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NOTICE OF STATE BOARD MEETING 
 

The State Board of Elections will hold a public meeting on Saturday, December 3, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. in 

its boardroom located at 441 North Harrington Street, Raleigh. Public meeting materials will be available 

online at https://goo.gl/PFWe1Y. 
    

 

 

TENTATIVE AGENDA 

[UPDATED] 

Call to order 

Statement regarding ethics and conflicts of interest 

G.S. § 138A-15(e)  
Preliminary consideration of In re Protest of Election by Leslie McCrae  

Dowless Jr. G.S. §§ 163-182.10(a) and 163-182.12*  

Hearing of In re Protest of Election by Leslie McCrae Dowless Jr. ** and 

In re Protest of Kenneth Register 

G.S. §§ 163-182.10(b)-(d) and 163-182.12  

Consideration of demands for mandatory recount  

G.S. § 163-182.7(c) 

Adjourn  

 

_ 

* The Chair will recognize the Protestor, and candidates appearing on the 

ballot in Bladen County and likely to be affected by the protest, or their 

counsel.  Any other person who has evidence may be recognized by the 

Chair.  All parties wishing to participate must submit a request to do so by 

email to Legal.Team@ncsbe.gov no later than 5 p.m. on Friday, 

December 2.      

 

** If the State Board of Elections finds probable cause that a violation of 

election, irregularity, or misconduct has occurred.  
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ELECTION PROTEST 
Use of this form is required by G.S. 163-182.9(c) 

  

This form must be filed with the county board of elections within the timeframes set out in G.S. 163-182.9 

(b)(4).  Please print or type your answers.  Feel free to use and attach additional sheets if needed to fully answer the 

questions below.  You may also attach relevant exhibits and documents.  Please number the pages of such additional 

sheets and attachments.   

  

1.  Full name and mailing address of person filing the protest. 

 

McCrae Dowless 

P.O. Box 253 

Elizabethtown, NC  28337 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2.  Home and business phone number, fax number, and e-mail address. 

 

Home/Business Phone: 910-885-1121 

Email: Mccrae.Dowless@mail.com 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3.  Are you either a candidate or registered voter eligible to vote in the protested election?   
       If a candidate, for what office? 

 

Registered voter eligible to vote in this election in Bladen County. 

 

Candidate for Soil and Water Conservation District Supervisor. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4.  List the date, location, and exact nature of the election protested.  Name all candidates in the election and the 

number of votes each received.  Note the winning candidate(s) elected or nominated. 

 

November 8, 2016, Bladen County, Soil and Water Conservation District Supervisor.  

Candidates: McCrae Dowless (Winner), 7,744 votes; Write-In Candidates including Franklin Graham, 3,743 votes. 

Additionally, all other candidates on the ballot in this November 8, 2016 General Election in Bladen County. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

5.  Does this protest involve an alleged error in vote count or tabulation?  If so, please explain in detail. 

 

No. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

6.  Does this protest involve an irregularity or misconduct not described in number 5 above?  If so, please give a 

detailed description of such misconduct or irregularity and name those who committed such action.  

 

Yes. The voters of Bladen County, North Carolina, appear to be the victims of a massive scheme to run an absentee 

ballot mill involving hundreds of ballots, perpetrated by and through the Bladen County Improvement Association 

PAC. 

Upon in-person visual review of mail-in absentee ballots by a forensic handwriting expert, it appears that literally 

hundreds of fraudulent ballots were cast. These ballots all appear to have been cast in support of a ticket of 

candidates, but in particular for a write-in candidate for the Bladen County Soil and Water Conservation District 

Supervisor. Despite the unusually large number of ballots cast for a particular write-in candidate named Franklin 

Graham, it appears that out of the hundreds of ballots reviewed that voted for Mr. Graham, the handwriting on 

hundreds of those ballots matches only about a dozen handwriting styles.  
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In particular, one very active absentee ballot “witness,” Deborah Monroe, who was apparently personally validating 

validated at least 67 mail-in absentee ballots, appears to have written in “Franklin Graham” as a write-in candidate at 

least 71 times. In further shocking evidence of this scheme, the Bladen County Improvement Association PAC filed 

reports with the North Carolina State Board of Elections admitting they that it paid Ms. Monroe multiple payments 

totaling $550 for “G.O.T.V.” See Attachment at 8, 23, 47.  

