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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
‘A REPUBLIC IF YOU CAN KEEP IT”

From the Constitutional Convention through the end
ofthe 20th century, American elections wereasimple,
widely understood, and respected core act of citizenship.
Of course, everyone took turns being displeased with the
outcome of certain elections. But win or lose, Americans
accepted that the greatest experiment in representative
government was working. The evidence was strong: only
lightly altered over that time, our electoral system has
helped us unleash an exceptional culture of liberty and
opportunity that is both historically unprecedented and
still has no modern rivals.

That’s surely worth preserving. But the 21st century
has birthed well-funded movements that all presume
otherwise and promote major changes to how the
American people hire their politicians. Perhaps not
coincidentally, as these movements preaching the
supposed failures of our representative republic have
multiplied, trust in our elections has declined.

This report profiles multiple examples.

In the conventional American tradition, voter
registration was a nonpartisan, good government
effort to increase participation. But today’s version has
become fiercely partisan. The chapter titled “The Left’s
voter registration grift thrived in 2024” explains
how that happened:

The best explanation of the tax-exempt
vote machine comes from the leaked
emails of John Podesta. One such email,
sent to Podesta in 2015 by the president of
Swiss billionaire Hansjérg Wyss's private
foundation, contains an extremely detailed
plan for using 501(c)(3) foundations and
charities [which are forbidden by law to
carry out partisan election work] to fund

and execute a $100 million plot to register
millions of voters.

But not all voters. In callously presented
tables, the plan sums up “total non-white”
votes that might be generated in eight

key swing states, while still-visible edits
show entire paragraphs about beating
Republicans and “reshaping the electorate”
being removed [from an earlier version of
the scheme...] the plan was to direct 501(c)
(3) voter registration at only demographics
whose voting tendencies just so happen to
benefit the Democratic Party for the specific
purpose of winning elections.

By 2020, this program had become so pivotal for
Democrats that a Democratic Super PAC boasted voter
registration using the charitable sector is “4 to 10 times
more cost-effective than the next-best alternative”
at “netting additional Democratic votes” after tax
considerations are included.

This voter registration machine spent $638 million
during the 2024 election, and much of that was raised
by what are supposed to be nonpartisan charitable
nonprofits. But many of those 501(c)(3) groups were
forwarding most of the money over to 501(c)(4)
advocacy nonprofits.

Examples of nonprofits profiled in this chapter
include (but are not limited to) the Voter Participation
Center, State Voices, America Votes Education Fund,
Democracy Matters Foundation, and the Guarantee Our
Votes Projects.

Alongside this behavior, some groups, such as the Voter
Participation Center (VPC) and its allies, have been
alleging voter suppression. But in the chapter titled




“The voting experts are full of it,” this report shows
that VPC’s own research has repeatedly shown that the
suppression has not occurred.

For example, in 2021 Georgia passed an election integrity
measure that was dubbed “Jim Crow 2.0” by President
Biden because he and his allies asserted it would
suppress the votes of “underrepresented communities.”
Similarly, VPC joined an ultimately unsuccessful lawsuit
to overturn the Georgia measure.

ButaSeptember 2025 report from the Voter Participation
Center found the opposite of voter suppression, even
though the Georgia law remained on the books for the
2024 election:

The research slide deck admits that
“Turnout in 2024 was actually higher

than turnout in 2020 among UC groups in
some swing states—Georgia, Nevada, and
Michigan.” Georgia's “Underrepresented”

or “UC” turnout, defined as turnout from
African American, Latino, Asian, under 35,
and unmarried women voters, increased

by nearly 200,000 votes, or 6.8 percent,
while “"non-UC” votes decreased by nearly
180,000, or 9.2 percent. That means
Georgia’s “UC” turnout increased while
“non-UC" turnout decreased nationwide and
particularly in states like California, New York
and Wisconsin.

Not convinced by its own research, VPC is now an
opponent of the federal SAVE Act, which merely
requires proof of citizenship before casting a ballot.
Repeating claims it used against the Georgia law, VPC
now asserts the SAVE Act will “disenfranchise” voters
from the “underrepresented groups.”

Another plan to rig future elections in favor of
Democrats is revealed in the chapter titled “The
vote machine is already planning for the 2030

Census.” If the voter registration charities were

operating what is better described as a partisan “get out
the vote” program, then census charities are running a
“get out the count” operation.

The main player here is the Funders Committee for Civic
Participation (FCCP) and its Funders Census Initiative
(FCI), formed in 2008 with support from the Ford
Foundation and other major left-wing philanthropic
donors.

This Big Philanthropy alliance spent $38 million to
help the federal government count the people FCI most
wanted to find for the 2010 Census. FCI also boasted of
its work to defeat a proposal that would have required a
citizenship question during that count.

This program was ramped up to $118 million (courtesy
of more than 100 donors) for the 2020 Census. As the
report notes, the bigger payday made a bigger difference:

... by the Census Bureau’s own admission,
there was massive overcounting, mostly in
blue states, and massive undercounting,
mostly in red states. The 2010 Census
was reported to have a minuscule error
rate of less than 1 percent; in 2020, the
census reported undercounting six states
and overcounting eight. [...] As Hans Von
Spakovsky explained in 2022, the Census
Bureau’s post-census survey data for the
2020 count shows that the over and under
counts were so egregious that Minnesota
and Rhode Island were apportioned two
congressional seats that ought to have
rightfully been assigned to Florida.

Corrupting the census count, as this report notes, may
have been the ultimate form of gerrymandering. But
another chapter in this report, “Major donors to the
Virginia redistricting ballot measure,” shows that
election-influencing charities have also been hard at work
creating new forms of the old-style gerrymandering. In
Virginia, this effort took the form of a ballot proposal that
would have redrawn the state’s congressional districts
ahead of the 2026 midterm election. If successful, the
proposal would have likely flipped Virginia from a
narrow 6-5 Democratic majority (which more or less
reflects the actual partisan divide among Virginians) to a
10-1 Democratic advantage (which does not).




It was the most expensive ballot measure in Virginia
history, with supporters of the 10-1 Democrat-favorable
map “significantly better resourced” than proponents
of keeping the old map. Our report shows millions of
dollars contributed by committees affiliated with George
Soros, the Service Employees International Union, and
what was once known as the Arabella Advisors network.

All this loot—more than $66 million—helped persuade
a majority of Virginia voters to approve the measure in
an April 2026 special election. But two weeks later, the
Virginia Supreme Court invalidated the new map, citing
procedural violations.

The U.S. Constitution is another “procedural” roadblock
the election-influencing charities would like to sweep
away. The chapter titled “Enemies of the Electoral
College” profiles a movement that seeks to do away
with the way every president since George Washington
has been selected.

The largest and best-funded effort is known as the
National Popular Vote (NPV) Compact. It would “award
all electoral votes from all states within the compact to the
winner of the national popular vote, regardless of which
candidate won the popular vote within each individual
state.” The chapter explains the many problems with
this, not least of which is diminishing the influence of
low-population states—exactly what the authors of the
U.S. Constitution intended to prevent with the Electoral
College and the Senate.

The alleged upside of the NPV Compact is that it would
eliminate closely contested elections where the candidate
receiving the most popular votes (a majority or not) does
not win the Electoral College. Supposedly, the change
would create the appearance of a more united nation.

The chapter notes that the proposal is mostly a solution
in search of a problem:

The alleged problem this supposedly solves
has happened just five times over sixty
American presidential elections, and only
twice since the election of 1888. Notably, the
beneficiaries in the two cases that anyone

alive can remember (Bush in 2000 and Trump
in 2016) were both Republicans. It should

be no surprise that the NPV movement is
animated more by partisan goals than policy
objectives.

The report shows the NPV movement is also supported
by some carefully selected, nominally Republican
political professionals to help it succeed in red states.
But here again, the old Arabella Advisors network, Big
Labor, and other left-leaning contributors have been
writing most of the NPV checks.

Hiringthe Republican operatorsin arent-a-pol campaign
has been somewhat successful. At present, NPV has
secured a commitment from states representing 222 of
the 270 presidential electoral votes need to implement
the Compact.

Finally, the chapter titled “Ranked Choice Voting is
down, but not out” profiles an even more confusing
idea that seems designed to further muddle the
presidential election process after 238 years and sow
distrust. As the essay explains, the American tradition
of “one person one vote” and “vote for the person you
like” would be replaced with this contraption:

In the simplest form of an RCV election, all
candidates, regardless of party, are placed
in one pool and voters rank them in order
of preference. If no candidate secures

a majority of first place ballots, then the
candidate with the fewest first place ballots
is removed from consideration and the
rankings on those ballots are reassigned.
Voters who placed the removed candidate
as their first choice have their second
choice promoted as their top remaining (i.e.:
first) choice. This process repeats until one
candidate survives as the top remaining
choice for the majority of the voters [who
still remain in the count].

Notable supporters include Texas hedge-fund manager
John Arnold ... but not actual Americans. On Election
Day 2024, voters in at least five states rejected ballot




measures that would have implemented RCV. The report
also shows that RCV is so unpopular that 19 states have
enacted total prohibitions against its use, with seven of
them doing so since January 2025.

This shouldn’t be surprising. We know in our bones
that making voting needlessly complicated corrupts
the integrity of elections. We also know that charitable
voter registration should not be slanted in favor of one
political party. We know that corrupting the census
count corrupts our elections (and much else).

And though it isn’t as straightforward as a simple
popular vote, we are taught in elementary school why the
Framers of the Constitution created the Electoral College
to preserve the role of states with small populations. It’s
one of many good reasons why 13 colonies hugging the
Atlantic Coast became 50 states spilling far out into the

Pacific and nearly touching Russia.

That’s just one of many reasons why we respect our
Constitution and change it only in very extreme
situations. We are history’s most wildly successful
nation because we run on elegantly simple software.

After emerging from the Constitutional Convention,
Ben Franklin was asked what sort of government he and
his patriot compatriots had drawn up. “A republic, if you
can keep it,” he famously replied. Given what we now
know that the republic has accomplished, it shouldn’t be
so hard to keep it. But as this report shows, Franklin was
wise to issue the warning.




THE LEFT'S VOTER REGISTRATION

GRIFT THRIVED IN 2024

BY PARKER THAYER

Legitimate political spending decreased during the
2024 election. But spending surged for a fiercely
partisan, Democrat-favoring voter registration
machine that'’s hiding within our charitable sector.

Most people would be astonished to learn how much
of the “money in politics” that they love to hate lives,
at least nominally, outside of politics. Everyone knows
about Super PACs and “dark money” groups, but for
years tax-exempt 501(c)(3) charitable organizations
have been one of the biggest centers of political power
and money in the country. Not through public policy
think tanks or civil rights litigation groups like the
Heritage Foundation or the ACLU, but through a rapidly
growing industry of “nonpartisan” voter registration
and get-out-the-vote groups that abuse a combination
of loopholes and lax enforcement to leave the policy
consulting sidelines behind and get their hands dirty in
the world of winning elections.

Recently released batches of tax forms show that this
tax-exempt vote machine grew bigger than ever in 2024.
Our research, based on a selection of more than 80 of
the largest 501(c)(3) voter registration and get-out-the-
vote groups, shows these industry leaders consumed
around $638 million in total expenses during 2024.
Adjusted for inflation that’s a ten percent increase from
2020, meaning that nonprofit electioneering became
an even larger force in American politics during the last
election, even as traditional PAC spending experienced
a modest decline.

The growth of this tax-exempt vote machine is bad for
the charitable sector, bad for American politics, and
dangerous to election integrity. It is well past time for
the relevant authorities to give the get-out-the-vote
industry a closer look.

The History of the Vote Machine

The best explanation of the tax-exempt vote machine
comes from the leaked emails of John Podesta. One
such email, sent to Podesta in 2015 by the president of
Swiss billionaire Hansjorg Wyss’s private foundation,
contains an extremely detailed plan for using 501(c)
(3)s to fund and execute a $100 million plot to register
millions of voters.

But not all voters. In callously presented tables, the
plan sums up “total non-white” votes that might be
generated in eight key swing states, while still-visible
edits show entire paragraphs about beating Republicans
and “reshaping the electorate” being removed and
nonpartisan language about “voter participation” added
only as an afterthought. In other words, the plan was to
direct 501(c)(3) voter registration at only demographics
whose voting tendencies just so happen to benefit the
Democratic party for the specific purpose of winning
elections. It was an obvious scheme, but the IRS has
allowed left-leaning organizations to abuse this loophole
freely because they pay lip service to nonpartisanship
with fig-leaf words like “voter participation” and “civic
engagement.”

This plan, as the Capital Research Center was the first
to expose, later became the Everybody Votes Campaign,
the largest and most partisan voter registration scheme
in American history, and it played a pivotal role in
helping President Biden win the 2020 election. A leaked
memo from Democratic Super PAC Mind the Gap
called groups such as the Everybody Votes Campaign
and the Voter Participation Center “4 to 10 times more
cost effective than the next best alternative” at “netting
additional democratic votes” and Democratic mega
donors lined up to fund them. Some donors, including
the San Francisco Foundation, the Black Dog Private
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Foundation, and the David E. Reese Family Foundation
were even foolhardy enough to write out the name of
the Super PAC in the description of their charitable
grantmaking, without receiving so much as a second
look from the IRS.?

All by April

The tax-exempt vote machine was riding high on its
2020 successes as 2024 approached. Off-cycle budgets
remained high, much higher than in the past, since
donors had learned that “registering in the off year is just
as — or even more — effective than registering during
the on year” because it kept the vote machine running
smoothly.3 With election season approaching, Mind the
Gap once again advised its donors that 501(c)(3) voter
registration would be the key to a Democratic victory
in 2024, while some two dozen new organizations had
been added to the industry’s ranks since 2020.4

Another initiative, All by April, was launched by Pierre
Omidyar’s Democracy Fund specifically to urge donors
to distribute their “election-related grants” to 501(c)(3)
groups early, by April of 2024, giving the vote machine
plenty of time and money to get back into full gear
before November.5 One-hundred-seventy-four donors
signed the pledge, making a combined “$79 million
in new 501(c)(3) grants for election-related work and
moving up $61 million in scheduled grant payments so
that grantees would have access to funds earlier in the
year.”® In total the campaign estimates it mobilized $155
million, getting generous funding to many electioneering
501(c)(3)s earlier than ever before. All by April even
conducted a detailed survey to verify it.”

Things were looking very good.

A Fly in the "Nonpartisan” Ointment

Then, just as the All by April money arrived, Democratic
strategists and donors foresaw a problem: “nonpartisan”
voter registration might not be partisan enough. The
whisperings and worries coalesced in January, when
Aaron Strauss, a prominent left-leaning data expert, sent
an urgent memo to numerous Democratic megadonors
urging them to pull the plug on voter 501(c)(3) voter
registration immediately because demographic trends



had shifted and the “nonpartisan” voter registration
groups might now actually be helping Republicans.®

The memo caused quite a ruckus.

Writing about the memo in April the Washington
Post reported that Strauss and other Democrats were
concerned that nonpartisan voter registration groups
wouldn’t be able to “avoid signing up likely Republicans”
in 2024. The main reason for this concern was “a
marked shift among the roughly 1 in 5 citizens of voting
age who are unregistered toward Republicans,” and
several polls “[showing] Biden polling below 2020 levels
among Black and Latino voters.” Suddenly, the facade
of altruistic concern for the voices of “underrepresented
communities” and “civic participation” had dropped.
“Indeed, if we were to blindly register nonvoters and
get them on the rolls, we would be distinctly aiding
Trump’s quest for a personal dictatorship,” Strauss
wrote. The memo also admits that the Democratic Party
and its donors have outsourced its voter mobilization
work to the nonprofit sector, saying “For too long, many
funders have relegated the work of mobilizing base
constituencies, especially voters of color and young
people, to nonpartisan programs.”°

Leaders within the vote machine were not pleased. Maria
Teresa Kumar, president CEO of Voto Latino, told the
Washington Post that “Strauss was overestimating the
amount that young voters and voters of color are shifting
to the right,” and she was afraid the memo would “create
a disinvestment” in her organization’s work.

As it turns out, she had no reason to be worried.

By the Numbers

The 2024 batch of IRS Form 990s shows that Aaron
Strauss’s memo was probably ignored, and that groups
like the Mind the Gap and All by April were very
successful at directing more money into the tax-exempt
vote machine.

Using a service called Impala, which aggregates nonprofit
financial data for research and fundraising purposes, our
researchers gathered financial information for 83 of the
leading voter registration and get-out-the-vote groups

in 2024. Groups were selected judiciously to avoid
counting large organizations for whom voter registration
and mobilization was only a small part of their overall
work. Only 501(c)(3) organizations were included, and
for each group total revenues and expenses from both
2020 and 2024 were recorded (when applicable) in
order to estimate the rough size of the nonprofit voter
registration and mobilization industry. Totals were
automatically rounded by Impala to the nearest 100,000
or the nearest 100 if the value was below one million.

A digital copy of the data can be found at
CapitalResearch.org.”

The results showed very impressive growth:

« In 2020 the groups raised $541.7 million
and spent $491.5 million.

« In 2024 the groups raised $633.3 million
and spent $638.7 million.

Using expenses as the measuring stick to avoid counting
organizations receiving large multi-year endowments,
the sample of 501(c)(3)s saw a 30% increase in spending
from one election cycle to the next. Additionally, our
research found that 23 of the top voter registration
groupsin 2024 didn’t even exist in 2020, while no strictly
voter registration and mobilization organizations could
be identified that existed in 2020 but not in 2024.

Some concessions and explanations must be made
regarding this data.

First, there is a non-negligible amount of double-
counting in the totals since many of the organizations
made large grants to one or more of the other
organizations on the list, so the total size of the
industry is at least slightly inflated by those grants. For
the purposes of comparing the year over year size of
the industry, this double counting does not create as
much of a problem since relative size, not total size, is
most important.

