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SUMMARY 

On June 7th, 2022, the state of California held its primary elections. Examination of 

several of the published results for races held in Shasta County has revealed 

potentially serious questions and evidence of anomalies which should be fully 

investigated before the results are certified. 

DATA UTILIZED 

 

The 2022 primary election results were analyzed using the following information: 

 

a. The Cast Vote Record received from the Shasta County Elections office 

 

b. Published “Statement of Cast Votes” documents from the Shasta County 

website. 

 

c. Results of “Vote Drops” provided by the Elections office on the evening of June 

7th. 

ONE: USE OF SOFTWARE WITH KNOWN SECURITY VULERABILITIES 

Shasta County uses Dominion Voting Systems Democracy Suite. A forensic report 

published on March 22, 20221, shows that software on the Dominion Election 

Management Server performed unauthorized reprocessing and recounting of 

over 25,000 ballots in the November 2020 election and over 8,000 ballots in the 

April 2021 election in Mesa County, Colorado. Until this serious vulnerability is 

verifiably removed from Dominion Voting Systems software, Democracy Suite 

should not be used by any county. 

 
1 https://ordros.com/mesacountyreport3.pdf 



ONE: SORTING OF ABSENTEE BALLOTS 

 

Analysis of the Cast Vote Record shows that the mail-in votes were sorted by 

precinct before they were scanned in, resulting in nearly each batch of ballots 

contained ballots from just one precinct. Sorting of the mail-in ballots in this way 

is an exceedingly rare (and in some states unlawful) occurrence, and why the 

county chose to do so is a question which should be answered.  

Specifically, of the 886 mail-in batches (44,175 total ballots) processed, only two 

batches from tabulator 1013 (72 total ballots) and 182 batches from tabulator 

1014 (949 total ballots) show ballots from multiple precincts. The remaining 702 

mail-in batches (43,154 total ballots) show only one precinct represented.2 

TWO: NUMBER OF ABSENTEE BALLOTS 

On June 10th, 2022, County clerk Cathy Darling Allen issued a press release 

(included at the end of this report) which stated that their office had in its 

possession 15,969 unprocessed mail-in ballots and stated that more may arrive by 

June 14th, 2022. The second page listed 28,935 absentee ballots processed. 

If all 15,969 unprocessed mail-in ballots were eventually counted, and no more 

arrived, this would have led to a total of 44,904 total mail-in ballots. The Cast 

Vote Record has record of only 44,175 mail-in ballots, 729 ballots short. Once 

again, as additional ballots could have been received by June 14th, this disparity is 

likely higher.  

While it is possible that some of these mail-in ballots were rejected for signature 

or other issues, this would indicate a rejection rate of over 4.5%. 

 

THREE: DISTRICT ATTORNEY RACE ANOMALIES 

Erik Jensen and Stephanie Bridgett were the two candidates in the Shasta County 

District Attorney primary election.  According to both the County’s Statement of 

Votes Cast and the Cast Vote Record, the results were as follows: 

 
2 Several batches had all ballots but one being from the same precinct. Because these are likely either voters voting 
outside of their precinct or sorting errors, these are included in the category of “batches with ballots from all the 
same precinct”. 



 

Stephanie A. Bridgett 27,662 
Erik Jensen 22,023 

 

Using the Cast Vote Record, the results of this race were charted viewing on the 

mail-in votes. Mail-in votes have shown a repeatable pattern of random arrival 

(i.e., the precinct-level makeup of the mail-in ballots on any given day should be 

roughly equivalent to any other day, meaning that the results for any day should 

also be roughly equivalent. 

Shasta County, as stated above, sorted most of their absentee ballots into 

precinct batches, which will some effect on the randomness, however the batch 

sizes were small (an average of 50 ballots per batch) and an analysis of the 

precinct distribution showed a random pattern. This randomness, due to a 

corollary of the “Law of Large Numbers” (also known as the “coin flip” law), 

should cause the results of the mail-in ballots to “stabilize” as more and more 

votes are counted. 

The analysis uses a ratio metric – at any point in the counting the number of votes 

received by one candidate is divided by the number of votes received by the other 

candidate, and that is multiplied by 100. For example, a ratio of 100 would 

indicate that both candidates have the same number of votes. A ratio of 200 or 50 

would indicate that one candidate had twice as many votes at that point, and so 

on. 

I have run hundreds of thousands of simulations using the expected mail-in voting 

patterns and that has provided an upper and lower possible variability of this ratio 

at any number of votes given the final ratio. The following chart shows the ratio 

of candidate Jensen’s votes to candidate Bridgett’s votes as the mail-in votes 

were counted: 



 

 

The blue line shows the ratio, while red lines define the upper and lower 

extremes we should expect with mail-in ballots. As the ratio does not even touch 

the lower red limit until after 33,000 ballots are counted, this shows that 

candidate Bridgett’s votes may have been artificially increased (or candidate 

Jensen’s artificially decreased) before that 33,000-ballot point. This observed 

pattern is comparable to the one seen in Mesa County in November 2020, where 

the unauthorized reprocessing occurred. 

This chart shows the precincts included in the counting at any point, and it 

demonstrates the near-random distribution which is assumed by the above 

method. 



 

The horizontal axis shows the number of ballots counted, while the vertical axis 

represents each precinct in the county. The sorting of precincts is evidenced by 

the discrete patterns – only at the end does a truly “mixed” precinct patter 

emerge.  

FOUR: COUNTY CLERK RACE ANOMALIES 

Bob Holsinger and Cathy Darling Allen were candidates for County Clerk in the 

2022 Shasta County primary. The result of that election is reported as follows: 

 

Bob Holsinger 15,657 
Cathy Darling Allen 33,828 

 

An analysis of their race also shows that the pattern of mail-in voting did not fall 

within the expected parameters. 



 

The ratio of Holsinger to Allen votes does not reach the lower extent of the 

expected value until just before 33,000 votes. Once again, this shows a possible 

addition of invalid votes or removal of legitimate votes. 

SUMMARY 

Based upon these findings and observations, it is my expert opinion that there is 

sufficient evidence to warrant a delay in the certification of the election results 

until the following steps can be completed: 

1. A hand recount of all ballots in the county 

2. A canvass of selected precincts 

3. A forensic evaluation of the Dominion Election Management Server in 

order to determine if unauthorized manipulation occurred. 

4. An evaluation of the ICE and ICC tabulator “slog”s. 

5. An evaluation of the county’s Voter Roll/Voter History before and after the 

primary election. 

 

_Jeffrey O’Donnell____ 



 

 

REFERENCE ONE: JUNE 10th PRESS RELEASE 

 



 



 



 

 

  



REFERENCE TWO: ERRORS REPORTED ON CERTIFICATION DOCUMENT 

On June 30th, 2022, County Clerk Allen completed certification documents which 

listed the following errors which noted on election day. The complete certification 

document can be found at https://www.elections.co.shasta.ca.us/wp-

content/uploads/2022/07/Final-SOV-06072022.pdf . 

 

Given the serious documented issues with Dominion scanners, the reason for the 

required restarts of the machines in the first two precincts listed as well as the 

report of any negative effects caused by the improper procedures in the last two 

precincts listed should be investigated. 

 

REFERENCE THREE 

The following charts are provided to show the election results for the two races 

described above and are included for informational purposes. 

https://www.elections.co.shasta.ca.us/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Final-SOV-06072022.pdf
https://www.elections.co.shasta.ca.us/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Final-SOV-06072022.pdf


 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 