Other payments which are disclosed on Bladen County Improvement Association PAC contribution reports include 

the following:  

Mary Johnson, witness for 74 ballots, $450; 

Lola Wooten, witness for 58 ballots, $500; 

Deborah Cogdell, witness for 45 ballots (including both witnesses on 1 ballot), $300; and 

Bridgette Keaton, witness for 16 ballots, $630. 

 

While the Bladen County Improvement Association PAC has many funders, its single largest funder is the North 

Carolina Democratic Party, supporting the organization with a $2,500 contribution. See Attachment at 7. Not only 

was the Democratic Party itself an active supporter of this organization, a number of Democratic campaigns for 

North Carolina state office made financial contributions to the PAC. These include the Michael Morgan Committee 

contributing $1,500, backing the recently-elected Democrat North Carolina Supreme Court Justice; the Committee 

to Elect Dan Blue III contributing $1,000, backing the unsuccessful Democratic nominee for North Carolina 

Treasurer; the Committee to Elect Robert Wilson contributing $1,000, backing the unsuccessful candidate for the 

Democratic nomination for Lieutenant Governor, and the Committee to Elect Judge Vince Rozier, contributing 

$250, backing the unsuccessful Democratic nominee for North Carolina Court of Appeals. 

Several other batches of mail-in absentee ballots of between 5 and 15 have handwriting samples that appear to 

match. 

These are not simply helpful individuals who have attempted to assist a large swath of Bladen County’s voters to 

cast their ballots. This is the shocking evidence resulting from a blatant scheme to try to impact the voting results of 

an entire county and perhaps even sway statewide and federal elections. This is clear from the fact that only a very 

few of the voter assistance sections of these mailed-in absentee ballots have been completed, despite being 

completed by just a few individuals.  

Therefore, it appears that a surprisingly small number of individuals were responsible for casting a very large 

number of ballots. Few of these ballots were properly indicated as having been completed with assistance by a third 

party. 

I will also be submitting a report from a Forensic Document Examiner that details much of the handwriting analysis 

outline above. That will be submitted under separate cover as soon as the report is completed. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7.  Please set out all election laws or regulations that you allege were violated in your responses to 5 or 6 

above.  State how each violation occurred. Please provide the names, addresses, and phone numbers of those who 

you allege committed such violations. 

 

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-226.3(a)(1) 

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-226.3(a)(2) 

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-226.3(a)(3) 

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-226.3(a)(7) 

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-237 

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-275(4) 
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Date/Time Filed with County Board 

______________________________________ 

(to be filled out by the county board) 

  

NOTE: The county board must provide the State Board with a complete copy of a filed protest within one business 

day after it is filed. In addition, the county board shall provide a copy of the election audit with this copy of the 

protest. 

  

Please direct any questions to your county board of elections or the North Carolina State Board of Elections, PO 

Box 27255, Raleigh, NC 27611-7255, (919) 733-7173. 
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  I 

   

F O R E N S I C   L A B O R A T O R Y   R E P O R T 

 
 
November 15, 2016 
 
 
Roger Knight, P.A. 
8510 Six Forks Rd. Ste. 102 
Raleigh, NC 27615 
 
Request dated:  November 11, 2016 
Lab Referral Number: 16-1112 
 
RE: Forensic Document Examinations – on site; Bladen County Board of Elections-
November 14, 2016 
 
 
EXHIBITS 
 
Envelopes Photocopies of approximately 275 voter envelopes containing voter signatures 

and witness signatures 
 
Ballots Photocopies of approximately 400 ballots containing write-in candidate by the 

name of “Franklin Graham” 
 
 
PROBLEM 

Determine whether the “Franklin Graham” handwritten/hand printed entries on the ballots 
were written by one, or more than one writer.  