Second, there was a staggering amount of inflation
between 2020 and 2024, 20 percent by most estimates,
so the real growth in expenses from 2020 to 2024 is




about 10 percent—still sizeable, but not as impressive as
the 30 percent nominal growth. Ten percent growth is
still a remarkable feat since, according to Open Secrets,
inflation adjusted total spending on elections through
traditional PACs in 2024 was about twenty percent less
than 2020. At a time when the total money being spent
on politics was decreasing dramatically (relative to the
last presidential election cycle) the voter registration
industry actually seems to have surged.*

The Everybody Votes Campaign
funding

of fraudulent voter registration forms were submitted in
bulk in multiple important swing districts just before the
2024 election.# Clearly, the $9.1 million that the Voter
Registration Project paid for voter registration “quality
control services” to another canvassing firm called The
Outreach Team was not well spent.®

One of the EVC’s grantees, New Georgia Project, was
also fined $300,000' for illegal partisan activity by the
Georgia ethics commission in January 2025 and was
ultimately permanently dissolved.” Another grantee,
the Voter Formation Project,
reported record high revenues

So, with their
66

unhindered by concerns that
they would not be partisan
enough, what did the left’s
voter registration groups do
with all that money in 2024?

One of the biggest players in
the industry, as mentioned
earlier, is the Everybody
Votes (EVO),
which serves as the name
for three organizations; the
Voter Registration Project,
the Voter Registration Project
Education Fund, and Register
America, which is a 501(c)(4)

Campaign

CRC's analysis

show that the
501(c)(3)s driving
voter registration
experience a 30%
increase in spending
from $491.5 million
in 2020 to $638.8
million in 2024.

and 50,000 voter registrations
after spending millions on
digital ads in 2024, but the
group was also suddenly closed
in 2025 with no explanation
given.81

While the EVC is probably the
biggest source of money in
the vote machine, the Voter
Participation
State Voices are responsible
for a huge portion of the
groundwork.

Center and

Voter Participation

not included in the data above.
EVC once again received the
endorsement of Mind the Gap in 2024 and raised a
combined total of just over $75 million, substantially
more than the $50 million raised in 2020, sending almost
all of it out to other left-leaning nonprofits and for-profit
canvassing firms. These grantees and canvassing firms
landed them in a world of scandal.

For example, in 2024 the Voter Registration Project’s
990 shows it paid a canvassing firm called Field+Media
Corps $4.6 million for “voter registration support”
in 2024.% In October 2025, seven employees of
Field+Media Corps were charged by Pennsylvania
Attorney General Dave Sunday with numerous crimes,
including forgery and tampering with public records
related to their work on behalf of the EVC after thousands

’ ’ Center

The Voter Participation Center
(VPC), for its part, did not have a good year compared
to 2020. VPC’s yearly expenses were just $66.5 million,
far less than $100.3 million it spent in 2020, and
revenues were similarly disappointing. The VPC made
an ambitious use of its diminished budget, and found its
way into the center of an impressive number of scandals
and controversies.

In March, the VPC’s misleading mailers caused so much
confusion that the Mississippi and Alabama secretaries
of state each had to issue statements clarifying that they
were not official government communications.2>2

In September, the VPC was caught filtering its digital
voter registration ads so that they wouldn’t be shown




to people interested in things like NASCAR, Duck
Dynasty, or golf. 22 This scandal resulted in a demand
from Congresswoman Claudia Tenney (R-NY) that the
IRS investigate the VPC’s tax status compliance.

In October, the VPC’s misleading mailers again caused
so much confusion in Mississippi that the Secretary of
State issued a statement.?

In November, the VPC was sent a cease and desist by
the Attorney General of Maryland over intimidating
mailers that they sent threatening to tell the recipient’s
neighbors if the recipient didn’t vote that year.2s

The VPC also continued its controversial relationship
with a consulting firm called the “Pivot Group,”
paying the firm nearly $15 million for mailing
services despite the fact that the Pivot Group has long
described itself as “committed to electing Democrats
up and down the ballot.”*¢

State Voices
State Voices is probably the leading organizing and
training hub for the left’s vast network of smaller get-
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out-the-vote groups. They provide technical training,
data tools, and other assistance through their “state
tables” which often work with and fund a dozen or more
local groups.?”

State Voices raised nearly $20 million in 2024 and
spent nearly $25 million, a significant decrease from
2020. But that shrinkage might be partially explained by
“state tables” within the State Voices network spinning
off and obtaining independent tax status, meaning their
revenues and expenses would no longer appear on the
State Voices books. Despite diminished revenues and
expenses, State Voices still reported its network made
more than 179 million voter contacts and registered
840,000 voters during 2024.2%2 In 2020 the group
reported only 124 million voter contacts but 2.1 million
voter registrations, so voter registration numbers were
cut dramatically while voter contact numbers improved.
Perhaps Aaron Strauss’s memo did make an impact?3°

State Voices is an extremely useful organization for
understanding the scale and activity of the tax-exempt
vote machine because they train and fund so many
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According to this graphic from State Voices, probably the leading organizing and training hub for the Left's vast network of smaller get-out-the-vote
groups, its network made more than 179 million voter contacts and registered 840,000 voters during 2024.




organizations across so many states that are below them
in the food chain. In their 2024 annual report State
Voices provided a map of their voter contact numbers
broken down state-by-state. Looking at the states
highlighted with red stars, indicating where the most
voter contacts were performed, a clear pattern emerges
(see image on previous page).

Wisconsin, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Georgia,
North Carolina, Arizona, and Nevada combined form
a near-perfect list of the most important swing states
in 2024. Additionally, in Nebraska, where both a paid
family leave ballot measure and at least one electoral
college swing vote hung in the balance, State Voices
reported a staggering six million voter contacts, which
is more than three contacts

keep abusing the register-by-demographic loophole that
the IRS has benevolently neglected to close with even
the slightest enforcement action.

There are several possible solutions. Any amount of IRS
enforcement, a congressional hearing or investigation,
or even a simple piece of legislation that amends the
tax code so that voter registration and get-out-the-vote
work are no longer tax deductible would all be huge
steps in the right direction. It’s time to stop this partisan
vote machine pretending to be a charity.

The 501(c)(3) “Blood Bags”

While the tax-exempt vote machine grew larger than

ever before, a concerning parallel development was
also emerging. During 2024

per resident and six contacts ‘ ‘
for every person that voted in
2024. In Georgia, perhaps the
most hotly contested swing
state, the network’s 32.6
million contacts were likewise
equivalent to roughly three per
resident and six per voter.

Enough is Enough

Rather than performing a tax-exempt
function themselves, a handful of
501(c)(3)s quietly spent upwards

of 95 percent of their budgets on
grants to their 501(c)(4) affiliates,
outsourcing their charitable functions
entirely to groups that routinely
donated to Super PACs.

multiple 501(c)(3) groups
emerged from out of nowhere
with massive budgets making
enormous grants to an
affiliated 501(c)(4) and doing
nothing else. Inspired by the
dystopian film Mad Max,
wherein prisoners are kept
alive for the sole purpose of
providing blood transfusions,

These staggering numbers
show that the tax-exempt voter
registration and get-out-the-vote industry grew even
larger in 2024 while most political spending shrank.
Clearly, large left-leaning donors are growing fonder of,
and more comfortable with, using the tax-exempt sector
to do the dirty work of their partisan political allies. This
is bad for several reasons.

First, it means that the charitable sector is becoming
increasingly politicized and straying away from its
purpose. Second, it gives foreign bad actors an easy
method to manipulate our elections because, unlike
PACs, 501(c)(3) organizations are allowed to accept
unlimited funding from foreign sources. And third,
it encourages tribal identity politics and encourages
politicians to create division between demographics by
specifically pandering to one or the other in order to

’ ’ we have dubbed this

arrangement the 501(c)(3)
“blood bag” because these nonprofits seem to have been
intended as parasitized feeder-organs for their partisan
affiliates from the very beginning.

The practice of using a 501(c)(3) to fund the IRS-
required charitable 51 percent of a 501(c)(4)’s activities
is nothing new. Usually a 501(c)(3) will contribute a
large grant to its affiliate 501(c)(4), earmarked for the
charitable portion of the 501(c)(4)’s work, of course,
but it will spend most of its money on supplies, salaries,
grants to other 501(c)(3)s, and performing its own tax-
exempt function.

The 501(c)(3) “blood bags” are totally different. Rather
than performing their tax-exempt function themselves,
they quietly spent upwards of 95 percent of their budgets
on grants to their 501(c)(4) affiliates, outsourcing their




charitable functions entirely to groups that routinely
donated to Super PACs.

America Votes Education Fund

In 2023, the America Votes Education Fund, the legally
affiliated 501(c)(3) wing of America Votes, didn’t exist. In
2024, it spent $20.7 million. Of that, $532 was allocated
for office expenses, $274 for fundraising expenses, and
$20,748,002 granted to America Votes. Perhaps they
used that $532 to buy a checkbook, some “AV Education
Fund” letterhead, and a plaque for an empty office door
while the tax-exempt work it was nominally created to
do was outsourced entirely to the bullpen of partisan
operatives down the hall?3

Outside of that, the America Votes Education Fund
has done nothing of its own. Its three board members,
Greg Speed, Heidi Schloesser, and Brandon Boswell,
serve as the president, COO, and treasurer of America
Votes; it reported zero accounting or legal fees; it had
zero paid employees or volunteers. The only reason for
its “charitable” existence is taking in tax-deductible
donations and delivering them to the group next door,
whose statement on the 2024 election brags: “Our
program also contributed to Democrats’ Senate wins
in Nevada, Michigan, Wisconsin, and likely Arizona,
as well as major state-level victories in North Carolina,
including the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and
Attorney General races.”s?

Even more troubling, almost all of America Votes
Education Fund’s revenue came from a $19.25 million
grant from Future Forward USA Action, a 501(c)(4)3
that the New York Times called the “dark-money group
of the main super PAC backing Joseph R. Biden Jr. and
Kamala Harris.” It seems likely that Future Forward
USA Action counted this contribution to America Votes
Education Fund towards its own 51 percent charitable
activity threshold that the IRS requires them to meet,
but the money was simply passed along to another
501(c)(4) whose own “charitable” activities are limited
to supposedly nonpartisan get-out-the-vote operations
run by the exact same operatives who admittedly
“contributed to Democrats’ Senate wins” in 2024.34

Other large donors to the group include the Arabella
Advisors-led New Venture Fund,? the Silicon Valley
Community Foundation,?® the Linda and Lenny Bell
Foundation, and the Wallace H. Coulter Trust,3” all of
which are 501(c)(3)s. Each should probably be asked if
they knew that every cent of their money was going to be
rerouted to a group that openly boasts that it works to
elect Democrats.

Guarantee Our Votes Project

The Guarantee Our Votes Project,?® a 501(c)(3) affiliate
of the Democratic Governors Association, stretched the
limits of 501(c)(3) status even further.3?

The group spent $13,919,873 in 2024, with $39,873,
or 0.2 percent, spent on legal, accounting, and office
expenses. The other 99.8 percent was spent on grants
to America Works USA4° ($13.85 million) and New
Hampshire Youth Movement Project ($30,000).4
America Works USA is one of the Democratic
Governors Association’s affiliated 501(c)(4)s and has
historically spent most of its money on Democratic
PAC contributions.

The group’s May to April financial calendar means it is
not possible to see the group’s finances for most of 2024
yet. But PAC spending records show that the group gave
over $6 million to the Democratic Governors Association
in 2024. The organization’s only donors in 2024 were
the Vanguard Charitable Endowment,+ which gave $9.9
million, and the Foundation for the Carolinas,*3 which
gave the other $4 million. Both donors operate donor
advised funds (DAFs) which are traditionally not allowed
to contribute directly to a 501(c)(4) organization, but
the Guarantee Our Votes Project seems to have been
conjured into being just to solve that problem, and on
behalf of an arm of the Democratic party, no less.+

Democracy Matters Foundation

The Democracy Matters Foundation (DMF), formerly
the Franklin Education Forum, spent $34.7 million
in 2024, with $31.38 million granted to the affiliated
Democracy Matters and $1.86 million granted to
Onyx Impact. Both of the latter were newly created
501(c)(4) groups.*




That means nearly 96 percent of all Democracy Matters
Foundation expenses went towards grants to 501(c)
(4) groups. DMF is run by Bradley Beychok,* a long-
time affiliate of Democratic political operative David
Brock.#” The group’s biggest donors in 2024 were the
American Independent Foundation ($10 million)+®
and the Voter Participation Center ($5 million).+ The
Voter Participation Center, as explained above, is one
of the worst partisan offenders in the tax-exempt vote
machine, and apparently its largest grant in 2024 went
to nothing more than a facade for a 501(c)(4).

Bright Futures Fund

The last 501(c)(3) “blood bag” is not in the mold of the
others. As mentioned above, DAFs, especially large
commercial DAFs, don’t traditionally make grants to
501(c)(4) groups. But many DAFs overcame this hurdle
in 2024 with the invention of the “blood bag.”

Fidelity Charitable Investments Gift Fund, one of
America’s largest commercial DAFs went straight for
the jugular and made, what seems to be, its first ever
grant to a 501(c)(4) rendering itself, or at least one of its
accounts, the “blood bag.” And what a 501(c)(4) it was.5°

Fidelity granted $37.5 million directly to a 501(c)(4)
named Bright Futures Fund in 2024. According to Gabe
Kamisnky at The Free Press, the Bright Futures Fund was
incorporated in late 2023 by an associate of Democratic
super lawyer Marc Elias and spent $182 million in
2024 with tens of millions going to pro-Kamala Harris
and Biden super PACs and other Democrat-aligned
organizations. Unlike the groups above, however, Bright
Futures Fund then granted a combined $37.5 million to
12 different 501(c)(3) groups, suggesting a little more
regard for IRS rules than the other “blood bags.”s*

Fidelity, for its part, seems to have forgotten it gave to
a 501(c)(4) group at all, telling the IRS on its form 990
that it only gave grants to 501(c)(3) groups.

Only time will tell whether this is the first of many
commercial DAF grants to 501(c)(4) groups or a one-off.
But if this is the start of an industry-wide trend it will
mean huge changes for the charitable, “dark money,”
and PAC industries.

The "Blood Bag”

Tax-Exempt Vote Machine

The “blood bag” arrangement is something new. Groups
on the left have long used the 501(c)(3) and 501(c)
(4) pairing, but not like this, and this new tactic is
concerning. If funding the charitable half of a 501(c)(4)
is henceforth to be considered a sufficient tax-exempt
function for an entire 501(c)(3), then it will not be long
before groups like the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations
are granting carte blanche to an entire array of “blood
bags” in order to underwrite as much dark money Super
PAC giving as the Democratic party can handle.

Worse yet, the “blood bags” are almost all tied to leading
members of the tax-exempt vote machine in some way,
suggesting this is the industry’s latest creation in a year
when they were already pushing the envelope further
than ever before. The vote machine has entire think
tanks dedicated to sharing successful strategies so it’s
a near certainty that, by the end of the 2026 cycle, the
“blood bag” arrangement will have been replicated by
numerous funders all over the country.5?

And it won’t even be noticed until 2028 when the 2026
Form 99o0s finally come out.

501(c)(3)
America Votes Education Fund
Guarantee Our Votes Project

Democracy Matters Foundation
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501(c)(4)/PAC
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America Votes

These charities appear
to exist solely to funnel
charitable funds to
action arms that then
use those funds for
election advocacy
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GOVERNMENT
FUNDING OF VOTER
REGISTRATION

BY PARKER THAYER

The explosion of the tax-exempt voter registration
industry from 2020 to 2024 was not solely a function of
private donors. The industry has received a generous
amount of government funding as well thanks to the
Biden administration's frequent grants to openly left-
wing political activist groups. Thanks to policies like
"Bidenbucks,” which tried to turn government agencies
into GOTV (get out the vote) machines, government-
funded nonprofits started seeking out advice on running
voter registration drives like never before.5®

20.00%

40.00% 60.00% 80.00%  100.00%

B Other Expenses

In 2021, NonprofitVOTE, a group whose sole purpose is to
encourage more nonprofits to do GOTV work, published a
Federal Funds and Voter Registration guide that explained
how nonprofits can get around the rules that restrict voter
registration drives by government-funded entities. The
guide explains that nonprofits receiving Community Service
Block Grants (CSBG) can't use CSBG funds “to pay for staff
or materials to conduct voter registration” or “provide rides
to the polls,” but can “use CSBG or other funds to do any
other kinds of nonpartisan voter engagement activities” as
long as the nonprofit's work in “limited” in such a way that
it avoids creating a “public perception” that it is “involved
in partisan politics.” The guide gives similar directions
for recipients of Head Start early education funding and
AmeriCorps volunteer funding.>*

Essentially, nonprofits are being encouraged to play
a simple shell-game with grant funds, doing voter
registrationalongside theirfederallyfundedwork without




actually using federal dollars. It's not a hard scheme
to see through since everyone knows that money is
fungible, but it satisfies the minimal restrictions of the
law and provides enormous utility for politicians who can
direct other peoples’' money towards organizations they
know will contribute, in a big or small way, to friendlier
electoral margins.

This report focuses on groups whose sole or main activity
is GOTV work, so the groups mentioned (for the most part)
have not received government funds. Most government-
funded nonprofits doing voter registration work are doing
it only on the side.

But even when not the bulk of the work, many nonprofits
engaged in a substantial amount of voter registration and
GOTV work while receiving government funding.

