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A cogent question has been raised by a Contributing Editor to Rolling

Stone magazine:  Could a failure to purge the voter rolls be an explanation for the very low voter turnout percentage in Cleveland?

Purging the voter rolls from time to time is a necessary and desirable thing.  People die, or move away, and if their names remain on the list of registered voters, two undesirable consequences ensue:  (1) a window of opportunity is left open for those who would engage in election fraud by voting under someone else’s name; and (2) the voter turnout percentage (number of ballots cast divided by number of registered voters) will be reduced due to an artificially inflated denominator.

The simplest way to decide who should be purged from the voter rolls is to delete the names of all who have not voted for a certain number of years, and who have no written record of asking to maintain their status as registered voters.  In Ohio, most counties purge the rolls every two years, removing the names of registered voters who have been inactive for four years.  Some counties purge the rolls more often, while other counties place these names on a list of “inactive voters” and wait another four years before removing the names altogether.

In Cuyahoga County, where Cleveland is located, the voter rolls were purged on July 6, 2001 and January 5, 2002.  I have added up the numbers purged in each of 1,436 precincts.  Troy Seman prepared a spreadsheet showing that 168,169 voters, or 19.44% of the electorate, were purged from the rolls in Cuyahoga County.  By comparison, Bush’s official margin of victory over Kerry, statewide, was 118,599 votes.

In Cleveland alone, 63,721 voters, or 24.93% of the electorate, were purged.  In 5 of 21 wards, more than 30% of the voters were purged.

Subsequent voter registration drives were so successful as to overcome the effect of the purges; there were far more registered voters in every ward in Cleveland in 2004 than there had been in 2000.  But the fact remains that 63,721 people were purged from the rolls in 2001 and

2002, and many of these did not reregister in 2004, because they did not know they had to.

VOTERS PURGED FROM THE ROLLS IN CLEVELAND

                   Number     Not     Before   Percent   Registered

Ward               Purged   Purged    Purges    Purged   Voters 2004

CLEVELAND 01        2850     12090     14940     19.08%     17072

CLEVELAND 02        2559     10095     12654     20.22%     15352

CLEVELAND 03        3496      9988     13484     25.93%     16258

CLEVELAND 04        3383      9387     12770     26.49%     15218

CLEVELAND 05        3694      8602     12296     30.04%     15762

CLEVELAND 06        4569      9323     13892     32.89%     16117

CLEVELAND 07        4133      9537     13670     30.23%     16705

CLEVELAND 08        3491      9152     12643     27.61%     15602

CLEVELAND 09        3456      8655     12111     28.54%     15192

CLEVELAND 10        2595      9572     12167     21.33%     15641

CLEVELAND 11        1884     10220     12104     15.57%     15528

CLEVELAND 12        1876      7773      9649     19.44%     12537

CLEVELAND 13        3566     10493     14059     25.36%     19541

CLEVELAND 14        4352      8251     12603     34.53%     14174

CLEVELAND 15        2934      9141     12075     24.30%     13831

CLEVELAND 16        2912     10123     13035     22.34%     14221

CLEVELAND 17        3524      7147     10671     33.02%     13143

CLEVELAND 18        3533      8645     12178     29.01%     14651

CLEVELAND 19        3158      9024     12182     25.92%     14013

CLEVELAND 20        3021     10286     13307     22.70%     14547

CLEVELAND 21        1893     13352     15245     12.42%     17505

TOTAL

    63721    191832    255553     24.93%    323202

The significance of these purges cannot be overstated.  Kerry won Cleveland with 83.36% of the vote.  His margin of victory was 113,145 votes.  For every six persons unable to vote for having been purged from the rolls, four votes were shaved from Kerry’s margin of victory.

The percent of voters purged should be inversely related to the percent turnout in preceding elections.  The best indicator is the presidential election, because it always draws the highest turnout.  Because the number of registered voters in the 2000 general election was not the same as when the purges took place, no direct calculation can be made of what percentage of inactive voters were actually purged.  A more meaningful comparison has been devised by Troy Seman.  He has divided the percentage of voters purged in 2001 and 2002 by the percentage of registered voters not voting in 2000, resulting in a “purge ratio.”

COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGES, CLEVELAND

                   Percent    Percent     Percent    Purge

Ward                Purged    Turnout      Gore      Ratio

CLEVELAND 09        28.54%     61.45%     94.03%     74.04%

CLEVELAND 06        32.89%     54.03%     88.18%     71.55%

CLEVELAND 05        30.04%     57.76%     96.24%     71.12%

CLEVELAND 04        26.49%     61.86%     92.66%     69.45%

CLEVELAND 07        30.23%     54.87%     94.06%     66.98%

CLEVELAND 08        27.61%     58.29%     95.63%     66.19%

CLEVELAND 17        33.02%     48.97%     71.35%     64.71%

CLEVELAND 03        25.93%     59.24%     97.00%     63.61%

CLEVELAND 19        25.92%     59.19%     68.02%     63.52%

CLEVELAND 14        34.53%     44.17%     72.85%     61.85%

CLEVELAND 18        29.01%     52.96%     69.66%     61.68%

CLEVELAND 15        24.30%     57.91%     64.27%     57.73%

CLEVELAND 20        22.70%     60.08%     64.26%     56.86%

CLEVELAND 10        21.33%     61.97%     95.15%     56.09%

CLEVELAND 16        22.34%     59.83%     58.54%     55.61%

CLEVELAND 01        19.08%     62.40%     97.16%     50.75%

CLEVELAND 02        20.22%     59.60%     94.61%     50.05%

CLEVELAND 13        25.36%     46.86%     73.23%     47.72%

CLEVELAND 11        15.57%     60.56%     75.51%     39.47%

CLEVELAND 12        19.44%     50.67%     70.74%     39.41%

CLEVELAND 21        12.42%     64.22%     55.95%     34.71%

It may be readily seen that the purge ratio in Cleveland is completely unrelated to the percent turnout in 2000.  To the contrary, there is a much stronger relationship between the purge ratio and the percent of the vote won by Al Gore in the 2000 election.  This suggests strongly that the most heavily Democratic wards in Cleveland were targeted for selective purging, which would be a violation of the Voting Rights Act.

Simply stated, 7 of the 10 wards in which Gore received his highest percentage of the vote were among the 8 wards with the highest purge ratio.  10 of the 11 wards in which Bush received his highest percentage of the vote were among the 14 wards with the lowest purge ratio.  Most telling of all is Ward 21, where Gore received only 55.95% of the vote (64.26% in Ward 20 being his second-worst showing).  The purge ratio in Ward 21 was only 34.71%.

By contrast, there were 13 entire towns, and 2 wards in Strongsville, where the percentage of voters purged was less than that of any ward in

Cleveland.  Bush defeated Gore in most of these places.  The purge ratio was less than that of any ward in Cleveland (other than Ward 21) in all of them.

COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGES, OUTSIDE OF CLEVELAND

                      Percent    Percent     Percent    Purge

Ward                   Purged    Turnout      Gore      Ratio

BAY VILLAGE

11.82%     68.66%     37.16%     37.71%

INDEPENDENCE

11.79%     67.62%     42.58%     36.41%

LYNDHURST

11.77%     67.51%     51.92%     36.22%

BEACHWOOD

11.62%     62.04%     82.52%     30.61%

BRECKSVILLE

11.19%     68.46%     34.86%     35.48%

WALTON HILLS

10.86%     72.35%     49.37%     39.28%

PEPPER PIKE

10.57%     67.85%     56.14%     32.88%

BROOKLYN HEIGHTS VIL
 9.88%     66.52%     51.46%     29.51%

CUYAHOGA HEIGHTS
 5.22%     60.76%     55.52%     13.30%

GATES MILLS

 7.66%     75.80%     28.67%     31.66%

HIGHLAND HEIGHTS
 9.16%     67.98%     43.90%     28.60%

ORANGE


 7.01%     70.78%     68.12%     23.99%

STRONGSVILLE 03

 6.36%     69.97%     41.48%     21.18%

STRONGSVILLE 04

 6.04%     69.88%     41.22%     20.05%

VALLEY VIEW

 7.98%     65.89%     47.97%     23.40%

It was not easy to put these numbers together.  The numbers of purged voters were listed precinct by precinct, but the names of the precincts were abbreviated, and thus appeared in a different alphabetical order than in the records for the 2000 election.  The Cuyahoga County Board of Elections never prepared for public consumption a table showing registered voters, ballots cast, and percent turnout, at the precinct level, for the 2000 election.  The number of ballots cast is reported along with the presidential vote totals in the precinct canvass records.  The number of registered voters, precinct by precinct, was provided by the Board of Elections after a diligent three-day search by three information specialists.  The precinct boundaries have changed since the 2000 election, making comparisons with 2004 data at the precinct level impossible.  The percentage of the vote received by Gore was calculated by hand, which proved the simplest method because there were seven candidates on the ballot in 2000, and sum total of votes counted for president were needed for the denominators.  After entering these data into a table, we were able to calculate the percent turnout for each ward and town.  The task of assembling the data was tedious and time-consuming.  But one would expect that Robert T. Bennett,

Chairman of the Cuyahoga County Board of Elections, who has been State

Chairman of the Republican Party since 1988, would have had access to data on the percentage of the vote received by Gore in each precinct.

