     THE WITNESS:  Yes, sir, laptop.

18     INSPECTOR SHEPHARD:  And then you would sit at

19  home?

20     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

21     INSPECTOR SHEPHARD:  And do this?

22     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

23     MS. PAPAKOS:  Okay, I want to clarify.  Had

24  you ever been to Clustrmaps.com before you started

25  petitioning?
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1     THE WITNESS:  I have never even heard of

2  Clustrmaps.



7     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Okay.  And how did you

8  narrow it down when you were in Clustrmaps?  So

9  you're sitting at your computer.  You just type in

10  Florida, and then I would assume you would work

11  down.  How would you work down to get the

12  information that you forward about?

13     THE WITNESS:  Well, it went by wherever she

14  say we have to work at the time.

15     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  By ZIP Code?

16     THE WITNESS:  No, she would say by County.

17     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  So by County.

18     THE WITNESS:  It goes by County.  I need this

19  amount for this County.



24     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And then what would you do

25  from there once you were in Clustrmaps in a
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1  particular County?  Can you walk us through that?

2     THE WITNESS:  When -- okay, you're in that

3  County, it's going to look like -- it's going to

4  say, do you like basically want college graduates,

5  or basically like poor area.  It's broken down like

6  that.

7     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  What's broken down like

8  that?

9     THE WITNESS:  The way they --

10     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  In Clustrmaps?

11     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

12     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Okay, so then it breaks

13  down different categories.

14     THE WITNESS:  Hm-mm.

15     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Showing college students?

16     THE WITNESS:  Hm-mm.

17     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Minorities?

18     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

19     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  What else does it break

20  down in there?

21     THE WITNESS:  What else was it?  Oh,

22  apartments.  Mainly if it was apartment, if you

23  wanted the apartment sections or if you wanted a

24  home, just home sections or whatever and then ZIP

25  Codes.
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1     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Then ZIP Codes.  And then

2  what would you do to get to the information that

3  you would provide?  Would you pick one of those

4  particular subjects out of there?

5     THE WITNESS:  The ones that I honestly went

6  for were the ones that had the most populated

7  areas.

8     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Okay.  And what did that

9  generally fall under as far as those categories?

10     THE WITNESS:  Mainly, the people that was

11  college graduates and stuff.

12     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  So college graduates?

13     THE WITNESS:  Yes, mainly the college, college

14  graduates.

15     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Was there any other reason

16  why you were targeting just college graduates other

17  than that was the most?

18     THE WITNESS:  You know why?  Because majority

19  of them when I was looking were registered to vote.

20     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And out of those

21  demographics that you talked about --

22     THE WITNESS:  Uh-huh.

23     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Did they have more

24  information under them, under their name?

25     THE WITNESS:  It led to -- I notice it led to
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1  other people.

2     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  So it led to other people,

3  but you were getting the information as far as the

4  date of birth and complete names and everything?

5     THE WITNESS:  Hm-mm.

6     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Out of that college

7  demographic?

8     THE WITNESS:  Oh, yeah.

9     INSPECTOR RATLIFF: -- when you're in

10  Clustrmaps?

11     THE WITNESS:  All of that would come up.

12     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Okay.

13     THE WITNESS:  And it would lead to other

14  people that was in like similar.  It just had links

15  right up under the other.

16     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And then you would what,

17  go down --

18     THE WITNESS:  Just click it.

19     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Get the information?

20     THE WITNESS:  Just keep clicking.

21     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And each time you click,

22  would you always find their names and other

23  personal information like their date of birth?  Or

24  was it a name and address, or was it just a name

25  and age?  What did that look like?
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1     THE WITNESS:  All of those that you just said.

2     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  All of them?

3     THE WITNESS:  Hm-mm.

4     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And then after you

5  retrieve that information from Clustrmaps, walk me

6  through the process that happened after.

7     THE WITNESS:  After you retrieve this

8  information from Clustrmaps that's when you have to

9  go to that voter registration and look up things

10  for the State of Florida.

11     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And you're still utilizing

12  the same computer, your personal computer at home

13  when you're doing this?

14     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

15     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  What does that look like

16  when you go to that?

17     THE WITNESS:  Well, you have to put in the

18  information that they ask for the voter

19  registration.

20     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And you already had that?

21     THE WITNESS:  And the only stuff that I have

22  to put on the paper is the ones that are registered

23  to vote.

24     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And you were able to

25  decipher through Clustrmaps whether or not they're
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1  registered to vote once you put their information

2  in and confirmed that they're a voter?

3     THE WITNESS:  In the State of Florida

4  registration lookup.

5     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And then that name after

6  that process, you put on a sheet or a register or

7  something that you then --

8     THE WITNESS:  Paper.  I have to -- the only

9  names that I give her were the ones that were

10  registered to vote.

11     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Now, on that paper, did

12  you also include their personal information like

13  their date of birth or anything?

14     THE WITNESS:  Yeah, I had to write their name.

15     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Okay.

16     THE WITNESS:  And their date of birth.

17     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Any other information,

18  personal information?

19     THE WITNESS:  No, it's just whatever needed to

20  go on the form.

21     THE WITNESS:  And what did that form look

22  like?  Was a just a sheet of paper?

23     THE WITNESS:  It's this.

24     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  So you're putting that

25  information on here or you're putting them
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1  separately?

2     THE WITNESS:  No, no, sir.  On a regular sheet

3  of paper, I'm going straight down the road with all

4  the ones that are registered to vote.

5     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Okay, that's what I was

6  asking.

7     THE WITNESS:  Oh, okay.

8     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And then you take that

9  information.  You make a list.  So I assume you

10  would probably maybe have two lists or you have one

11  running list after you -- you go in the Clustrmaps.

12     THE WITNESS:  Hm-mm.

13     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  You're making one list of

14  people?

15     THE WITNESS:  Hm-mm.

16     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  Correct me if I'm wrong.

17     THE WITNESS:  Yeah.

18     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  So you're putting that

19  information down, right?

20     THE WITNESS:  Right.

21     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And then the next stage in

22  the process is, you're then taking that --

23     THE WITNESS:  Right.

24     INSPECTOR RATLIFF: -- using the same computer

25  and then plugging that information in to find out
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1  who's the voter.

2     THE WITNESS:  And who's ever registered to

3  vote that's who's going on this page.

4     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  That's going on the next

5  page?

6     THE WITNESS:  Yes.

7     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And then that final

8  page --

9     THE WITNESS:  Hm-mm.

10     INSPECTOR RATLIFF: -- is the information

11  that's forwarded out to Kelly or who do you give

12  that to?

13     THE WITNESS:  Because they're already checked

14  out and they're registered to vote.

24     INSPECTOR RATLIFF:  And that was your task in

25  this particular process, right?
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