Examples include:

» The National Urban League —The Biden Administration
awarded the National Urban League, a veteran left-
wing advocacy group, more than $10.4 million in new
grants from 2021 to 2024.5° In 2024, according to
their 2024 Form 990, government grants accounted
for $35.9 million, or 41 percent, of the League's annual
revenue.’® During the 2024 election, the League's
president spoke on stage at the Democratic National
Convention, the League spent $17.2 million on “civic
engagement and leadership empowerment program,”
and its “Reclaim Your Vote" program made 1.3 million
voter contacts, knocked on 248,000 doors, sent over
one million texts, and held 143 events.%’

 UnidosUS - UnidosUS was awarded more than $12
million in new grants by the Biden administration’s
Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) alone. In the lead-up to the 2024 election
UnidosUS invited President Biden to speak at the
group's annual conference,*® and UnidosUS Action
Fund, their 501(c)(4) affiliate, endorsed Kamala
Harris after Biden withdrew.*® That year UnidosUS
registered 126,796 voters through “digital and
canvassing efforts in states including AZ, CA, FL, NV,
NY, PA, and TX."®® The group also runs a “Hispanic

Electorate Data Hub" that tracks polling data,
demographic trends, and turnout statistics.®’

e Hispanic Federation®? — The Hispanic Federation,
which received more than $95 million® in new grants
from the Biden Administration for programs such
as teaching migrant workers how to obtain welfare,
and offering “energy resiliency education” in Puerto
Rico,®4 also runs a massive civic engagement
program and bragged about “[mobilizing] millions
of Latino voters” in 2024 and working with 52
partner organizations to “communicate directly
with 2.6 million Latino voters to participate in the
2024 election."®® The Hispanic Federation claims it
has registered 160,000 and mobilized three million
Latino voters since 2016.5¢

These are far from the only organizations with substantial
federal funding that have engaged in voter registration
and GOTV work, but they are the largest and most
notable examples. Other notable federally funded groups
such as the AIDS Healthcare Foundation and Coalition
for Humane Immigrant Rights (CHIRLA) have gone
even further than GOTV work and directly funded ballot
measure campaigns or organized protests against law
enforcement that turned into violent riots.57:68

A huge number of smaller federally funded nonprofits,
such as food banks, community centers, and schools
also do tiny chunks of voter registration work that are
impossibleto trackthatadd up greatly over time. One of the
best examples of this was a since-repealed federal policy
that allowed work-study programs on college campuses
to pay students to do voter registration work, sometimes
even while working directly for partisan campaigns.5®

As this report makes clear, even privately-funded
nonprofits find it almost impossible to stay away from
partisan electioneering in their “civic engagement” work,
and there is no indication that publicly-funded nonprofits
are behaving much better. In fact, since their funding
is controlled by politicians whose reelection might
determine whether funding continues, government-
funded nonprofits have even stronger incentives to cross
the line into partisan electioneering.




THE VOTING ‘EXPERTS’

ARE FULL OF IT

BY PARKER THAYER

For the last half dozen years, the Voter Participation
Center and its allies have been promoting a myth
about voter suppression that is refuted by both
common sense . .. and VPC’s own data. Today,
they’re promoting a new panic and there’s even
less reason to believe them.

In April 2021, a coalition of “nonpartisan” civic
engagement groups led by VoteAmerica,”® the Voter
Participation Center,”” and the Campaign Legal
Center” sued the state of Georgia seeking to block the
enacting of S.B. 202, the state’s election integrity bill.
In the lawsuit, the plaintiffs alleged many things.”
They claimed that the bill’s goal was “not to improve
electoral administration but to suppress turnout.”
They claimed the bill created a “disparate impact on
minority communities, substantial and unnecessary
burdens on the right of all Georgians to vote,” and that
it had “intentional discriminatory motivation.”

In press releases about the lawsuit the groups went
even further. Voter Participation Center CEO Tom
Lopach’ said, “provisions in S.B. 202 would make it
more difficult to vote, especially for the New American
Majority—people of color, young people and unmarried
women,”” while Danielle Lang, senior director of voting
rights at Campaign Legal Center, said “S.B. 202’s effort
to restrict civic engagement groups ultimately punishes
voters, who otherwise might not be able to make their
voice heard in our democracy.”

Outside of the courtroom, the groups led a feverish
opposition and public pressure campaign, seemingly

against the entire state of Georgia. The CEOs of Atlanta-
based Delta Airlines and Coca-Cola denounced the bill.”
More than 100 companies including Amazon, Ford, and
Starbucks signed a letter responding to unspecified

legislation they claimed restricted voting rights.”” Apple
and Will Smith moved the production of a movie out
of Georgia.”® Even the 2021 MLB All-Star Game was
moved from Atlanta to Colorado because Major League
Baseball claimed the legislation “disproportionately
disenfranchises the Black community.” 79

There was a full court press against the bill, but it failed
and S.B. 202 was enforced with only minor injunctions
during the 2024 election. All was lost, and democracy
was doomed in Georgia. Right?

Not so much.

Much Ado About Nothing

The Voter Participation Center and its allies lost their
lawsuit in September 2025,%° Atlanta was awarded_the
2025 MLB All-Star Game to replace the one the citylostin
2021, and the apocalyptic forecasts of all the “democracy
experts” and “voting rights advocates” turned out to be
as accurate as Al Gore’s weather forecasts.®* A record-
setting 5.29 million people turned out to vote in Georgia
during the 2024 election, which was about 64 percent of
all registered voters. 8 Not only did overall participation
set records, the law then-President Joe Biden and
others dubbed “Jim Crow 2.0,” coincided with increased
turnout from “underrepresented” communities in
Georgia while decreasing turnout among older white
people.8s

The Voter Participation Center’s (VPC’s) own research
confirms it.

In September 2025, the VPC published the results of
research they commissioned on “Voter Participation
Among Underrepresented Communities in 2024.7%
The research slide deck admits that “Turnout in 2024
was actually higher than turnout in 2020 among UC




groups in some swing states—Georgia, Nevada, and
Michigan.”® Georgia’s “Underrepresented” or “UC”
turnout, defined as turnout from African American,
Latino, Asian, under 35, and unmarried women voters,
increased by nearly 200,000

Voting Rights Act.® Lopach claimed that “participation
among underrepresented voters is slipping—not because
they’'ve stopped caring, but because states keep putting
up new barriers to vote.”

But VCP’s research shows

votes, or 6.8 percent, while ‘ ‘
“non-UC” votes decreased
by nearly 180,000, or 9.2
percent. That means Georgia’s
“UC” turnout increased while
“UC”  turnout  decreased
nationwide and particularly
in states like California, New
York, and Wisconsin.

The VPC confronted this
embarrassing irony by
shamelessly and repeatedly

ignoring it.

For example, on September 9,
2025, in a statement on their
lawsuit being shot down in

lawsuit.

Voter Participation
Center's own research
shows that relatively few
underrepresented voters
reported they were
stymied by any of the
“barriers to vote" that
the organization’'s CEO
alleged in the Georgia

indifference really was the
cause.’ When VPC asked
“UC adults” why they didn’t
register to vote for 2024, 40.8
percent said they just weren’t
interested, 9.9 percent said
they weren’t eligible to vote,
and four percent said they
didn’t think their vote would
make a difference.

Another VPC slide has a table
revealing the “Top reason for
not voting” in 2024 for each
demographic surveyed.®® For
African Americans, Latinos,

court, Tom Lopach, president

of the VPC said, “This decision is not what we had
hoped for. The provisions in S.B. 202 are dangerous
and will make it more difficult for Georgians to vote,
especially those in the historically underrepresented
communities that we serve—people of color, young
people and unmarried women.”® But just eight days
later, on September 17" (the date at the top of the
memo) the VPC research showed that those “historically
underrepresented communities” had no trouble at all
voting in 2024 and actually voted more.?”

This destroys the VPC talking points from eight days
earlier so thoroughly that one has to wonder how long
the VPC sat on those results, and if they intentionally
waited to publish them until after their lawsuit against
S.B. 202 was resolved.

The next month Lopach again ignored the inconvenient
findings from his own research when he wrote an op-ed
for Time claiming that the Supreme Court was putting
the right to vote on trial in Louisiana v. Callais, a case
challenging certain redistricting-related elements of the

and unmarried women the top
’ ’ answer was “Not interested,”
and for Asian Americans and people under 35 the top
answer was “Too busy.”

VPCs own research shows that “participation among
underrepresented voters” is slipping precisely because
they don’t care, and that relatively few reported they
were stymied by any of the “barriers to vote” that Lopach
alleged.

Lopach then went on to say:

In 2022, voter turnout among people of
color, young people, and unmarried women
trailed older white voters by 22%.°" This gap
persisted in 2024 when Black voter turnout
fell by nearly 240,000 votes. Unmarried
women cast 723,000 fewer votes than in
2020. Together, these groups and young
voters cast over one million fewer ballots
even as turnout among other voters rose by
nearly 800,000.




What he neglected to mention was that his own group
found the worst declines in “UC” turnout happened
in Democrat-run states (such as Wisconsin, Arizona,
California, and New York) while the state that his group
was suing was a top ten performer in “UC” turnout.
Did California Gov. Gavin Newsom and Wisconsin’s
Tony Evers create “obstacles that make participating
increasingly difficult” between 2020 and 2024?

The "Experts” That Cried Wolf

Not to be shamed by their hysterical overreactions
to Georgia’s election integrity bill, the VPC has now
embarked on another media blitz against the proposed
SAVE Act, which would require voters to demonstrate
proof of citizenship before casting a ballot. VPC has
published a half dozen blogs and op-eds advocating
against the proposal and produced a new report
claiming that 83 percent of voters would not be

able to register in the same way they did in 2024 if
the SAVE Act were passed.®? This, they claim will
“negatively impact and disenfranchise” a whopping
“21 million” American citizens who “do not currently
have access to documentary proof of citizenship”
while  “disproportionately = [impacting] already
underrepresented groups like women, people of color,
trans individuals, and young people.”

Is there any reason VPC should be believed this time?

Have they done anything to explain why they were so
utterly wrong about their last moral panic?

Isthere any reason we should trust all the other “experts”
who stood alongside the VPC and tried to orchestrate
boycotts of an entire state over fears that turned out to
be completely baseless?

Absolutely not.

Center For Voter
Information

If you've already submitted a request for a ballot by mail
for the 2020 General Election, there is no need to submit

another request.

Dear Timothy,

1 am writing to let you know that you are eligible to vote absentee in upcoming
elections. In North Carolina, you don't need an excuse to vote absentee. | have sent you the
enclosed absentee ballot application to make requesting a ballot easy.

Voting by mail is EASY. Just sign, date, and complete the application. Drop it in the mail and you
will receive a ballot from your county board of elections which you can complete and return without

ever leaving your home. No waiting in line.

Voting by mail keeps you healthy and safe. The best way to protect yourself, your family,
and your whole community during this time is to vote by mail.

You can even research the candidates as you vote.

65.5% of voters in North Carolina cast their ballots before Election Day in the 2016
election. Join them in 2020 by returning this application to vote by mail.

Your privacy is protected. If you use the enclosed envelope with pre-paid postage, your
application will be delivered directly to your county board of elections.

By voting by mail from your home, and not waiting until Election Day, you've
already done your part. You simply get to look forward to Election Day and hearing about the

results.

According to ProPublica, “A North Carolina resident shared an image with [us] showing one of several mailers they received from [the Center for Voter
Information.]” Credit: ProPublica via https://bit.ly/3S 1prVN







THE VOTE MACHINE IS ALREADY

PLANNING FOR THE 2050 CENSUS

BY PARKER THAYER

A partisan left-leaning coalition with no shortage of
loot has meddled in the last two Census counts for
the benefit of Democrats. Their 2020 work helped
produce one of the most inaccurate Census counts
in modern American history.

For months the best show on cable TV news has been
the sublime drama of the mid-decade redistricting
wars. The blow-for-blow spectacle of Texas, California,
Indiana, Virginia, and Florida has dominated air waves
and the internet with both sides boldly asserting they
will win in spectacular fashion and their side alone holds
the moral high ground.

Then, just as the dust seemed to be settling, the Supreme
Court’s Louisiana v. Callais decision added an action
movie plot twist by ending the longstanding injustice
of race-based redistricting and introducing Louisiana,
Tennessee, and Mississippi into the fray. The resulting
discourse has resembled nothing so much as a debate
between fanatical schoolboys on the likely victor of a
WWE cage match.

Above the redistricting circus, though, a small, secretive,
and well-organized group of left-wing activists and
billionaires have already put their heads together to
focus on manipulating the 2030 census to influence the
outcome of all future redistricting battles in their favor,
just as they did in 2020 and 2010.

The FCCP

The Funders Committee for Civic Participation (FCCP)%
is a coalition of self-styled “democracy defending”
activists and donors who convene to discuss strategy
for using nonprofits to help Democrats win elections
(though they would never admit that goal openly.) The
FCCP dates back to 1981 and can be credited as the

pioneer of organized nonprofit get-out-the-vote (GOTV)
work, which has now become a billion-dollar-per-cycle
industry. For each election year they conduct enormous
research, outreach, and planning projects to tell the
biggest names in left-wing philanthropy how and where
to use millions of tax-exempt dollars to increase voter
turnout from “underrepresented” demographics that all
happen to favor the Democratic party.

Starting in 2008, though, the FCCP expanded its focus
from GOTV to GOTC, or get-out-the-count. According
to FCCP records, the project, called the Funders Census
Initiative (FCI), began in 2008 with a meeting at the
Ford Foundation% headquarters in New York. It was an
elite guest list: “Attendees included representatives of
the Ford, Hagedorn,% Annie E. Casey,*® MacArthur,*”
Gates,”® and Knight* foundations, as well as the
Carnegie Corporation’®® of New York, Open Society
Foundations'® (OSF), Pew Charitable Trusts,*> and
Atlantic Philanthropies.”3

GOTC work, and census policy warfare, these well-
endowed donors had realized, “could be conceptualized
as the third leg of civic engagement, after voting and
redistricting.” By January 2009 the FCI was officially
formed, and it wasn’t long before some grew skeptical
of its motives. By 2010, The New American*4 (a
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Starting in 2008, the Funders
Committee for Civic Participation
expanded its focus from get-out-the-
vote to get-out-the-count, with its
“Funders Census Initiative” originating
at a meeting at the Ford Foundation
Headquarters.
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publication from the right-wing John Birch Society)
was writing that the FCI clearly intended “to use the
Census drive as a huge tax-supported venture in radical
political organizing.”°5

2010 Census

The FCI influenced the 2010 census in several important
ways. For example, in a list of the coalition’s 2010
achievements, the FCI takes credit for “[mounting] a
substantial campaign to defeat what became known
as the Vitter Amendment, which would have added a
last-minute question on citizenship and legal status
to the Census, for the later purpose of excluding
noncitizens from the state population counts used for
congressional apportionment.” The FCI boasts that it
“activated networks” to convince lawmakers to support
the appointment of the Director of the Census Bureau
and to prevent budget cuts. They also claim that FCI
staff that first “[raised] the idea of developing a federal
government funding stream to support community
groups to help promote the census in 2020.”

Led by activist Terri Ann Lowenthal, a veteran census
activist and member of the Obama presidential
transition team, FCI served as the bridge between
activist groups and the Census Bureau to make sure
that big philanthropy was able to insert itself into the

process as much as possible.”®® The FCCP’s report on
2010 brags that FCI created “an unusual, possibly
unique, public-private partnership” with the Census
Bureau that granted them “unprecedented, close,
ongoing contact and collaboration” with Census Bureau
staff “at the local, regional, and national levels” thanks
to “relationships with Census Bureau staff, in some
cases going back decades, which enabled [FCI] to break
through bureaucratic barriers and obtain critically
important information for nonprofits.” Using this insider
information, FCI trained left-leaning nonprofits across
the country on the best ways to motivate constituents to
take the census, tech tools to improve census turnout,
and even “when and how the census bureau would be
hiring door-to-door staff,” so that FCI grantees would be
able to seed their own operatives into these jobs.

In 2020, the FCI did largely the same things, but on a
much, much larger scale.

2020 Census

The FCI reports that, from 2008 to 2010, big
philanthropy spent $38 million on census outreach
work, undeniably more than any previous census. The
2020 census put that number to shame. In an all-out
effort that Sue Van, president and CEO of the Wallace
H. Coulter Foundation called a “philanthropic tour de




force,” over 100 donors were recruited to spend more
than $118 million on a “coordinated plan of action” for
the 2020 census.'”

To raise that 200 percent increase over the 2010 effort,
the FCI and FCCP worked closely with a like-minded
new group, the Democracy Funders Collaborative'*®
Census Subgroup, a fiscally sponsored project housed
at the Arabella Advisors—led New Venture Fund.!®®
In a 109-page document titled “Philanthropy and the
2020 Census,”° the FCCP lays out a detailed history
of how planning started as early as 2015, and together,
the collaborating networks funded “260 grantee
organizations engaged in litigation, advocacy, outreach
and other activities.”

Of the $118 million spent, $70.3 million went towards
GOTCwork while $18.2 million went towards influencing
census policy (see pie chart on next page).

As in 2010, with the Vitter Amendment, one of the most
notable ways that the FCI and its partners got involved
with the census was fighting against the addition of a
citizenship question. FCI’s report cites a letter signed by
more than 300 nonprofits and FCI funding of litigation
groups that submitted more than 50 legal briefs to the
Supreme Court which, they contend, may have actually
swung Chief Justice Roberts’ decision against the
citizenship question.

The GOTC work was largely the same as it was in
2010, but there were some notable changes. First, they
shifted away from focusing on a national scale of work
and focused more on using local “hubs” that catered to
specific demographics and affinity groups to increase
turnout from “historically undercounted” people. New
digital tactics included “geofencing’ of cellphone data
to target ads at locations with high concentrations of
historically undercounted people; using automated
chatbots to recruit census workers and answer questions
about the census; and collaborating with the hub group
State Voices to develop a texting platform for use by
state and local census advocates to reach millions of
people with census information.”* Some consultants
even developed a Census Digital Academy that offered
training session on developing “hard-to-count (HTC)

outreach messaging,” improving “HTC” targeting
methods using voter files, and how to convince donors
to keep funding GOTC work in the future.?

The results of the 2020 Census were not good. The
reasons for this are manifold, but the most important
statistic is that, by the Census Bureau’s own admission,
there was massive overcounting, mostly in blue states,
and massive undercounting, mostly in red states. The
2010 Census was reported to have a minuscule error rate
of less than one percent; in 2020, the census reported
undercounting six states and overcounting eight. (See
table below.) As Hans Von Spakovsky explained in
2022, the Census Bureau’s post-census survey data's for
the 2020 count shows that the over and under counts
were so egregious that Minnesota and Rhode Island
were apportioned two congressional seats that ought to
have rightfully been assigned to Florida.

2020 Census Miscounts

Undercounted States

Arkansas -5.04
Florida -3.48
lllinois -1.97
Mississippi -4.11
Tennessee -4.78
Texas -1.92
Delaware +5.45
Hawaii +6.79
Massachusetts +2.24
Minnesota +3.84
New York +3.44
Ohio +1.49
Rhode Island +5.05
Utah +2.59

Source: US Census Post-Enumeration Survey

How’s that for gerrymandering? It does not seem like a
coincidence that the census big philanthropy meddled
in more than any before was also the worst census in
recent history. With $118 million worth of thumbs being
placed on the scale, how could it not be?