 EXAMINATION FINDINGS 

The ‘Franklin Graham’ handwriting/hand printing on the various ballots were examined, inter-
compared and assessed for identification value.  All of the “Franklin Graham” handwritten 
entries were found to contain writing features and characteristics of value for identification 
purposes.  

Grant R. Sperry 
Charlotte W. Ware 
Forensic Document Examiners 
(704)-860-7992 
email: charlotte@fde-sperry.com 
www.fde-sperry.com 
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LAB REPORT 16-1112 

II 
 
Examinations and inter-comparisons between the ballots were conducted. Some of the 
“Franklin Graham” writing was in cursive, and some was hand printed.  The purpose of the 
forensic examinations and inter-comparisons was to assess the writing features and 
characteristics for similar and distinguishing features which would provide a basis for 
determining whether one, or more than one writer wrote the questioned “Franklin Graham” 
entries.   

Comparisons of the writing features and characteristics within the “Franklin Graham” entries 
on the respective ballots revealed distinctive similarities and distinguishing differences which 
provided a basis for the ballots to be associated or grouped by writer. 

CONCLUSION 

There are indications many of the ‘Franklin Graham’ entries were written by the same writer. 
Based on the distinctive similar and distinguishing writing features observed in the ‘Franklin 
Graham’ entries examined, the ballots were grouped.  There are indications the ballots within 
each Group referenced below was written by a single writer.  

Group 1: 71 ballots  

Group 2: 46 ballots 

Group 3: 18 ballots 

Group 4: 10 ballots 

Group 5: 11 ballots 

Group 6: 6 ballots 

Group 7: 5 ballots 

 

REMARKS 

Time constraints, the large number of exhibits to be examined, and the fact that the ballots 
were not originals were limiting factors in the examination. If the ballots were examined in the 
proper setting, with ample time for examination and inter-comparisons, more conclusive 
results would be possible. Further, provided ample time for more detailed 
examinations/comparisons, a determination as to whether the remaining ‘Franklin Graham’ 
writings (ballots) can be associated with existing or additional groups would be possible. 
Because of the existence of handwritten and hand printed ‘Franklin Graham’ entries and the 
difficulty of inter-comparisons, it is possible the ‘Franklin Graham’ entries in one or more 
groups may be the product of one writer.    

Comparable similar writing characteristics were noted between the writings within Group 1 
and the ‘witness’ Deborah Monroe hand printed entries on the respective envelopes.    
Further examination of these documents would result in a more definitive finding. 
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LAB REPORT 16-1112 

III 
 
Examinations of the remaining ‘witness’ related writings were not conducted due to time 
constraints. 

 

EVIDENCE DISPOSITION 

All photocopied ballots and envelopes were retained by the Bladen County Board of 
Elections.  No photographs were allowed to be taken and photocopies were not allowed to be 
made of the ballots. 

  

Reasons and Bases 

The referenced examinations and comparisons were conducted utilizing published standard 
methodologies as prescribed by ASTM International  Standard E-2290 (or other) and by the 
Scientific Working Group for Forensic Document Examination (SWGDOC). 

The conclusions stated above generally adhere to published standard terminology as 
prescribed by ASTM International Standard E-1658 and by the SWGDOC standard entitled 
‘Standard Terminology for Expressing Conclusions of Forensic Document Examiners.’   

 
 

 
Charlotte W. Ware 
Forensic Document Examiner 
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December 2, 2016 

 
 

VIA EMAIL TRANSMISSION 

  

 

A. Grant Whitney, Jr., Chairman  

Rhonda K. Amoroso, Secretary  

James Baker, Member 

Maja Kricker, Member 

Joshua D. Malcolm, Member 

North Carolina State Board of Elections 

441 North Harrington St,  

Raleigh, North Carolina 27603 

elections.sboe@ncsbe.gov 

 

Re: In re Protest of Election by Leslie McCrae Dowless Jr. 