Because the data on purged voters are available at the precinct level, in a format readily converted to a spreadsheet, we were able to calculate, precinct by precinct, the percentage of voters purged.

There are 1,436 precincts in Cuyahoga County.  In 151 (10.5%) of the precincts, more than 30% of the registered voters were purged from the rolls.  Of these 151 precincts, 114 (75.5%) were in Cleveland.  Another

8 were in East Cleveland, where Gore received 96.53% of the vote.  In

Cleveland precinct 6-C, 341 of 605 registered voters, or 56.36%, were purged from the rolls.  And yet, in November 2004, this same precinct had an official turnout of only 7.85%, the lowest of any precinct in Cuyahoga County.  In the 2000 election, voter turnout was 59.82% for

Precinct 6-C, and 54.03% for the entire ward, which makes it almost impossible for this purge to be legitimate.

By contrast, in 133 (9.26%) of the 1,436 precincts in Cuyahoga County, less than 10% of the voters were purged from the rolls.  Of these 133 precincts, only 14 were in Cleveland, and 8 of these were in Ward 21, where Gore received only 55.95% of the vote, his worst showing of any ward in Cleveland.  In Strongsville Precinct 4-C, where only 19 of 779 registered voters, or 2.44%, were purged from the rolls, the voter turnout was 74.56% in 2000, which works out to a purge ratio of 9.6%.

The upshot of all this would be its effect upon the 2004 election.  In most places, the percent turnout increased dramatically compared to the 2000 election.  One would expect the percent turnout in Cleveland to have increased, given the deflated denominator caused by the purging of

63,721 voters from the rolls, and given the statewide and countywide trends, which showed increases of 8.11% and 10.17%, respectively, in voter turnout, compared to the 2000 election.  And yet, somehow, even with the massive purges of the voter rolls, voter turnout in Cleveland reportedly decreased from 57.43% in 2000 to 53.27% in 2004.

COMPARISON OF PERCENT TURNOUT, 2000 AND 2004





 2000      2004

City of Cleveland

57.43%    53.27%

Cuyahoga County


58.07%    68.24%

State of Ohio


63.65%    71.76%

Presented below are the turnout percentages for each ward in Cleveland, taken from the Official Precinct Canvass Results for Cuyahoga County in 2004, as posted on the Cuyahoga County Board of Elections website at 

http://boe.cuyahogacounty.us/results/history/2004/110204_GE_Canvass.txt
They are compared with the turnout percentages for 2000 as derived in this paper and listed in the second table.

COMPARISON OF TURNOUT, BY WARDS

                      2000     2004

CLEVELAND WARD 1     62.40%   62.22%
CLEVELAND WARD 2     59.60%   57.48%
CLEVELAND WARD 3     59.24%   56.53%
CLEVELAND WARD 4     61.86%   55.15%
CLEVELAND WARD 5     57.76%   45.46%
CLEVELAND WARD 6     54.03%   48.74%
CLEVELAND WARD 7     54.87%   47.49%
CLEVELAND WARD 8     58.29%   53.01%
CLEVELAND WARD 9     61.45%   55.31%
CLEVELAND WARD 10    61.97%   54.44%
CLEVELAND WARD 11    60.56%   55.47%
CLEVELAND WARD 12    50.67%   47.67%
CLEVELAND WARD 13    46.86%   41.69%
CLEVELAND WARD 14    44.17%   41.15%
CLEVELAND WARD 15    57.91%   56.73%
CLEVELAND WARD 16    59.83%   62.67%
CLEVELAND WARD 17    48.97%   44.90%
CLEVELAND WARD 18    52.96%   52.52%
CLEVELAND WARD 19    59.19%   56.50%
CLEVELAND WARD 20    60.08%   61.17%
CLEVELAND WARD 21    64.22%   62.34%


CLEVELAND CITY       57.43%   53.27%


We have been suspicious of the reported turnout in Cleveland ever since the unofficial results showed precincts with turnout of 7.10%, 13.05%, 19.60%, 21.01%, 21.80%, 24.72%, 28.83%, 28.97%, and 29.25%.  These numbers were reported in my paper “Stealing Votes in Cleveland,” presented under oath to the Ohio Supreme Court.  These numbers are not credible.  Not in the 2004 presidential election, which voters of both parties regarded as the most important election of their lifetimes.