2030 Census

The FCCP and its allies seem to have given themselves a
pat on the back from the “tour de force” that produced
the worst census in modern American history and are
already well into the planning process for 2030. The
Funders’ Toolkit for the 2030 Census“4 has already
been posted. The toolkit provides prewritten memos"s
for encouraging donors to fund GOTC work, fill-in-the-
blank op-eds™ calling for more census related activism, a
“Census 101” one pager'” template with “What is Census
2030 and why does it matter for [Your State]?” at the
top, and even a prewritten job description®® for a census
fund coordinator. There are also links to best practices
for GOTC" and a list of left-leaning census partners
including Asian Americans Advancing Justice,’*° Color
of Change,* Faith in the Public Life,*** National LGBTQ
Task Force,'23 National Urban League,** and State Voices.

The toolkit doesn’t shy away from the electioneering
impacts of census work either. One of the first paragraphs
states, rather bluntly, that “Our state and local voting
districts are drawn using census data, which directly
correlates to who is elected to lead our communities.”
One might reasonably ask whether “who is elected”
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should be a concern of, much less primary motivating
considerations for, a “nonpartisan” GOTC group, but
FCCP advertises that the census is important because of
the “4 D’s ... Data, dollars, districts, and decisions.”

Where the National Spending Went®

Census Policy and
Operations ($18.2m)

All Get Out the
Count ($70.3m)

A

Census Equity Fund
($13.8m)

General Get Out the
Count ($56.6m)

15.5%

Communications/
Media ($11.9m)

10.1%

7.6%

Coordination/
Evaluation
($9.0m)

6.7%
Research
($7.9m)




ENEMIES OF THE

ELECTORAL COLLEGE

BY FRED LUCAS

A movement of nonprofits and political committees
funded from the left, but with token Republicans
on the payroll, has been engineering an end run
around the Constitution that would elect presidents
by a national popular vote majority instead of the
Electoral College majority.

Imagine a different election night 2024, one in which
Donald Trump is staring at a historic landslide.

So, maybe the president says they’re all landslides. But
in this case, by the Electoral College numbers, Trump
approaches the landslide territory of Ronald Reagan
and Franklin Roosevelt.

California normally takes days to tally votes, but in this
scenario the state might not bother counting for the
presidential race because its 54 electoral votes might be
won by Trump before California can finish tabulating
ballots. Trump will take California despite its former
U.S. senator and attorney general Kamala Harris
winning her home state with nearly 60 percent of the
popular vote.

Trump would also take the electoral votes of New York,
Illinois, Massachusetts and other blue states, despite
Harris scoring convincing popular vote wins in those
states as well.

All told, Trump wins 520 electoral votes to Harris’s 18.

This alternative world (which must sound great to
MAGA supporters and surpasses even Trump’s most
superlative hyperbole) is ironically sponsored by
progressives and Democrats. Examples include groups
aligned with the former Arabella Advisors,?5 Pierre

Omidyar,® the American Civil Liberties Union,**” the
Soros network,?® the Tides Foundation,?® bankroller
Stephen Silberstein®®® and his foundation,* former
Democratic Sen. Al Franken and former Attorney
General Eric Holder.s?

At least, the theoretical outcome would have been
brought to you by this cast of characters if they had
gotten what they wanted regarding the allocation of
electors during the last election.

They are among individuals and entities that have
propped up the National Popular Vote Interstate
Compact, which would identify more with the left-
leaning “resistance” than with MAGA.

If implemented, the NPV Compact would award all
electoral votes from all states within the compact to
the winner of the national popular vote, regardless of
which candidate won the popular vote within each
individual state. The stated goal of this end-run around
the U.S. Constitution is to avoid close elections where
the “winner” of the currently irrelevant national popular
vote ends up losing the election by failing to win the
constitutionally crucial minimum majority of 270
Electoral College votes.

The alleged problem this supposedly solves has
happened just five times over sixty American presidential
elections, and only twice since the election of 1888.
Notably, the beneficiaries in the two cases that anyone
alive can remember (Bush in 2000 and Trump in 2016)
were both Republicans. It should be no surprise that
the NPV movement is animated more by partisan goals
than policy objectives.




The face of the movement has been National Popular
Vote, a 501(c)(4) group that lobbies state legislatures
to join the compact. 2 But ‘ ‘

have been reflective of the current political environment.
Love Trump or hate him, no one would accuse him of
being such a unifier that he

the movement is deeper
than the NPV and its sister
organizations.
been other groups outside
the NPV umbrella created
to promote abolition of the
electoral college; and still
others, such as the League of
Women Voters,3* Fair Vote,35
and Common Cause,® that
support the compact, but as
one of many legislative items.

There have

The National Popular Vote
Interstate Compact has been

The benefit of the
Electoral College is
that it preserves a
balance for large votes in the
and small states
and ensures a
level of state
power over the
executive branch.

deserved a 520-18 electoral
vote mandate.

And, whatever you say about
Harris, any candidate who
legitimately wins 226 electoral
traditional
Electoral College doesn’t really
deserve to be cast into the
dustbin of history alongside
Walter Mondale and Alf
Landon, though that’s what
the compact would have done
if in effect for 2024.

driven mostly by Democrats
perceiving an advantage from
a popular vote. Though, the NPV organization has some
outspoken Republican supporters.

The hypothetical 520 electoral votes won by Trump
in the example above would have occurred only if the
18 states plus the District of Columbia that had joined
the compact before the 2024 election had given their
combined 209 electoral votes to the popular vote
winner, which was Trump. This did not happen because
the compact is not triggered until enough states join to
equal 270 votes—a majority of the Electoral College. So,
Kamala Harris ended up taking those NPV-endorsing
states and kept the 209 electoral votes that her campaign
had earned.

But NPV is getting closer to the 270 majority. With the
addition of Virginia in April 2026 (yet another state
won by Harris in 2024), the compact states now have a
combined 222 electoral votes.

If the trigger hadn’t been required in 2024, and every
state in the compact at the time had awarded the 209
electoral votes to Trump, then it would have caused that
lopsided Trump triumph that—in all fairness—would not

’ ’ At the end of the day, the benefit

of the Electoral College is that it
preserves a balance for large and small states and ensures
a level of state power over the executive branch.

Compact champions on the left who find Trump
insufferable ought to imagine what his bravado might
have been like if he could have claimed 520 electoral
votes. But that potential scenario doesn’t seem to have
slowed down the NPV movement.

Although a popular vote election obviously wouldn’t
advantage either political party and the movement is
ostensibly nonpartisan, only blue states have joined the
compact so far. Moreover, most of the big money behind
the NPV movement has come from institutional donors
on the left.

Self-Inflicted Electoral Harm

Thanks to Virginia Gov. Abigail Spanberger, the
national popular vote compact is just 48 electoral votes
shy of going into effect. Spanberger signed an NPV bill
from the Democratic legislature in April.’3” At this point,
19 states and the District of Columbia have joined the
compact, and all of them have voted for the Democrat in
each presidential election going back to 2008.




Spanberger told WFXR, “This is a very straightforward, long-term
plan to get us to a point where the United States is frankly what most
people think it is, which is a place where every person’s vote counts
the same as every other person’s vote.”3®

“Fake Moderate Spanberger just signed a bill to render Virginians’
vote for president NULL AND VOID!” responded the Virginia
Republican Party on X/Twitter.s9

“Virginia’s Electoral College votes will go to the winner of the
national popular vote—no matter who wins the popular vote
in our Commonwealth,” added the Virginia GOP. “This is an
unconstitutional assault on our democracy.”

Despite inching closer, the compact is not likely to go into effect
soon because the movement is running out of blue states to sign up.
But red states have turned blue and blue states red over the decades.

This is an extremely short-sighted move for Virginia, which has
the potential to be a swing state—drawing campaign visits from
presidential candidates, and increased media presence. Being a
battleground is good for a state’s bottom line, since it brings people
and money, which means revenue. That’s something a governor and
lawmakers should care about.

Take a look at the numbers.

Virginia is a state Harris carried by just five percentage points in the
last election, compared to 2020 when Joe Biden carried the state by
ten. Some pre-election polls had it as close as two points, and Trump
thought it was worth his time to stump in the Old Dominion.

Also, former Republican Gov. Glenn Youngkin left office with a
favorable reputation among commonwealth voters, and he’s been
mentioned as someone who could be on a national ticket in 2028.
That would make the state even more competitive.

Virginia also has an important place in the history of the American
republic. George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, James Madison,
and James Monroe saw the wisdom of the Electoral College.

Does Spanberger think she knows better?

In 2019, then-Nevada Gov. Steve Sisolak, a Democrat, vetoed a bill from

In April 2026, Virginia Gov. Abigail Spanberger signed
the National Popular Vote compact, bringing the agree-
ment to just 48 electoral votes shy of going into effect.
Image source: Official Flickr Album of Gov. Spanberger
(pictured in a different bill signing on March 26, 2026).




the Democratic legislature to join the national popular vote
compact, recognizing the relatively small state’s place as a
battleground. He said,#° “In cases like this, where Nevada’s
interests could diverge from the interests of large states, I
will always stand up for Nevada.”

Sisolak, as governor, placed his state above the perceived
interests of his party. Spanberger has thus far been
unable to do that despite campaigning as a centrist.

Then there’s Maine, one of two states where electoral
voters are divided by congressional district (the other
being Nebraska). Maine Gov. Janet Mills, a Democrat,
recognized that the split electoral votes allowed Maine
to punch above its weight in a presidential race when
it came to drawing candidates to campaign in the state.
Though seeing the headwinds in her party, she didn’t
sign or veto the NPV bill, allowing it to become law
without her signature.

“Opponents have raised legitimate questions about
whether presidential candidates would want to visit
Maine knowing that, under a winner-take-all system,
their chance to win our electoral votes declines and, as
a result, their time would be better spent elsewhere,”
Mills said in an April 2024 statement. *#+

Leading the Pack

Lottery scratch-card inventor John Koza and election
lawyer Barry Fadem, both Democrats, launched the
Lafayette, California-based National Popular Vote in
2006 to lobby state legislatures to join the National
Popular Vote Interstate Compact, which at the time was
merely an academic ideal.'+?

There is an industry of nonprofits devoted to this
end-run around the Electoral College. The Institute
for Research on Presidential Elections is a 501(c)(3)
education arm for NPV.43 Another group, Conservatives
for National Popular Vote, was also launched with
some of the same personnel.'4

National Popular Vote’s most recent publicly available
IRS filing, covering 2024, shows $1.48 million in

revenue, $1.44 million in expenditures, and $99,884 in
net assets.'#>

NPV issued a $20,000 grant to Maine Citizens for Clean
Elections in 2024. Maine entered the compact that year.'4

In 2024, the Democracy Fund Voice,¥” a left-of-
center group within the philanthropy network of eBay
chairman and founder Pierre Omidyar,*® contributed
$150,000 to National Popular Vote according to the
Democracy Fund Voice IRS filing.> Omidyar founded
Democracy Fund Voice as the 501(c)(4) advocacy arm to
the Democracy Fund, a 501(c)(3).'° The organization is
mostly funded by Omidyar, whose reported net worth is
more than $10.5 billion, according to Forbes.'>*

In 2023, the American Civil Liberties Union, despite
its ostensible mission to defend the Constitution,
gave $24,000%* to National Popular Vote’s effort to
undermine the Constitution’s primary method for
electing presidents. The ACLU’s IRS filing says the
funding was for “design, sampling, fieldwork, data
collection, analysis, and presentation of results of a poll
on National Popular Vote policy.”

Koza was the primary funder of the movement early on.
He was the co-founder and CEO of Scientific Games,
Inc. He and Fadem were active in the 1980s in lobbying
state legislatures to adopt state lotteries through ballot
initiatives. They’ve done much the same thing with the
popular vote idea—though only one state has put it to
the voters.

The concept itself began after George W. Bush’s win
over Al Gore in 2000, in which Gore won the popular
vote by half a percentage point and Bush narrowly won
the Electoral College. Law professor Robert Bennett
of Northwestern University wrote a 2001 academic
paper titled “Popular Election of a President Without a
Constitutional Amendment,” providing the framework
for the compact. After that, an article by Akhil and
Vikram Amar, brothers who were professors at Yale Law
and University of California Hastings College of Law
respectively, argued in favor of the interstate compact.




It took five years for Koza and Fadem to put political
muscle behind it. The two co-wrote the book Every Vote
Equal in 2006, to promote the proposal, then started
National Popular Vote to lobby for the plan shortly after.

Koza helped seed the National Popular Vote nonprofit
with his own money and some from Paychex billionaire
Tom Golisano. Stephen M. Silberstein, who in 1978
founded computer software company Innovative
Interfaces Inc., also became a major donor and serves
on the board of NPV.

Koza is board chair of NPV. He is also the chief financial
officer and the board treasurer for the Institute for
Research on Presidential Elections.'s3

Fadem, the election lawyer and co-author with Koza of
Every Vote Equal, is the president of National Popular
Vote. Fadem is a partner in the law firm of Fadem &
Associates in Lafayette, California, and specializes in
campaign and election law.

Saul Anuzis is the chief of staff for National Popular
Vote.’»*+ He is president of 60 Plus, a conservative
seniors organization.'ss He is a former chairman of the
Michigan Republican Party and has worked for Newt
Gingrich at American Solutions and for Jack Kemp’s
1988 presidential campaign. Anuzis was also an advisor
to the Ted Cruz 2016 presidential campaign.

Matthew Schweich is the campaign manager for NPV.
Separately, he is the deputy director of the Marijuana
Policy Project, which advocates for legalizing cannabis
at both the state and federal level.'s®

Members of the NPV advisory board include Al
Franken, a comedian who resigned from the U.S.
Senate over a sexual harassment scandal, former
Obama administration Attorney General Eric Holder,
anti-Trump former Republican National Committee
Chairman Michael Steele, and Obama administration
Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano.'s”

EVERY VOTE
EQUAL

A State-Based Plan for Electing the President
by National Popular Vote
John R. Koza Barry Fadem

Mark Grueskin ~ Michael S. Mandell
Rob Richie Joseph F. Zimmerman

FOREWORD BY BIRCH BAYH
With Answers to 175 Myths
about the National Popular Vote Compact Lotte ry scra tch-
card inventor John
Koza and election
lawyer Barry Fadem
launched the National
Popular Vote non-
profit after publishing
the first edition of
Every Vote Equal
(pictured left) in 2026.
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Educating Against the College

The Institute for Research on Presidential Elections,
or IRPE, is the 501(c)(3) education arm of National
Popular Vote and was also launched in 2006 along with
NPV.58 Also founded by Koza, the organization has
the same leadership as NPV. Unlike the NPV, which
lobbies for states to join the compact, the institute is
significantly limited by tax law in any lobbying for votes
in favor of the compact. So it only produces information
and research supporting the cause.

A 2017 Politico article claimed that if the Electoral
College is scrapped, it won’t come from a constitutional
amendment in Congress.

“Instead, the most viable campaign to change how
Americans choose their leader is being waged at booze-
soaked junkets in luxury hotels around the country and
even abroad, as an obscure entity called the Institute
for Research on Presidential Elections peddles a
controversial idea: that state legislatures can put the
popular-vote winner in the White House,” reported
Politico.

The IRPE reported revenue of $684,178 for 2024, the
most recent year that an IRS filing is available, and
$883,693 in expenditures. ** (The obvious net revenue




loss has been a recurring feature for most of IRPE’s
annual IRS filings, but the net asset deficits this has
created have been kept in check by new donations the
following year.)!*°

During 2023,'* IRPE contributed $40,000 to Demand
Progress Education Fund, the sister organization to
Demand Progress Action and Demand Progress PAC.*%2
According to the education fund’s website, it was a
project of the New Venture Fund until 2022.%3 The New
Venture Fund was the largest 501(c)(3) organization in
the former Arabella Advisors'*4 network, now known as
Sunflower Services.!%

A longstanding donor to the popular vote cause, the
Stephen M. Silberstein Foundation®® contributed
$140,000to the IRPE in 2024.'% That same year, the Coit
Family Foundation, a 501(c)(3) grant maker in Walnut
Creek, California, contributed $75,000 to the IRPE;8
and one or more of the account holders at the Vanguard
Charitable Fund'®® donated a total of $30,000. '7°

Patrick Rosenstiel is the chairman of the Institute for
Research on Presidential Elections and has been an
NPV spokesman. * He was the chairman of the 1996
Steve Forbes presidential campaign and leads the law
firm Ainsley-Shea. He’s the former executive director of
the Trade Alliance to Promote Prosperity.

Reaching for the Right

So far, only blue states, most of which have a Democratic
governor and Democratic-controlled House and Senate,
have joined the compact. As mentioned, every state
which has thus far joined the compact voted for Harris
in the last election.

NPV supporters know they’ll need red states to hit
the 270 electoral votes and have hired numerous
Republicans to make the case. The hierarchy of the
NVP includes several Republicans, including Anuzis,
Rosenstiel, and former California state Sen. Ray Haynes,
a former national chairman of the American Legislative
Exchange Council.'”

It’s notable that in past years a bill to join the compact
has passed one legislative chamber of red-leaning states
such as Arkansas, North Carolina, and Oklahoma, as
well as the battleground states of Michigan and Arizona.

So, it’s an achievable goal.

In February 2020, the Conservatives for National
Popular Vote was established, based in St. Paul,
Minnesota, and run by Rosenstiel. The group hasn’t
been active, with no updated posts on its website since
2023. It doesn’t have tax exempt status, and it’s not
clear if it’s a sister organization to NPV.7

But it was an attempt to reach out to conservatives.

The group’s website features a comment from President
Donald Trump speaking on Fox & Friends and asserting
that, “I would rather have the popular vote because
it’s, to me, it’s much easier to win the popular vote.”
Conservatives for NPV contend America is a center-
right country, and that conservatives would turn out in
bigger numbers under a popular vote system in states
such as California or Massachusetts, where they might
feel their votes don’t currently count in a presidential
election under the Electoral College system.

Conservatives for National Popular Vote also notes
that fewer than 60,000 votes could have shifted Ohio
in 2004 and given John Kerry the presidency despite
George W. Bush’s 3 million vote national victory. 7 The
group also contends that the population of the nation’s
100 largest cities is roughly equal to the population of
rural America, which supposedly means that a national
popular vote election wouldn’t advantage the urban
areas.

