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Introduction 

This investigation of California's voter rolls was prompted by a request from the LAGOP. Their request 

was prompted by research I have conducted in other states that has found: 

New York: An estimated 2 million illegal "clone" records, along with four unusually complex and well

hidden algorithms used in ID assignment. These algorithms can predict voter status, identify clones, 

reveal deleted SIDs, and add hidden attributes to records (Paquette 2023). 

New Jersey: An encoded identification system that transforms and reverses ID numbers, potentially 

allowing covert record identification (Paquette, in press). 

Pennsylvania: ID numbers grouped by last digit prior to mapping to state ID creates added data channels 

for potentially hidden attributes and record tracking. 

Ohio, Arizona, Georgia, and Texas: Hidden attributes in voter records enable covert tracking in populous 

counties. 

HawaW: A tagging mechanism on UUID numbers segregated 10% of records, which have since been 

deleted. 

These findings suggest the possibility of hidden attributes in voter roll data fields, particularly in unique 

identifiers like State ID (SID), County ID (CID), and Legacy ID (LID) numbers. 

A fundamental rule of database management is that all data should be transparent, traceable, and used 

only for its intended purpose. The algorithms found in various state databases violate this rule by 

introducing what amounts to undocumented attributes into the database. This makes it untraceable by 

normal means and can enable manipulations that violate the intended purpose of the databases. 

This analysis is based on two versions of California's voter rolls dated November 10 and November 15, 

2024. 

This preliminary report seeks to identify: 

1. Patterns in ID number assignments that could encode additional information through:
o Algorithmic segregation of number ranges
o Systematic categorization
o Predictable sequences

2. Whether such patterns, if found, go beyond standard ID assignment methods

3. Irregular records in sufficient quantities to justify covert tracking
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Note: While all ID systems use algorithms, this analysis focuses on detecting unusually complex methods 

that could be used to embed or organize information within the ID structure itself. 

While time constraints prevent a full solution of any algorithms found (unlike in NY), their presence and 

capabilities can be demonstrated without complete reversal. 

Analysis found that ID numbers in California's 28th district were assigned non-sequentially through an 

algorithmic process, an unnecessary complexity given the public nature of this database. In addition, 

2,285 (out of 4,927) clone-candidate records were identified. Based on patterns from other states like 

New York, where in-county clones represented roughly 0.002% of cross-county clones, the actual 

number could be significantly higher when comparing across districts. 

Data Sources and Processing 

Database Files 

Data source: LAGOP (Los Angeles Republican Party) provided 10 Excel files of voter data by city. Because 

it is limited to California's 28th District, it isn't possible to: 

• Confirm if all clone pair members were found
• Apply methods used in other states to identify and analyze algorithmic patterns

This limitation exists because complete clone detection requires comparing records across all districts. 

Initial Processing 

Two sets of voter files were analyzed - one from 11/10/2024 with age data only (344,004 records), and 

an updated set from 11/15/2024 that included birth dates and registration dates (397,828 records). In 

addition to the large influx of new records (53,824), comparison revealed an anomaly: records sharing 

the same name consistently had the same age value but different birth dates. The statistical persistence 

of this pattern suggests deliberate record generation rather than random occurrence. This anomaly 

raised the importance of the clone analysis portion of this research above that in other reports, where ID 

number algorithms were more important than any detail about the clone records themselves. 

Clone Records 

Clone/Duplicate distinction 

Duplicates are records identical in all fields. The "Original" is the first record in any matching group, while 

"Duplicates" are additional identical records to be deleted. In the District 28 data, there are no 

duplicates, identified as any 2 or more records with identical Voter ID numbers. 

Cloned records, like biological clones, can differ from their original yet share core identifying traits. While 

clones may vary in many fields, they share enough personal identifying information (PII) to strongly 

indicate they represent the same person. Each clone has its own voter ID number, allowing it to function 

independently in the voting system. Under HAVA Section 303(a)(l)(A), each voter should have only one 

"unique identifier" in the state system. Having multiple voter IDs for the same person creates illegal 

multiple registrations that can be used independently, unlike harmless duplicate records. 
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