Dear Members of the North Carolina State Board of Elections: 

I write on behalf of Roy Cooper  and the North Carolina Democratic Party. The purpose of 

this letter is to request that the Board take no action with regard to the Election Protest filed 

by Leslie McCrae Dowless Jr. that would disenfranchise voters who committed no election 

law violation, and to count their votes, at least with regard to elections that are not implicated 

in Mr. Dowless’s Protest. 

Mr. Dowless’s Protest alleges that individuals assisting voters, rather than the voters 

themselves, wrote the name of write-in candidate “Franklin Graham” on “hundreds” of 

ballots. See Protest § 6. The protest appears to be alleging a violation of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 

163-226.3(a)(1), which makes it a felony “[f]or any person except the voter’s near relative or 

the voter’s verifiable legal guardian to assist the voter to vote an absentee ballot when the 

voter is voting an absentee ballot other than under the procedure described in G.S. 163-227.2; 

provided that if there is not a near relative or legal guardian available to assist the voter, the 

voter may request some other person to give assistance.”1  

                                              

1 To the extent Mr. Dowless’s Protest alleges that individuals served as a witness for multiple 

absentee ballots, that is not a violation of law; and it certainly is not a violation of law by the voter, 

who would have no reason to know how many envelopes a particular individual has signed as a 

witness. 

Kevin J. Hamilton 

KHamilton@perkinscoie.com 

D. +1.206.359.8741 

F. +1.206.359.9741 
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Bladen County Board of Elections 

November 17, 2016 

Page 2 

 

 

 

We do not know what evidence the Board will hear during its hearing to consider this protest. 

If the Board determines that N.C. Gen. Stat. § 163-226.3(a)(1) was violated, but that the 

voters themselves did intend to vote in the manner indicated on their ballots, then we would 

respectfully submit that those ballots should be counted.   

North Carolina law is clear that voter’s choices are to be determined and respected. N.C. 

Gen. Stat. § 163-182.1(a). “No official ballot shall be rejected because of technical errors in 

marking it, unless it is impossible to clearly determine the voter's choice.” Id. § 163-

182(a)(2). Improper assistance may be a crime on the part of the assister, but it is certainly 

not a crime committed by the voter, much less a reason to disregard his or her ballot. See id. 

§ 163-226.3(a)(1).  

Even if the Board determines that certain write-in votes were not, in fact, the choice of the 

voter, North Carolina law still compels the counting of other votes on the ballot so long as 

those votes reflect the voter’s choice. “If it is impossible to clearly determine a voter's choice 

in a ballot item, the official ballot shall not be counted for that ballot item, but shall be 

counted in all other ballot items in which the voter's choice can be clearly determined.” Id. § 

163-182.1(a)(3). 

Finally, the only election specifically protested by Mr. Dowless was “November 8, 2016, 

Bladen County, Soil and Water Conservation District Supervisor.” Protest § 4. While Mr. 

Dowless does make a general reference to “all other candidates on the ballot in this 

November 8, 2016 General Election in Bladen County,” id., the removal of any ballots 

implicated would not “cast doubt on the results of” most of those elections. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 

163-182.10(d)(2)c. It would be contrary to the letter and spirit of North Carolina law, and 

contrary to the Board’s order of November 28, 2016, ordering the dismissal of protests that 

do not allege sufficient numerical issues to cast doubt on the results of an election, to refuse 

to give effect to voters’ intent in elections that are not cast in doubt. Thus, the Board should 

count voters’ choices in the gubernatorial election, and in all other elections that are neither 

affected by the write-in vote nor close enough to be affected by the potential removal of these 

votes. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Kevin J. Hamilton 

Attorney for Cooper for North Carolina and the North Carolina Democratic Party 
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