After Spanberger signed the NPV measure in Virginia,
Rosenstiel said it was one time that she got it right.

“I believe that our ideas are better, more aligned
with most voters, and can win presidential elections.
President Donald Trump bolstered this belief when he
won the national popular vote in 2024,” Rosenstiel wrote




in an April Washington Examiner op-ed. He argued the
compact preserves the Electoral College but recognizes
that the Constitution gives states plenary authority to
award electors.'7s

“The national popular vote will force the GOP to
campaign in every precinct and is essential to building
and maintaining a center-right majority in the United
States,” he added.

Big Left Donors to Ballot Initiative

Neither National Popular Vote nor the Institute for
Research on Presidential Elections fully disclose their
donors and aren’t required to under the laws governing
c3 and c4 groups. But a 2020 referendum in Colorado
offers a strong glimpse of the organizations and
individuals backing the effort.

When the compact was on the ballot in Colorado in
2020, the North Fund,® a lobbying group affiliated with
the former Arabella Advisors (now known as Sunflower
Services), contributed $250,00077 to the initiative,
according to Ballotpedia. Another Arabella appendage,
the Sixteen Thirty Fund® spent $147,346 on getting
Colorado into the compact, according to the Colorado
Secretary of State’s office.”?

Stephen Silberstein, the NPV board member and head
of the foundation in his name that has contributed hefty
amounts to the NPV and IPRE organizations, also gave
$500,000 to the Colorado ballot initiative, the Colorado
Sun reported.’®° Koza contributed $95,015 to the effort,
according to OpenSecrets. These donations surpassed
National Popular Vote itself, which donated $69,579 to
get a “Yes” vote on the ballot measure.’®

Additionally, the American Federation of State County
and Municipal Employees,’®2 a typically left-leaning
government employee union, gave $50,000.13

The measure passed with just 52 percent, despite
supporters outspending opponents $5.4 million to $1.7
million in a solidly blue state. It’s reason enough to think
that a big chunk of the public sees the virtue of keeping

National
Popular
te!

the Electoral College and retaining a stronger electoral
voice for the individual states.

NPV supporters attempted to get a ballot initiative in
Michigan, but were unsuccessful.’®+ Still a look at the
donors to the Michigan effort shows support for the
change came heavily from donors in coastal areas, as the
Capital Research Center previously reported.®®®s Much
like Nevada, why would Michigan want to give up its
privileged spot as a battleground that attracts presidential
candidates and national media every four years?

Donors to the Michigan effort included Koza, a resident
of California, who gave $259,000. Sarah O’Neill, the
daughter-in-law'®® of Berkshire Hathaway’s Charlie
Munger, contributed $50,000 from New York City.
Joseph Steinberg, a New York investment banker,
gave $40,000. Alex Rigopulos, a billionaire residing
in Massachusetts who brought the world Guitar Hero,
contributed $25,000, as did Dagmar Dolby, California’s
billionaire heiress of the Dolby fortune.

Before the Compact Concept

One of the first advocates for ditching the Electoral
College for a popular vote is the People’s Choice for
President. Also a 501(c)(4), the group was founded in
2000, predating the NPV, and even the concept of an
interstate compact.

People’s Choice does not appear to have filed a full IRS
report™® since 2020, when it reported just $5,000 total

revenue, and did not report receiving any revenue for
nine of the seventeen years between 2004 and 2020.




The last major donation year was 2017, when the group reported
receiving a little more than $1 million. This was the year right after
Donald Trump won the electoral college without winning a popular
vote plurality. Perhaps not coincidentally, there are no publicly
available full IRS filings from People’s Choice for 2015 and 2016,
implying little revenue received and very limited activity during
those years.

The People’s Choice for President Institute, an affiliated 501(c)(3)
educational nonprofit, was also created after the 2016 election and
has reported receiving a combined total of just less than $1.2 million
through 2024, the last year for which a full IRS filing is available.
An individual named Sam George is listed as the principal officer of
both groups on their most recently available tax documents.*®®

When active, People’s Choice for President listed its mission as
“changing the method of electing the President from an electoral
college to a direct election.”

But recent activity has been sparse. The last publicly available IRS
report for the People’s Choice for President Institute, covering 2024,
is an IRS Form 990EZ, which is filed by small nonprofits with limited
annual revenue and assets. It reports just $103,470 revenue collected
for the year, expenses of $115,054 and net assets of $297,753.1%

The last publicly available full IRS filing for People’s Choice for
President, covering 2020,"° reports grants of $10,000 to National
Popular Vote and $100,000 to America’s Votes,'* a progressive group
that supports expansion of voting access. The combined $110,000 in
grants was 38 percent of the group’s total reported annual expenses
of $286,730. This was a year when the group reported only $5,000
total revenue, and zero revenue for the two preceding years.

Both groups reported having no website in their respective, most
recently available, IRS filings.

Controversial PAC

At least rhetorically, National Popular Vote and its affiliate
organizations don’t want to get rid of the Electoral College, which
would require an amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Rather, the
groups say that state legislatures have wide latitude within the U.S.
Constitution to take plenary authority in determining how electoral
votes are awarded.



However, other groups make no bones about wanting to ‘ ‘

abolish the Electoral College. In fact, it’s in the name of
a political action committee.

The Abolish the Electoral College PAC’s website explains
it is “a grassroots organization dedicated to mobilizing
supporters, electing candidates, and partnering with
impactful organizations that work to support reform
and abolishment of the Electoral College.”?

The PAC describes the Electoral College as “a system that
was created nearly 240 years ago with a compromise to
ensure power remained in the hands of wealthy landowners
to placate an inherently evil system of slavery.”

Rory Steele was listed as the treasurer of the Abolish
the Electoral College PAC in the 2022 cycle. 3 He was
reportedly a former campaign manager for the 2016
Senate campaign of Kamala Harris but was replaced in a
campaign staff shakeup.4

In the 2024 cycle,’s Christopher Koob® was listed
as treasurer of the Abolish the Electoral College PAC.
Koob was also listed'?” as the treasurer of the REV UP
PAC,“® which advocates for turning out the vote of
disabled people.

The PAC’s website makes this claim: “Abolish the
Electoral College endorses the position that the
quickest way to achieve replacement of the Electoral
College is to focus on passage of the National Popular
Vote Interstate Compact.”

It continues: “Abolish the Electoral College will seek out
and support candidates at all levels of our government,
but especially candidates and elected leaders in our state
legislative bodies, who support passage of the NPVIC.”

Critics say otherwise.

According to an October 2021 investigative piece by
Sludge,? the Abolish the Electoral College PAC raised
more than $1 million and donated only $2,500 to
candidates. The remaining amount went to salaries.

The National Popular Voter
Interstate Compact was
supercharged after Trump
beat Hillary Clinton, with blue
states jumping on board.

59

A “Note from the AEC Team”2°° posted on the website in
January 2022 didn’t directly mention the Sludge article,
but stressed the PAC that was founded in 2019 was
investing in infrastructure for the long fight:

Over 80% of the resources raised from your
contributions have gone directly to build and
supportinfrastructure and programmatic
expenses that further our mission of
electoral change and voting rights reform,”
the note to supporters said. “As this
infrastructure becomes more solidified

and efficient we will drive administrative
expenses and costs even lower so that

an even larger percentage of our donor
contributions go directly to successful
advocacy and direct programmatic
expenses.

The note continued: “We focused on state legislative
candidates in Michigan and Pennsylvania, and
contributed to a successful initiative campaign in
Colorado that affirms the Colorado legislature’s
decision to support the National Popular Vote
Interstate Compact.”

In 2024, the Abolish the Electoral College PAC
contributed $25,0002*tothe State Democracy Defenders
PAC2°2 and $16,000 to the For the Majority PAC, both
Democratic political action committees, according to
Open Secrets2°3 which tracks money in politics. During
that same election cycle the PAC contributed $5,000 to
the campaign of Rep. Andrea Salinas (D-OR), $2,000




to House Minority Leader Hakeem Jeffries (D-NY), and
$500 to Rep. Greg Landsman, (D-OH).

The PAC raised $773,310 and spent $773,399. That’s
less than the 2022 cycle, when it raised $787,663 and
spent $938,138. In the 2020 cycle, the PAC brought in
$795,761 in donations, and spent $598,939. The larger
donors to Abolish the Electoral College haven’t been
major political players.

‘Barrier to Democracy’

The National Popular Voter Interstate Compact only had
nominal success for the first 10 years of its campaign,
but was supercharged after Trump beat Hillary Clinton,
with blue states jumping on board.

The belief on the left was that it would do away with the
GOP’s built-in advantage in the Electoral College. Never
mind that before the 2016 election experts such as the
Cook Political Report said Democrats started off with
a near-automatic 242 electoral votes in their pocket,2°4
and George Will fretted this “blue wall” threatened the
existence of the Republican Party.2°s

For all practical purposes, presidential elections do
reflect the will of the majority. Only five presidents were
elected without winning the popular vote—and even that
oversimplifies the matter.

The presidential election of 1824 was the first instance
of a popular vote “winner” losing the Electoral College.
But popular voting was a new concept, and many states

still weren’t doing it. Electoral vote winner (and thus)
President John Quincy Adams might have also carried
the popular vote if the state of New York allowed for it
that year.

The 1876 election was fraught with so much fraud and
voter suppression in the South that it’s difficult to discern
who won the contested states. The 1888 contest that saw
Benjamin Harrison defeat incumbent Grover Cleveland
also saw Harrison win a much larger geographic area.
The 2000 election probably offers no real lessons
because it was so close and so unusual.

The overwhelming majority of Clinton’s 2.9 million
national popular vote margin in 2016 could have been
swallowed up within just her 4.3 million vote edge
in California. The Electoral College was designed to
prevent large states from overwhelming the will of the
rest of the country and it performed exactly as intended.

The Electoral College might be much like
gerrymandering, or perhaps the Senate filibuster, with
the righteous indignation depending on whose ox is
being gored. Despite the history of Rutherford B. Hayes,
Harrison, Bush, and Trump, eventually a Republican is
likely to come out on the short end—prompting many
in the GOP to demand its demise, while Democrats
celebrate it.

The benefit of the Electoral College is that it preserves a
balance for large and small states and ensures a level of
state power over the executive branch.




RANKED CHOICE VOTING IS DOWN,

BUT NOT OUT

BY PARKER THAYER

The convoluted plan to remake our elections is so
unpopularthatit has been serially rejected by voters
across America and even banned in 19 states. Only
RCV’s donors love it enough to keep it alive.

Ranked choice voting (RCV) was once promoted as the
exciting new solution to all of America’s polarization
problems, a magic cure for the excesses of the two-party
system that would restore sanity and fairness.

In the simplest form of an RCV election, all candidates,
regardless of party, are placed in one pool and voters rank
them in order of preference. If no candidate secures a
majority of first place ballots, then the candidate with the
fewest first place ballots is removed from consideration
and the rankings on those ballots are reassigned.
Voters who placed the removed candidate as their first
choice have their second choice promoted as their top
remaining (i.e.: first) choice. This process repeats until
one candidate survives as the top remaining choice for
the majority of the voters.

Getting ranked choice voting actually approved by those
voters has been another matter. In the past few years,
a wave of overwhelming rejections has relegated RCV
to a political fad. The RCV camp has suffered expensive
defeats, failed signature drives, multiple statewide bans,
and losses in court, while securing only a handful of
wins; mostly local wins affecting small jurisdictions.

RCVin 2024

In November 2024 voters simultaneously rejected RCV
or RCV-adjacent policies in Colorado, Idaho, Nevada,
Oregon, and Arizona, while voters in Missouri approved
a constitutional amendment codifying a formal ban on
ranked-choice voting.2°¢

These weren’t just small losses, they were devastating
routs. In deep blue Colorado, Proposition 131, which
would have replaced partisan primaries with “jungle”
primaries and implemented RCV in general elections,
failed despite a massive $14 million fundraising haul
that made it one of the most expensive ballot measures
in state history.2*” Similar to Proposition 131, Question 3
in Nevada would have created chaotic top-five primaries
and ranked-choice general elections that included the
five best finishers from the primaries.2°® Things initially
looked good, since the proposal had passed once in
2022, but it needed to pass again in 2024 to become law.
The measure failed the second time around, making
Nevada an especially devastating loss because it proved
that voters who had once been open to the concept of
RCV had reversed course completely when faced with
the reality of RCV.

Idaho’s Proposition 1, which proposed top-four
primaries and ranked-choice general elections, was
rejected by an astounding 70 percent of voters.2*?
Oregon’s Measure 117, which would have adopted RCV
in federal and state elections, also failed.>° Arizona’s
Proposition 140, while not a strictly RCV-only proposal,
would have created a “jungle” primary structure while
introducing the possibility of RCV in the general
elections in the future.? Even the possibility of RCV was
undesirable for voters, though, and the proposal went
down 41 percent to 59 percent. Missouri’s Amendment
7, which proposed the combined package of codified
voter ID requirements and an RCV ban also passed with
flying colors, garnering nearly 70 percent of the vote.>*2

RCV in 2025 and 2026

Following a spectacular string of losses at the ballot box




in 2024, the RCV movement moved right along to losing
in the legislatures.

In 2025, Arkansas, Kansas, North Dakota, Wyoming,
and West Viginia passed and signed legislation banning
the use of RCV in local, state, and federal elections;
joining Alabama, Kentucky, Louisiana, and Mississippi
who had all done the same in 2024.213 214, 215, 216, 217, 218

RCV’s first loss in 2026 was neither at the ballot box,
nor the legislature, because it didn’t make it that far.
The Rank MI Vote campaign, which aimed to put a
constitutional amendment to bring ranked-choice voting
to Michigan elections on the 2026 ballot, failed to get the
necessary signatures.?® Rank MI Vote did not give up
though, promising to try again for the 2028 ballot. Then,
in March 2026, Rank MI Vote activists were heckled and
unceremoniously expelled from the Michigan GOP amid
cries of “shame” and “communists.” Needless to say, it
was not the shot in the arm that RCV needed.>*°

In February 2026, Indiana became the 18" state to ban
RCV by passing SBo012.22 One month later, Ohio became
the 19" when Governor Mike DeWine signed Senate Bill
63 prohibiting the use of RCV, even in city or township
elections, and imposed the threat of a loss of funding on
any city or county that continued to use RCV.22

RCV is Still Holding On

The forecast is not good for ranked choice voting—in
fact it’s about as bad as it can be. But RCV did manage
to hold its ground and even make a few small gains amid
all the losing.

The most important recent win was in Alaska, where
voters very narrowly rejected Ballot Measure 2, an effort
to repeal the state’s open-primary and ranked-choice
general-election system, by less than 1,000 votes.??3
By winning, RCV managed to hang on to the state that
has been its crown jewel since RCV was first instituted
by ballot measure in 2020. A razor-thin margin like
that hardly inspires confidence, but RCV supporters
also managed to pick up another win in Washington,
D.C., where voters overwhelmingly approved Initiative
83, setting a course for the city to begin using it in the
2026 primary.>

In other words, RCV is fading fast, but it’s not dead
yet. And with Alaska putting a repeal of RCV on the
ballot again in 2026, the movement is probably going
to have to make its last stand. Without Alaska, RCV will
be reduced to a fad that clings to the edges of urban
progressive areas, low-salience local elections, and
enclaves where the activist class propping up RCV can
focus its resources.

Ranked-choice voting in U.S. states and localities

The map below details the use of ranked-choice
voting (RCV) in U.S. states and localities. Each state's
color corresponds to its usage of RCV in local, state,
or federal elections, excluding partisan primaries.

Color legend

No state laws addressing RCV, not in use for general elections (15 states)
B RCV used statewide for some elections (3 states)
[ RCV used (or scheduled for use) in some localities (13 states)

RCV prohibited (19 states)

— Municipalities can adopt RCV but must lose state funding if they do so
||| Pilot program expired

Source: Ballotpedia
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Voters don't like RCV.
Legislators don't like

RCV. RCV has been
overwhelmingly rejected
multiple times. But the dream
sticks around because there
are donors who want it.

The Donors Keeping RCV on Life Support
Through all the highs and (mostly) lows the RCV
movement has been kept alive by a small network of
left-leaning donors and activists who have refused
to give up on the dream that once allowed Alaska to
elect a Democrat in a statewide election. That fleeting
victory seems to have created an addiction, and many
donors are still happily forking over cash to the
floundering cause.??

The most notable backer of RCV is probably Unite
America, a Denver-based political action committee
(PAC) that promotes open primaries and ranked-choice
voting as a cure-all for Americas political and cultural
woes.??* In Colorado, Unite America gave roughly $4.7
million to support Proposition 131.22” The proposition’s
individual backers included former DaVita CEO Kent
Thiry, Walmart heir Ben Walton,??® Netflix co-founder
Reed Hastings,**° video game magnate Marc Merrill,?°
and Fox heiress Kathryn Murdoch.23

The same donor network showed up again in Nevada
and Alaska. In Alaska, the 2024 campaign to keep RCV
alive raised more than $12 million, while the campaign
to end it raised barely $120,000.222 Unite America was
once again one of the top donors, and was joined by

Article IV 233 a Virginia-based nonprofit, and Action Now

Initiative,?+ Texas-based “dark money” group funded
by hedge-fund manager John Arnold.2% Even with that
100-to-1 funding advantage provided by out-of-state
groups RCV was only able to hold on by less than one
percent.

Nevada followed the same pattern: the pro-Question
3 campaign was once again funded heavily by Article
IV and Unite America. Interestingly one of the leading
donors to the anti-Question 3 campaign was the Nevada
Alliance, another left-leaning group. Opposing RCV is
becoming bipartisan.23°

RCV activists get around quite a lot. The top donor to
the failed Rank MI Vote campaign, for example, was
Doug Robbins, who was formerly a pro-RCV activist in
Alaska before he packed up and began to champion the
cause in Michigan.2?” Robbins contributed $100,000 to
the Rank MI Vote committee. It seems like RCV might
need him back in Alaska before long, so only time will
tell if he remains a Michigander long enough to try and
put RCV on the ballot in 2028.238

It's Time to Let RCV Go Into the Light
Voters don’t like RCV. Legislators don’t like RCV. RCV
has been overwhelmingly rejected in nearly every state
and territory where it has been put to the ballot that
isn’t a complete political oddity. It doesn’t seem to have
any meaningful grassroots support. So why does this
pipedream continue to stick around?

Because there are donors who want it.

As with a huge number of seemingly popular political
causes, the whole operation is little more than a few
donors pulling the strings of an apparently wide array of
groups. Together these donors are keeping a long-since
dead fad on life support when the humane thing to do
would be to pull the plug.







MAJOR DONORS TO THE VIRGINIA

REDISTRICTING BALLOT MEASURE

BY ROBERT STILSON

It was the most expensive ballot measure in state
history, and supporters of gerrymandering were by
far the biggest spenders.

In April, voters in Virginia narrowly approved
a constitutional amendment that would have suspended
the state’s independent bipartisan redistricting
commission and allowed the Democrat-controlled General
Assembly to draw new federal Congressional districts
ahead of the 2026 midterm elections.?® The aggressively
gerrymandered map which had been proposed could have
yielded a U.S. House delegation of ten Democrats and just
one Republican.># Virginia’s current delegation consists of
six Democrats and five Republicans.

Two weeks later, the Supreme Court of Virginia struck
down theamendment on procedural grounds, invalidating
the ballot measure.?#* Nevertheless, it was by far the most
expensive in the state’s history.+> Both sides raised tens
of millions of dollars, though public disclosures reveal
that the new map’s supporters were significantly better-
resourced than its opponents. Here is what is known
about their respective finances and funders.

Supporters

The campaign in favor of the gerrymandering
amendment was led by a committee called Virginians for
Fair Elections.?43 Data compiled by the Virginia Public
Access Project as of May 4 reported?+ that it had raised
a total of $66,121,864, while official state campaign
finance disclosures®# reported $65,121,496 worth of
large contributions from February 6 through April 24.
Of these large contributions, $63,240,000 was in cash,
with the remainder being in-kind. The vast majority (94
percent) of these in-kind contributions came from the

Democratic Party of Virginia and the activist group New
Virginia Majority.24

Just five groups—all of which are organized as 501(c)
(4) nonprofits—accounted for over 96 percent of all
large cash contributions reported by Virginians for Fair
Elections from February 6 through April 24:

* House Majority Forward* ($39,300,000):
an advocacy group that is formally affiliated
with  House Majority PAC**®—the  self-
described “only Super PAC solely focused on
electing House Democrats.”24

e The Fairness Project>° ($11,725,000): a group
that supports left-of-center ballot measures
nationwide, and whose major funders have
included the SEIU United Healthcare Workers
West?* labor union, the Sixteen Thirty Fund,>?
and the Hopewell Fund.?53

Fund for Policy Reform?# ($5,000,000): a 501(c)
(4) that exists within the Open Society network
funded by George Soros.2s5 It is also the sole source
of funding for the Open Society Action Fund,
which conducts the network’s more explicitly
political grantmaking.25¢

* American Opportunity Action®’ ($3,500,000):
a new nonprofit that received its 501(c)(4)
tax-exempt status from the IRS in September
2025. No public financials for the group are
yet available, though an April 2026 New York
Times article described the group as “perhaps the
newest big player in dark-money politics.”*5®




* Global Impact Social Welfare Fund ($1,500,000): ‘ ‘

a 501(c)(4) that exists under the Global Impact
Ventures organizational umbrella, and which
receives major funding from an associated 501(c)
(3) called Global Impact.259 260,261

Opponents

The largest committee formed to oppose the
gerrymandering amendment was Virginians for Fair
MapsRC.2%2The Virginia Public Access Project’sdata as of
May 4 reported thatithad raised a total of $21,833,564,2%
while official state disclosures reported $24,065,000
worth of large contributions from March 2 through
April 20—all of which was in cash.2*4 Nearly all (over
97 percent) of this money came from a separate but
identically named group called Virginians for Fair Maps.
This makes it impossible, at least for now, to trace the
funding trail further.

Opponents of the amendment also operated through
a second committee called Justice for Democracy. The
Virginia Public Access Project’s website reported?® as of
May 4 that Justice for Democracy had raised $7,670,000,
while official state disclosures listed>*® $10,170,000
worth of large contributions from March 10 through
April 24—all cash. Over 95 percent of these large
contributions came from a 501(c)(4) nonprofit called
Per Aspera Policy Inc. Little information is available
regarding Per Aspera’s funding. It raised $2.9 million
in 2024, but just $92,399 in 2023.2® Though
billionaire Peter Thiel has reportedly contributed to
the group in the past, a source told Mother Jones that
he has had “nothing to do with it”2% for years and was
not among Per Aspera’s current donors.?”° If true, this
would make Virginia attorney general Jay Jones’ public
claim that Thiel was “spending millions in Virginia” on
the redistricting measure a false one.?”

Some of the very same groups
and networks that supported
the Democrat-driven
gerrymandering attempt

in Virginia are currently
opposing it in Missouri. Such
is the hypocrisy of politics.
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Looking Ahead

As of this writing, multiple other states have also
embarked on efforts.
One illustrative battleground is Missouri, where a
Republican-led effort could potentially face a ballot
referendum in November.2? Some of the very
same groups and networks®s that supported the
Democrat-driven gerrymandering attempt in Virginia
(including American Opportunity Action, the Fairness
Project, the Global Impact Social Welfare Fund, and the
Open Society Action Fund)®# are currently opposing it
in Missouri. Such is the hypocrisy of politics.27

mid-decade redistricting




“Using Voter Registration to Reshape the U.S. Elector-
ate.” Corridor Partners. February 27, 2015. Accessed
May 27, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/app/
uploads/2022/07/Corridor-Partners-Plan-.pdf.
®Thayer, Parker. “How Charities Secretly Help Win
Elections.” Capital Research Center. Accessed May
27, 2026. https://capitalresearch.org/app/uploads/
CRC-Voter-Registration-Report.pdf.

3“Interview with Nellie Sires (Voter Rights Project —
Everybody Votes Campaign).” Solutions Insights Tab.
January 30, 2024. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
whatsworkingsolutions.org/resource/interview-with-
nellie-sires-voter-rights-project-everybody-votes-cam-
paign/.

4Schliefer, Teddy. “Sam I Am.” Puck News. Accessed
May 27, 2026. https://puck.news/newsletter_con-
tent/sam-i-am-2/.

5“Homepage.” All by April. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://allbyapril.org/.

®Creek, Heather. “What We Learned From All By April.”
Democracy Fund. October 4, 2024. Accessed May 27,
2026. https://democracyfund.org/idea/what-we-
learned-from-all-by-april/.

7“Assessment of Election-Related Funding Survey — Key
Findings Prepared for Democracy Fund.” Democracy
Fund. April 2025. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://de-
mocracyfund.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/Key-
Findings-All-by-April-2024.pdf.

8Scherer, Michael, and Sabrina Rodriguez. “Democrats
spar over registration as worries over young and mi-
nority voters grow.” Washington Post. April 1, 2024.
Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.washingtonpost.
com/politics/2024/04/01/democrats-voter-registra-
tion-minorities/.

9Scherer, Michael, and Sabrina Rodriguez. “Democrats

spar over registration as worries over young and mi-
nority voters grow.” Washington Post. April 1, 2024.
Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.washingtonpost.
com/politics/2024/04/01/democrats-voter-registra-
tion-minorities/.

ENDNOTES

©“Why Are Millions of Citizens Not Registered to
Vote?” Pew. June 21, 2017. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://www.pew.org/en/research-and-analysis/is-
sue-briefs/2017/06/why-are-millions-of-citizens-not-
registered-to-vote.

1%2020-2024 Voter Groups.” Capital Research Center.
Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.
org/app/uploads/2026/02/2020-2024-Voter-groups.
xIsx.

2“Cost of Election.” Open Secrets. Accessed May 27,
2026. https://www.opensecrets.org/elections-over-
view/cost-of-election?cycle=2020&display=T&infl=Y.

BVoter Registration Project. (EIN: 26-4802468). 2024
IRS Form 990. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organiza-
tions/264802468.

14Scolforo, Mark. “7 charged in 2024 Pennsylvania voter
registration fraud that prosecutors say was motivated
by money.” WHYY. October 25, 2025. Accessed May
27, 2026. https://whyy.org/articles/pennsylvania-
voter-registration-fraud-criminal-charges-2024-
election/.

5“Quality Control.” The Outreach Team. Accessed May
27, 2026. https://www.theoutreachteam.net/quali-
ty-control.

Nolin, Jill. “Group founded by Stacey Abrams fined
$300,000 by ethics commission over 2018 campaign
spending.” Georgia Recorder. January 15, 2025.
Accessed May 27, 2026. https://georgiarecorder.
com/2025/01/15/group-founded-by-stacey-abrams-
fined-300000-by-ethics-commission-over-2018-
campaign-spending/.

vSmith, Jason. “Stacey Abrams-Founded Organi-
zation Dissolves Following Ways and Means Com-
mittee Scrutiny.” Desk of Jason Smith, Chairman
of the United States House Committee on Ways and
Means. November 6, 2025. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://waysandmeans.house.gov/2025/11/06/sta-
cey-abrams-founded-organization-dissolves-follow-
ing-ways-and-means-committee-scrutiny/.




18“2024 Impact Report.” Voter Formation Proj-
ect. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://0f694693-
e15c-4bb9g-85fb-14bsbg7d17db.usrfiles.com/ug-
d/0f6946_359bfodbca7agq7d7a2dg83e119ae4d32.pdf.

YGreenwood, Max. “Voter Mobilization Nonprofit to
Suspend Activities, Dismiss Staff.” Campaigns & Elec-
tions. May 28, 2025. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
campaignsandelections.com/industry-news/voter-
formation-project-to-shut-doors-in-june/.

20Watson, Michael. “OFFICIAL STATEMENT: Voter
Registration Mailers from Third Parties.” Desk of Mi-
chael Watson, Mississippi Secretary of State. March
28, 2024. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.
sos.ms.gov/news/official-statement-voter-registra-
tion-mailers-third-parties.

21Allen, Wes. “Secretary of State Wes Allen Warns Ala-
bamians of Misleading Election Mailer.” Desk of Wes
Allen, Alabama Secretary of State. Accessed May 27,
2026. https://www.sos.alabama.gov/newsroom/sec-
retary-state-wes-allen-warns-alabamians-mislead-
ing-election-mailer.

22Kerr, Andrew. “Do You Like NASCAR? This ‘Non-par-
tisan’ Voter Registration Group Doesn’t Want To Help
You.” Washington Free Beacon. September 2, 2024.
Accessed May 27, 2026. https://freebeacon.com/
elections/do-you-like-nascar-this-non-partisan-voter-
registration-group-doesnt-want-to-help-you/.

23Kerr, Andrew. “Congresswoman Demands IRS Investi-
gation Into ‘Non-Partisan’ Charity That Excluded NA-
SCAR Fans From Voter Registration Efforts.” Wash-
ington Free Beacon. September 5, 2024. Accessed May
27, 2026. https://freebeacon.com/elections/congress-
woman-demands-irs-investigation-into-non-par-
tisan-charity-that-excluded-nascar-fans-from-vot-
er-registration-efforts/.

24Watson, Michael. “OFFICIAL STATEMENT: Voter
Registration Mailers from Third Parties.” Desk of Mi-
chael Watson, Mississippi Secretary of State. March
28, 2024. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.
sos.ms.gov/news/official-statement-voter-registra-
tion-mailers-third-parties.

25Brown, Anthony G. “CEASE AND DESIST — MASS
MAILING AND TEXTING TOREGISTERED MARY-
LAND VOTERS THREATENING TO EXPOSE THEM

IF THEY DO NOT VOTE.” State of Maryland Office
of the Attorney General. October 31, 2024. Accessed
May 27, 2026. https://marylandmatters.org/wp-con-
tent/uploads/2024/10/10312024_ Cease-and-Desist_
MDOAG_Signed.pdf.

20The Pivot Group. LinkedIn profile. Accessed May 27,
2026. https://www.linkedin.com/company/the-piv-
ot-group/.

*’Thayer, Parker. “State Voices: The Left-Wing Non-
profit That Made 140 Million Voter Contacts in 2022.”
Capital Research Center. February 8, 2023. Accessed
May 27, 2026. https://capitalresearch.org/article/
state-voices-the-left-wing-nonprofit-that-made-140-
million-voter-contacts-in-2022/.

2“2024 End of Year Report.” State Voices. Accessed May
27, 2026. https://indd.adobe.com/view/aage756d-
6¢f2-4167-9055-05e036adfd1f.

29“Community Is Worth Fighting For: Unpacking The
2024 Elections.” State Voices. November 8, 2024. Ac-
cessed May 27, 2026. https://www.statevoices.org/
unpacking-2024-elections/.

3°“The 2020 Post-Election Report.” State Voices. Ac-
cessed May 27, 2026. https://www.statevoices.org/
reports/the-2020-post-election-report/.

3tAmerica Votes Education Fund (EIN: 92-1602494).
2024 IRS Form 990. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizatio
ns/921602494,/202521339349302342/full.

32“America Votes Statement on 2024 Election Results.”
America Votes. November 8, 2024. Accessed May
27, 2026. https://americavotes.org/america-votes-
statement-on-2024-election-results/.

33“Future Forward USA Action.” InfluenceWatch. Ac-
cessed May 27, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/future-forward-usa-action/

34Schliefer, Theodore. “Nearly $900 Million Flowed in
Secret to Help Harris and Trump in 2024.” New York
Times. December 17, 2025. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/12/17/us/politics/
harris-trump-dark-money-democrats-republicans.
html.

35“New Venture Fund,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/new-venture-fund/.




36“Silicon Valley Community Foundation,” Influence-
Watch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influ-
encewatch.org/non-profit/silicon-valley-communi-
ty-foundation/.

37“Wallace H Coulter Foundation,” InfluenceWatch, ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/wallace-h-coulter-foundation/

38“Guarantee Our Votes Project,” InfluenceWatch, Ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/guarantee-our-votes-project/.

39“Democratic Governors Association (DGA),” Influ-
enceWatch, Accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.
influencewatch.org/political-party/democratic-gover-
nors-association/.

4“America Works USA,” InfluenceWatch, Accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/america-works-usa/.

4“New Hampshire Youth Movement (NYHM),” Influ-
enceWatch, Accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.in-
fluencewatch.org/non-profit/new-hampshire-youth-
movement-nyhm/.

42“Vanguard Charitable Endowment Programs,” Influ-
enceWatch, Accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.in-
fluencewatch.org/non-profit/vanguard-charitable-en-
dowment-program/.

43” InfluenceWatch, Accessed May 27, 2026,

44“Search Results for America Works USA.” ProPublica
527 Explorer. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://projects.
propublica.org/527-explorer/search?search=Ameri-
ca+Works+USA&toggle=expenditures.

4Democracy Matters Foundation (EIN: 46-3009324).
2024 IRS Form 990. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizatio
ns/463009324/202522129349300307/full.

4“Bradley Beychok,” InfluenceWatch, Accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/person/brad-
ley-beychok/.

4“David Brock,” InfluenceWatch, Accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/person/da-

vid-brock/.

4“The American Independent Foundation,” Influence-
Watch, Accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influ-
encewatch.org/non-profit/the-american-indepen-
dent-foundation/.

49“Voter Participation Center (VPC),” InfluenceWatch,
Accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/voter-participation-center;/.

5°“Fidelity Investments Charitable Gift Fund,” Influence-
Watch, Accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influ-
encewatch.org/non-profit/fidelity-investments-chari-
table-gift-fund/

5'Kaminsky, Gabe. “A Dark Money Group That Backed
Kamala Harris Faces Questions over a Giant Dona-
tion.” The Free Press. February 9, 2026. Accessed May
27, 2026. https://www.thefp.com/p/a-dark-money-
group-that-backed-kamala.

52Thayer, Parker. “Phony Partisan ‘Charities’ Overplayed
Their Hand in 2024.” RealClearPolitics. November 23,
2024. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.realclear-
politics.com/2024/11/21/phony_partisan_ charities_
overplayed_their_hand_in_2024_636105.html.

53“Steil, Foxx Blast ‘Bidenbucks’, New Policy Aimed to
Tilt the Scales and Federalize Elections.” Desk of Bryan
Steil, United States Congressman. March 12, 2024. Ac-

cessed May 27, 2026. https://steil.house.gov/media/
press-releases/steil-foxx-blast-bidenbucks-new-pol-

icy-aimed-to-tilt-the-scales-and-federalize-elections._
54“Federal Funds and Voter Registration.” Nonprofit
VOTE. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.nonprof-
itvote.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/FS-Federal-
Funds-and-Voter-Registration-2020-copy.pdf.
55Stilson, Robert. “DOGE and the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development.” Capital Research
Center. January 23, 2025. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://capitalresearch.org/article/doge-and-the-de-
partment-of-housing-and-urban-development/.
5National Urban League. (EIN: 13-1840489). 2024 IRS
Form 990. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://nul.org/
sites/default/files/2025-11/NUL-990-FOR-2024-
SIGNED-35.pdf.
57“Reclaim Your Vote.” National Urban League. Accessed
May 27, 2026. https://nul.org/reclaim-your-vote.
58Lvarez, Priscilla, and Donald Judd. “President Joe
Biden tests positive for Covid-19 at pivotal moment in
reelection campaign.” CNN. July 17, 2024. Accessed
May 27, 2026. https://www.cnn.com/2024/07/17/
politics/joe-biden-tests-positive-covid-19/index.html.




59“Statement Endorsing Kamala Harris for President of
the United States from UnidosUS Action Fund Presi-
dent Janet Murguia.” UNIDOS US Action Fund. July
22, 2024. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.unido-
susaf.org/news/statement-endorsing-kamala-harris-
for-president-of-the-united-states-from--unidosus-
action-fund-president-janet-murguia.

602024 Impact Report.” UNIDOS US. Accessed May 27,
2026. https://unidosus.org/2024-impact-report/.

©“Hispanic Electorate Data Hub.” UNIDOS US. Ac-
cessed May 27, 2026. https://unidosus.org/hispanic-
vote/.

62“USA Spending Advanced Search: Prime Award ID
75D30122C14081.” USA Spending.gov. Accessed
May 27, 2026. https://www.usaspending.gov/
search?hash=1c445f299d46682d66e1bba15151696b.

63“USA Spending: Grant Summary.” USA Spending.gov.
Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.usaspending.
gov/award/ASST_NON_AM22FFWNY0016_012.

64“USA Spending: Grant Summary.” USA Spending.gov.
Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.usaspending.
gov/award/ASST_NON_DEGD0000949_089.
®“Hispanic Federation Mobilizes Millions of Latino
Voters to Show How Latinos are Shaping the 2024
Election and Beyond.” Hispanic Federation. Novem-
ber 4, 2024. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.his-
panicfederation.org/news/latino-voters-2024/.
66“Civic Engagement: La Voz de Mi Gente.” Hispanic
Federation. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.his-
panicfederation.org/our-work/civicengagement/.
7Stilson, Robert. “Housing and the AIDS Healthcare
Foundation: Pharmaceuticals and Propositions.” Cap-
ital Research Center. June 17, 2025. Accessed May 27,
2026.  https://capitalresearch.org/article/housing-
and-the-aids-healthcare-foundation-part-1/.

%Nesi, Chris. “House Judiciary Committee opens probe
into taxpayer-funded group’s potential ties to LA an-
ti-ICE riots.” House Judiciary Committee. June 24,
2025. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://judiciary.
house.gov/media/in-the-news/house-judiciary-com-
mittee-opens-probe-taxpayer-funded-groups-poten-
tial-ties-la.

6“U.S. Department of Education Prohibits Federal
Funds from Supporting Political Activism on College

Campuses.” U.S. Department of Education. August 19,
2025. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://www.ed.gov/
about/news/press-release/us-department-of-educa-
tion-prohibits-federal-funds-supporting-political-ac-
tivism-college-campuses.

7“VoteAmerica.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed February
10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/voteamerica/.

7“Voter Participation Center.” InfluenceWatch. Ac-
cessed February 10, 2026. https://www.influence-
watch.org/non-profit/voter-participation-center,/.

72“Campaign Legal Center (CLC).” InfluenceWatch.
Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.influence-
watch.org/non-profit/campaign-legal-center-clc/.

73“Complaint — VoteAmerica v. Raffensperger.” Cam-
paign Legal Center, April 2021. Accessed February
10, 2026. https://campaignlegal.org/sites/default/
files/2021-04/Complaint%20-%20VoteAmerica%20
v%20Raffensperger%20%281%29.pdf.

7#“Tom Lopach.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed February
10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/person/
tom-lopach/.

75“Challenge to Georgia Law That Would Make Voting
Harder Heads to Trial.” Voter Participation Center.
Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.voterpar-
ticipation.org/challenge-to-georgia-law-that-would-
make-voting-harder-heads-to-trial/.

7%Kelly Yamanouchi. “Delta CEO Calls Georgia Vot-
ing Legislation ‘Unacceptable.” The Atlanta Jour-
nal-Constitution, March 31, 2021. Accessed February
10, 2026. https://www.ajc.com/news/business/del-
ta-ceo-calls-georgia-voting-legislation-unacceptable/
HZYG2CTB3RH5JBD5EDWVE52KDM/ .

77Reuters Staff. “More Than 100 Companies Sign Let-
ter Opposing U.S. State Voting Restrictions.” Reuters,
April 14, 2021. Accessed February 10, 2026. https://
www.reuters.com/business/autos-transportation/
more-than-100-companies-sign-letter-opposing-us-
state-voting-restrictions-2021-04-14/.

78“Will Smith Film Departs Georgia Over Voting Re-
strictions.” PBS NewsHour, April 12, 2021. Accessed
February 10, 2026. https://www.pbs.org/newshour/
arts/will-smith-film-departs-georgia-over-voting-re-
strictions.




79“2021 All-Star Game, Draft Relocated.” MLB.com, April
2, 2021. Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.mlb.
com/news/2021-all-star-game-draft-relocated.

8o“Statement: Court Rules Against Georgia Voters, Civ-
ic Engagement Groups.” Voter Participation Center.
Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.voterpar-
ticipation.org/statement-court-rules-against-georgia-
voters-civic-engagement-groups/.

81Gabe Lacques. “Atlanta MLB All-Star Game Still Shad-
owed by Georgia Voting Laws.” USA Today, July 13,
2025. Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.
usatoday.com/story/sports/mlb/columnist/gabe-
lacques/2025/07/13/atlanta-mlb-all-star-game-geor-
gia-voting-laws/84635930007/.

82Calvin Ayre. “Georgia Voters Set a New Turnout Re-
cord at Almost 5.3 Million in 2024 Election.” The
Atlanta Journal-Constitution, November 2024. Ac-
cessed February 10, 2026. https://www.ajc.com/
politics/georgia-voters-set-a-new-turnout-record-at-
almost-53-million-in-2024-election/ZRE5Y6ZLBN-
CUBL54MZOMWGDIF4/.

83Andrew Mark Miller. “Expert Reveals What Should
Happen Next with Biden DOJ’s Lingering ‘Jim Crow
2.0’ Election Lawsuit.” Fox News, February 17, 2025.
Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.foxnews.
com/politics/expert-reveals-what-should-happen-
next-biden-dojs-lingering-jim-crow-election-lawsuit.

84“Lake Research Partners x VPC/CVI: Research on Voter
Participation Among Underrepresented Communities
in 2024.” Voter Participation Center. Accessed Feb-
ruary 10, 2026. https://www.voterparticipation.org/
lake-research-partners-x-vpc-cvi-research-on-vot-
er-participation-among-underrepresented-communi-
ties-in-2024/.

85“VPC/CVI & Lake Research Partners Evaluation of
2024 Election Participation.” Voter Participation
Center, September 2025. Accessed February 10, 2026.
https://www.voterparticipation.org/wp-content/up-
loads/2025/09/VPC.CVI_.Lake-Research-Partners-
Evaluation-of-2024-Election-Participation-2.pdf.

86“Statement: Court Rules Against Georgia Voters, Civ-
ic Engagement Groups.” Voter Participation Center.
Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.voterpar-

ticipation.org/statement-court-rules-against-georgia-
voters-civic-engagement-groups/.

87“A Demographic Profile of the New American Major-
ity in 2024.” Voter Participation Center, September
2025. Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.vo-
terparticipation.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/
VPC_CVI-Cover-Memo_ -A-Demographic-Profile-of-
the-New-American-Majority-in-2024-1.pdf

8Tom Lopach. “The Right to Vote Is on Trial at the Su-
preme Court.” TIME, October 17, 2025. Accessed Feb-
ruary 10, 2026. https://time.com/7326335/right-to-
vote-supreme-court/.

89“VPC/CVI & Lake Research Partners Evaluation of
2024 Election Participation.” Voter Participation
Center, September 2025. Accessed February 10, 2026.
https://www.voterparticipation.org/wp-content/up-
loads/2025/09/VPC.CVI__.Lake-Research-Partners-
Evaluation-of-2024-Election-Participation-2.pdf.

90“VPC/CVI & Lake Research Partners Evaluation of
2024 Election Participation.” Voter Participation
Center, September 2025. Accessed February 10, 2026.
https://www.voterparticipation.org/wp-content/up-
loads/2025/09/VPC.CVI_.Lake-Research-Partners-
Evaluation-of-2024-Election-Participation-2.pdf.

91“Lake Research Partners x VPC/CVI: Research on Voter
Participation Among Underrepresented Communities
in 2024.” Voter Participation Center. Accessed Feb-
ruary 10, 2026. https://www.voterparticipation.org/
lake-research-partners-x-vpc-cvi-research-on-vot-
er-participation-among-underrepresented-communi-
ties-in-2024/.

92“SAVE America Act by the Numbers.” Voter Participa-
tion Center, March 2026. Accessed February 10, 2026.
https://www.voterparticipation.org/wp-content/up-
loads/2026/03/SAVE-America-Act-by-the-Numbers-
March26.pdf.

93“The Funders’ Committee for Civic Participa-
tion (FCCP),” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
the-funders-committee-for-civic-participation-feep/.

94“Ford Foundation,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
ford-foundation/.




9%5“Hagedorn Foundation,” InfluenceWatch, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/hagedorn-foundation/.

9%“Annie E. Casey Foundation,” InfluenceWatch, ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/annie-e-casey-foundation/.

97“John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation,”
InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.
influencewatch.org/non-profit/john-d-and-catherine-
t-macarthur-foundation/.

9%8“Gates Foundation,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/gates-foundation/.

9“John S. and James L. Knight Foundation,” Influ-
enceWatch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.
influencewatch.org/non-profit/john-s-and-james-1-
knight-foundation/.

wo“Carnegie Corporation of New York,” InfluenceWatch,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/carnegie-corporation-of-new-york/.

01“Open  Society Foundations,” InfluenceWatch, ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/open-society-foundations/.

102“Pew Charitable Trusts,” InfluenceWatch, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/pew-charitable-trusts/.

w3“Atlantic Philanthropies,” InfluenceWatch, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/atlantic-philanthropies/.

104“The New American,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/the-new-american/.

wsWilliam F. Jasper, “Big Tax-exempt Foundations
Push Census Activism,” The New American, August
13, 2019, https://thenewamerican.com/us/politics/
big-tax-exempt-foundations-push-census-activ-
ism/?tts=1.

06“Terri Ann Lowenthal,” InfluenceWatch, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/per-
son/terri-ann-lowenthal/.

w7“Wallace H. Coulter Foundation,” InfluenceWatch,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/wallace-h-coulter-foundation/.

w8“Democracy Funders Collaborative,” InfluenceWatch,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/organization/democracy-funders-collaborative/.

109“New Venture Fund,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/new-venture-fund,/.

uo“philanthropy and the 2020 Census: Stories and Les-
sons from an Unprecedented Funder Collaborative
to Protect a Pillar of American Democracy,” Funders’
Committee for Civic Participation, accessed May 27,
2026, https://funderscommittee.org/philanthropy-
and-the-2020-census-stories-and-lessons-from-an-
unprecedented-funder-collaborative-to-protect-a-
pillar-of-american-democracy/.

u“State Voices,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
state-voices/.

u2“Census Digital Academy Description,” Chester Coun-
ty Community Foundation, accessed May 27, 2026,
https://chescocf.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/
Census-Digital-Academy-Description.pdf.

u3Eric Jensen, Nicholas Jones, Rachel Marks, Roberto
Ramirez, and Merarys Rios-Vargas, “2020 Census
Undercounts in Six States, Overcounts in Eight,” U.S.
Census Bureau, May 19, 2022, https://www.census.
gov/library/stories/2022/05/2020-census-under-
count-overcount-rates-by-state.html.

u4“2020 Census Complete Count Communications
Toolkit,” Funders’ Committee for Civic Participation,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://funderscommittee.
org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/Census-Tool-
kit-vi2c_1204-1-1.pdf.

u5“Sample Internal Memo: 2030 Census Funding
Opportunity,” Google Docs document, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://docs.google.com/docu-
ment/d/1Z5GRTLkvLM8Qy1xMa_ XsgTthoGUuq5Ix/
edit.

u6“Census Op-Ed - One Year Out,” Google Docs docu-
ment, accessed May 27, 2026, https://docs.google.
com/document/d/1imMpAcdaaithJhX2yieCRyRqxU-
JOf-ItOKDE6mV64S_YA/edit?tab=t.o0

w7“What Is Census 2030 and Why Does It Matter for
[Your State]?,” Google Docs document, accessed




May 27, 2026, https://docs.google.com/docu-
ment/d/1yzs1PkUG2S11tRIHrGCSyQrqzCe-Nvft/edit.

u8“Request for Proposals for a Fund Consultant,” doc-
ument text file, accessed May 27, 2026, https://
docs.google.com/document/d/1x4bNtNUs20AY-
MAfRm-e_PmyYEd4V_vmNeOpomvgb3oo/
edit?tab=t.o.

19“Get Out the Count Outreach and Best Practices,” Cen-
sus Counts, accessed May 27, 2026, https://census-
counts.org/gotcplan/. (censuscounts.org).

120“Asian Americans Advancing Justice (AAJC),” Influ-
enceWatch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.
influencewatch.org/non-profit/asian-americans-ad-
vancing-justice-aajc/.

21“Color Of Change,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
color-of-change/.

122“Faijth in Public Life,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/faith-in-public-life/.

23“National Gay and Lesbian Task Force,” Influence-
Watch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influ-
encewatch.org/non-profit/national-gay-and-lesbian-
task-force/.

124“National Urban League,” InfluenceWatch, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/national-urban-league/.

125“Arabella Advisors.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed Feb-
ruary 10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/for-
-profit/arabella-advisors//.

126“Pierre Omidyar.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed Febru-
ary 10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/per-
son/pierre-omidyar/.

27“ American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU).” Influence-
Watch. Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.
influencewatch.org/non-profit/american-civil-liber-
ties-union-aclu/.

128“Soros Network / Open Society Network.” Influ-
enceWatch. Accessed February 10, 2026. https://
www.influencewatch.org/organization/soros-net-
work-open-society-network/

129“Tides Foundation.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed Feb-
ruary 10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/tides-foundation/.

1Bo“Stephen Silberstein.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed
February 10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/
person/stephen-silberstein./

31“Stephen M. Silberstein Foundation.” Influence-
Watch. Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.
influencewatch.org/non-profit/stephen-m-silber-
stein-foundation/.

132“Bric Holder.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed February
10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/person/
eric-holder/.

133“National Popular Vote.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed
February 10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/national-popular-vote/.

134“League of Women Voters.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed
February 10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/league-of-women-voters/.

B5“FairVote.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed February 10,
2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
fairvote/.

1B“Common Cause.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed Feb-
ruary 10, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/common-cause/.

1¥Callum Sutherland and Chantelle Lee. “U.S. Takes
Step Closer to Popular Vote for Presidential Elec-
tions.” TIME, April 15, 2026. Accessed February 10,
2026. https://time.com/article/2026/04/15/popu-
lar-vote-state-compact-virginia-spanberger-elector-
al-college/.

138Paul Hess. “Virginia Becomes 18th State to Join Na-
tional Vote Interstate Compact.” WFXR, April 14,
2026. Accessed February 10, 2026. https://www.
wixrtv.com/news/your-local-election-hq/virginia-
becomes-18th-state-to-join-national-vote-interstate-
compact/.

B9“VA GOP.” X (formerly Twitter), July 11, 2025. Ac-
cessed February 10, 2026. https://x.com/VA_GOP/
status/2044069054965834137.

“oRyan Tarinelli. “Nevada Governor Vetoes Nation-
al Popular Vote Compact.” Associated Press, ac-
cessed February 10, 2026. https://apnews.com/
united-states-presidential-election-general-news-po-
litical-news-a654f94f03a5445999c6111doeseb873.

i Janet Mills, “Governor Mills Allows National Popu-
lar Vote Legislation to Become Law Without Her Sig-




nature,” Office of Governor Janet T. Mills, April 15,
2024, https://www.maine.gov/governor/mills/news/
governor-mills-allows-national-popular-vote-leg-
islation-become-law-without-her-signature-2024.
(maine.gov).

142“National Popular Vote (NPV),” InfluenceWatch, ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/national-popular-vote/.

us“Institute for Research on Presidential Elections,”
InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://
www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/institute-for-re-
search-on-presidential-elections/.

144“Conservatives for National Popular Vote,” Influence-
Watch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influ-
encewatch.org/organization/conservatives-for-na-
tional-popular-vote/.

“sAndrea Suozzo, Alec Glassford, Ash Ngu, and Bran-
don Roberts, “Nonprofit Explorer,” ProPublica, ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://projects.propublica.
org/nonprofits/organizations/204329338. (projects.
propublica.org)

146“Maine Citizens for Clean Elections,” InfluenceWatch,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/maine-citizens-for-clean-elections,/.

“w“Democracy Fund Voice,” InfluenceWatch, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/democracy-fund-voice/.

48“Pierre Omidyar,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/person/
pierre-omidyar/.

492024 DFV Form 990 FINAL,” Democracy Fund
Voice, accessed May 27, 2026, https://democracy-
fundvoice.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/2024-
DFV-Form-990-FINAL.pdf.

so“Democracy Fund,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/democracy-fund/.

51“Pierre Omidyar,” Forbes, accessed May 27, 2026,
https://www.forbes.com/profile/pierre-omidyar/.

52990 ACLU FY24,” American Civil Liberties Union
Foundation, accessed May 27, 2026, https://as-
sets.aclu.org/live/uploads/2024/12/990-AC-
LU-FY24-3.31.24.pdf.

153“Institute for Research on Presidential Elections,”
InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://
www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/institute-for-re-
search-on-presidential-elections/.

154“About National Popular Vote,” National Popular
Vote, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.national-
popularvote.com/about.

155“60 Plus Association,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/60-plus-association/.

1s6“Marijuana Policy Project (MPP),” InfluenceWatch,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/marijuana-policy-project-mpp/.

157“Advisory Board,” National Popular Vote, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://www.nationalpopularvote.
com/advisory-board.

158“Institute for Research on Presidential Elections,”
InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://
www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/institute-for-re-
search-on-presidential-elections/.

159“Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax
(Form 990),” Institute for Research on Presidential
Elections, fiscal year ending December 2024, Pro-
Publica Nonprofit Explorer, accessed May 27, 2026,
https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organiza-
tions/472877830.

160“Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax
(Form 990),” Institute for Research on Presidential
Elections, fiscal year ending December 2024, Pro-
Publica Nonprofit Explorer, accessed May 27, 2026,
https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organiza-
tions/472877830.

161“Return of Organization Exempt From Income
Tax (Form 990),” Institute for Research on Pres-
idential Elections, fiscal year ending Decem-
ber 31, 2024, accessed May 27, 2026, https://
projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizatio
ns/472877830/202401379349300025/full.

12“Demand Progress Education Fund,” InfluenceWatch,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/demand-progress-education-fund/.

103“New Venture Fund,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/new-venture-fund,/.




14“Arabella Advisors,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/for-prof-
it/arabella-advisors/.

ws“Sunflower Services,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/for-prof-
it/sunflower-services/.

166“Stephen M. Silberstein Foundation,” InfluenceWatch,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/stephen-m-silberstein-foundation/.

107“Return of Private Foundation (Form 990-PF),” Ste-
phen M. Silberstein Foundation, fiscal year ending
December 31, 2024, accessed May 27, 2026, https://
projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizatio
ns/911852739/202503219349103570/full.

168“Return of Organization Exempt From Income
Tax (Form 990),” Tides Foundation, fiscal year
ending December 31, 2023, Cause IQ, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://www.causeiq.com/organi-
zations/view_990/943289041/d29a8cafg241e-
6289ae55f1d3db9gof26.

169“Vanguard Charitable Endowment Program,” Influ-
enceWatch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.
influencewatch.org/non-profit/vanguard-charita-
ble-endowment-program/.

179“Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax
(Form 990),” Vanguard Charitable Endowment Pro-
gram, fiscal year ending June 30, 2025, accessed May
27, 2026, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/
organizations/232888152/202511349349313096/
full.

7“Patrick Rosenstiel,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/person/
patrick-rosenstiel/.

72“ American Legislative Exchange Council,” Influence-
Watch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influ-
encewatch.org/non-profit/american-legislative-ex-
change-council/.

73“Conservatives for National Popular Vote,” Influence-
Watch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influ-
encewatch.org/organization/conservatives-for-na-
tional-popular-vote/.

74“Conservatives for National Popular Vote,” Conser-
vatives for National Popular Vote, accessed May 27,

2026, https://www.conservativesfornationalpopular-
vote.com/

75Patrick Rosenstiel, “Conservatives Should Embrace,
Not Attack, the National Popular Vote,” Washington
Examiner, April 22, 2026, https://www.washing-
tonexaminer.com/restoring-america/fairness-jus-
tice/4537529/national-popular-vote-conservatives/.

76“North Fund,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
north-fund/.

77“Colorado Proposition 113, National Popular Vote In-
terstate Compact Referendum (2020),” Ballotpedia,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://ballotpedia.org/Colo-
rado_ Proposition_ 113, National_Popular_Vote_In-
terstate_ Compact_Referendum_ (2020).

78“Sixteen Thirty Fund,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/sixteen-thirty-fund/.

79“Contribution Schedule,” Colorado Secretary of State
TRACER Campaign Finance System, filing ID 300901,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://tracer.sos.colorado.
gov/CampaignFinance/Filings/Schedules/ViewCon-
tributionSchedule.aspx?FilinglD=300901.

®oJesse Paul and Evan Ochsner, “Conservative Group
Backing Colorado’s National Popular Vote Measure
Fueled by Out-of-State Money, Tied to Democrats,”
The Colorado Sun, July 10, 2020, https://coloradosun.
com/2020/07/10/conservatives-for-yes-on-nation-
al-popular-vote/.

81“Yes on National Popular Vote,” OpenSecrets, ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://www.opensecrets.org/
ballot-measures/committees/yes-on-national-popu-
lar-vote/48555479/2020.

82“American Federation of State, County and Munic-
ipal Employees (AFSCME),” InfluenceWatch, ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/labor-union/american-federation-of-state-coun-
ty-and-municipal-employees-afscme//.

183“Yes on National Popular Vote,” OpenSecrets, ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://www.opensecrets.org/
ballot-measures/committees/yes-on-national-popu-
lar-vote/48555479/2020.

184“Michigan National Popular Vote Interstate Com-
pact Initiative (2024),” Ballotpedia, accessed May




27, 2026, https://ballotpedia.org/Michigan_Nation-
al_Popular_Vote_Interstate_Compact_Initiative_
(2024).

®s5Parker Thayer, “Coastal Billionaires and ‘Dark Money’
Groups Push for National Popular Vote in Michigan,”
Capital Research Center, May 2, 2023, https://capi-
talresearch.org/article/coastal-billionaires-and-dark-
money-groups-push-for-national-popular-vote-in-
michigan/. (capitalresearch.org)

®Mary Lou Loper, “Racing the Night Away at Hol-
lywood Park,” Los Angeles Times, May 19, 1996,
https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1996-05-
19-1s-5808-story.html.

87“Institute for Research on Presidential Elections -
Nonprofit Explorer,” ProPublica, accessed May 27,
2026, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/or-
ganizations/200781721.

188“Peoples Choice For President Institute - Nonprof-
it Explorer,” ProPublica, accessed May 27, 2026,
https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organiza-
tions/830580861.

189“Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax
(Form 990),” Peoples Choice For President Institute,
fiscal year ending December 31, 2024, accessed May
27,2026, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/
organizations/830580861/202543179349204829/
full.

vo“Return of Organization Exempt From Income
Tax (Form 990),” Institute for Research on Pres-
idential Elections, fiscal year ending Decem-
ber 31, 2020, accessed May 27, 2026, https://
projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizatio
ns/200781721/202103489349300715/full.

v“America Votes,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
america-votes/.

192¢Abolish the Electoral College PAC - One Person, One
Vote,” Abolish the Electoral College PAC, accessed
May 27, 2026, https://abolishtheelectoralcollegepac.
org/. (abolishtheelectoralcollegepac.org)

193“Abolish the Electoral College - Committee Summary,”
OpenSecrets, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.
opensecrets.org/political-action-committees-pacs/

abolish-the-electoral-college/Co0708552/summa-
ry/2022.

v4Jonathan Easley, “Kamala Harris Overhauls Senate
Campaign amid Spending Questions,” The Hill, Oc-
tober 28, 2015, https://thehill.com/homenews/cam-
paign/260541-kamala-harris-overhauls-senate-cam-
paign-amid-spending-questions//.

5“Abolish the Electoral College - Committee Summa-
ry,” OpenSecrets, accessed May 27, 2026, https://
www.opensecrets.org/political-action-commit-
tees-pacs/abolish-the-electoral-college/C00708552/
summary/2024.

196“Abolish the Electoral College - Committee Over-
view,” Federal Election Commission, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.fec.gov/data/committee/
C00708552/?tab=about-committee.

1v7“Abolish the Electoral College - Itemized Contribu-
tions,” ProPublica Itemizer, accessed May 27, 2026,
https://projects.propublica.org/itemizer/committee/
C00767871/2024.

98“About REV UP,” American Association of People
with Disabilities, accessed May 27, 2026, https://
www.aapd.com/about-rev-up/.

vDonald Shaw, “Scam PAC Exploits Electoral College
Opponents,” Sludge, October 27, 2021, https://read-
sludge.com/2021/10/27/scam-pac-exploits-elector-
al-college-opponents/. (readsludge.com)

200“Note from the AEC Team,” Abolish the Electoral
College PAC, January 6, 2022, https://abolishthe-
electoralcollegepac.org/2022/01/06/note-from-the-
aec-team/.

201“Abolish the Electoral College - Transfers to Oth-
er Committees,” OpenSecrets, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.opensecrets.org/political-ac-
tion-committees-pacs/abolish-the-electoral-college/
C00708552/pac-to-pac/2024.

202“State Democracy Defenders PAC,” InfluenceWatch,
accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/political-party/state-democracy-defenders-pac/.

203“Center for Responsive Politics (OpenSecrets),” In-
fluenceWatch, accessed May 27, 2026, https://www.
influencewatch.org/non-profit/center-for-respon-
sive-politics-open-secrets/.




24 Amy Walter, “Where’s the Real Electoral College Bat-
tleground in 2016?” Cook Political Report, March
17, 2016, https://www.cookpolitical.com/analysis/
national/national-politics/wheres-real-electoral-col-
lege-battleground-2016.

205Chris Ladd, “Testing the Blue Wall,” Forbes, Septem-
ber 2, 2016, https://www.forbes.com/sites/chris-
ladd/2016/09/02/testing-the-blue-wall/.

206“STATEMENT: Voters Reject Ranked Choice Voting
(RCV) in Seven States, Protect RCV in Alaska.” In-
stitute for Responsive Government. November 22,
2024. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://responsivegov.
org/statement-voters-reject-ranked-choice-voting-
rcv-in-seven-states-protect-rev-in-alaska/.

207Woodruff, Chase. “At $14 million and counting, elec-
tion reform measure is one of Colorado’s most ex-
pensive ever.” Colorado Newsline. October 31, 2024.
Accessed May 27, 2026. https://coloradonewsline.
com/2024/10/31/election-reform-measure-colora-
do-most-expensive/.

208Haas, Greg. “Question 3 fails last test as Nevada vot-
ers reject open primaries, ranked-choice.” 8 News
Now. November 5, 2024. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://www.8newsnow.com/news/politics/ranked-
choice-how-question-3-would-benefit-nevadas-non-
partisan-voters//.

209“Tdaho Proposition 1, Top-Four Ranked-Choice Vot-
ing Initiative (2024).” Ballotpedia. Accessed May
27, 2026. https://ballotpedia.org/Idaho_Proposi-
tion_1,_Top-Four_Ranked-Choice_Voting_Initia-
tive_(2024).

210“Oregon Measure 117, Ranked-Choice Voting for Fed-
eral and State Elections Measure (2024).” Ballotpe-
dia. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://ballotpedia.org/
Oregon_Measure_117,_Ranked-Choice_Voting_for_
Federal_and_State Elections_Measure_(2024).

21“Arizona Proposition 140, Single Primary for All Can-
didates and Possible RCV General Election Initiative
(2024).” Ballotpedia. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
ballotpedia.org/Arizona_Proposition_140,_Single__
Primary_for_All_Candidates_and_Possible_ RCV_
General_Election_ Initiative_(2024).

212“Missouri Amendment 7, Require Citizenship to Vote
and Prohibit Ranked-Choice Voting Amendment

(2024).” Ballotpedia. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
ballotpedia.org/Missouri_ Amendment_7,_Re-
quire_Citizenship_to_Vote_and_Prohibit_Ranked-
Choice_Voting Amendment_(2024).

213“Arkansas HB1706.” Ballotpedia Election Policy Leg-
islation Tracker. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://leg-
islation.ballotpedia.org/elections/bill/18353.

214Greaney, Joseph. “Republican-led election policy bills
advance in Kansas legislative session.” Ballotpedia
News. February 13, 2025. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://news.ballotpedia.org/2025/02/13/republi-
can-led-election-policy-bills-advance-in-kansas-le-
gislative-session/.

25“North Dakota HB1297.” Ballotpedia Election Policy
Legislation Tracker. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
legislation.ballotpedia.org/elections/bill/15631.

26“Wyoming HB0165.” Ballotpedia Election Policy Leg-
islation Tracker. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://leg-
islation.ballotpedia.org/elections/bill/14328.

27“West Virginia SB490.” Ballotpedia Election Policy
Legislation Tracker. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
legislation.ballotpedia.org/elections/bill/17019.

218“Thirteen states have now banned ranked-choice vot-
ing as municipalities decide on whether to adopt it.”
Ballotpedia News. March 25, 2025. Accessed May 27,
2026. https://news.ballotpedia.org/2025/03/25/
thirteen-states-have-now-banned-ranked-choice-
voting-as-municipalities-decide-on-whether-to-
adopt-it/.

29Schuster, Simon. “Michigan ranked choice voting
group ends 2026 ballot effort.” Bridge Michigan. De-
cember 18, 2025. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
bridgemi.com/michigan-government/michigan-
ranked-choice-voting-group-ends-2026-ballot-
effort/.

220LeBlanc, Beth. “Ranked choice voting group heckled,
booted from Michigan GOP convention.” The De-
troit News. March 31, 2026. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://www.detroitnews.com/story/news/poli-
tics/2026/03/31/ranked-choice-voting-group-boot-
ed-heckled-michigan-gop-republican-conven-
tion-maddock-communists/89410225007/.




21“Indiana SBoo12.” Ballotpedia Election Policy Legis-
lation Tracker. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://legis-
lation.ballotpedia.org/elections/bill/21761.

222BeMiller, Haley. “Ohio Gov. Mike DeWine signs bill to
crack down on ranked choice voting.” The Columbus
Dispatch. March 17, 2026. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://www.dispatch.com/story/news/politics/
state/2026/03/17/gov-mike-dewine-signs-bill-to-
bank-ranked-choice-voting-in-ohio/89117297007/.

223“Alaska Ballot Measure 2, Repeal Top-Four Ranked-
Choice Voting Initiative (2024).” Ballotpedia. Ac-
cessed May 27, 2026. https://ballotpedia.org/
Alaska_Ballot_Measure_2,_ Repeal_Top-Four_
Ranked-Choice_Voting_ Initiative_(2024).

24“Washington, D.C., Initiative 83, Ranked-Choice
Voting Initiative (November 2024).” Ballotpedia. Ac-
cessed May 27, 2026. https://ballotpedia.org/Wash-
ington,_D.C.,_Initiative_83,_Ranked-Choice_Vot-
ing_Initiative_ (November_2024).

225“United States House of Representatives election in
Alaska, 2022.” Ballotpedia. Accessed May 27, 2026.
https://ballotpedia.org/United_States_House_of _
Representatives_ election_in_Alaska, 2022.

226“Unite America,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/political-par-
ty/unite-america/.

227Kenney, Andrew. “Proposition 131: All party prima-
ries and ranked-choice voting, explained.” CPR News.
October 3, 2024. Accessed May 27, 2026. https://
WWW.Cpr.org/2024/10/03/vg-2024-proposition-131-
ranked-choice-voting-explainer/.

228“Ben Walton,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/person/
ben-walton/.

229“Reed Hastings,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/person/
reed-hastings/.

20“Marc Merrill,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/person/
marc-merrill/.

281“Kathryn Murdoch,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May
27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/person/
kathryn-murdoch/.

232Stremple, Claire. “Alaska ranked choice voting repeal
effort outraised by a hundredfold, campaign finance
filings show.” Alaska Beacon. October 10, 2024. Ac-
cessed May 27, 2026. https://alaskabeacon.com/
briefs/alaska-ranked-choice-voting-repeal-effort-
outraised-a-hundredfold-campaign-finance-filings-
show/.

233“Article IV,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27, 2026,
https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/arti-
cle-iv/.

24“Action Now Initiative (ANI),” InfluenceWatch, ac-
cessed May 27, 2026, https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/action-now-initiative-ani/.

235“John D. Arnold,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/person/john-
d-arnold/.

236Neugeboren, Eric. “Dark money dominated donations
to Nevada’s ranked-choice voting, abortion ballot
questions.” Nevada Independent. January 23, 2025.
Accessed May 27, 2026. https://thenevadaindepen-
dent.com/article/dark-money-dominated-dona-
tions-to-nevadas-ranked-choice-voting-abortion-bal-
lot-questions.

237“Rank MI Vote,” InfluenceWatch, accessed May 27,
2026, https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
rank-mi-vote/.

238Skinner, Victor. “Alaska ranked choice voting ac-
tivist leading the charge for 2026 ballot initiative in
Michigan.” The Midwesterner. March 31, 2025. Ac-
cessed May 27, 2026. https://www.themidwesterner.
news/2025/03/alaska-ranked-choice-voting-activ-
ist-leading-the-charge-for-2026-ballot-initiative-in-
michigan/.

239“Virginia Use of Legislative Congressional Redis-
tricting Map Amendment (April 2026).” Ballotpe-
dia. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://ballotpedia.org/
Virginia_ Use_of Legislative_ Congressional_Redis-
tricting_ Map_ Amendment_ (April_2026).

2402026 Redistricting.” Virginia Public Access Project.
Accessed May 5, 2026. https://www.vpap.org/redis-
tricting/2026/.

24Moreno, Sabrina. “Virginia Supreme Court Throws
Out Redistricting Referendum Results.” Politico, May
8, 2026. Accessed May 8, 2026. https://www.politico.




com/news,/2026/05/08/virginia-redistricting-2026-
election-overturned-00911357.

242“The Most Expensive Referenda.” Virginia Public
Access Project. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://www.
vpap.org/visuals/visual/the-most-expensive-referen-
da/.

243“Virginians for Fair Elections.” InfluenceWatch. Ac-
cessed May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.
org/organization/virginians-for-fair-elections/.

244“Virginians for Fair Elections.” Virginia Public Access
Project. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://www.vpap.
org/committees/610181/virginians-for-fair-elec-
tions/.

245“Committee Profile: Virginians for Fair Elections.”
Virginia Department of Elections Campaign Finance
Reports. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://cfreports.
elections.virginia.gov/Committee/Index/a5d5d000-
0875-419d-bo56-4245a6¢ca40f.

246“New Virginia Majority.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed
May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/new-virginia-majority/.

27“House Majority Forward.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed
May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/house-majority-forward/.

248“House Majority PAC.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed
May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/politi-
cal-party/house-majority-pac/.

249“About HMP.” House Majority PAC. Accessed May
5, 2026. https://www.thehousemajoritypac.com/
about-hmp.

250“The Fairness Project (TFP).” InfluenceWatch. Ac-
cessed May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/the-fairness-project-tfp/.

21“SEIU United Healthcare Workers West (SEIU-
UHW).” InfluenceWatch. Accessed May 5, 2026.
https://www.influencewatch.org/labor-union/seiu-
united-healthcare-workers-west-seiu-uhwy/.

252“Sixteen Thirty Fund.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed May
5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/non-prof-
it/sixteen-thirty-fund/.

253“Hopewell Fund.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed May 5,
2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
hopewell-fund/.

254“Fund for Policy Reform.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed
May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/
non-profit/fund-for-policy-reform/.

255“George Soros.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed May 5,
2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/person/
george-soros/.

256“Open Society Policy Center.” InfluenceWatch. Ac-
cessed May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/open-society-policy-center/.

257“American Opportunity Action.” InfluenceWatch.
Accessed May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/american-opportunity-action/.

28Shane Goldmacher, “Dark Money Nonprofits Ex-
plained,” The New York Times, April 3, 2026,
accessed May 5, 2026, https://www.nytimes.
com/2026/04/03/us/politics/dark-money-nonprof-
its-explainer.html.

259“Global Impact Social Welfare Fund.” Influence-
Watch. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://www.influ-
encewatch.org/non-profit/global-impact-social-wel-
fare-fund/.

200“Global Impact Ventures (GIV).” InfluenceWatch.
Accessed May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.
org/non-profit/global-impact-ventures-giv/.

201“Global Impact.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed May 5,
2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/non-profit/
global-impact/.

262“Virginians for Fair Maps.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed
May 5, 2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/orga-
nization/virginians-for-fair-maps/.

263“Virginians for Fair Maps.” Virginia Public Access
Project. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://www.vpap.
org/committees/597811/virginians-for-fair-maps/.

264“Committee Profile: Virginians for Fair Maps.” Vir-
ginia Department of Elections Campaign Finance
Reports. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://cfreports.
elections.virginia.gov/Committee/Index/3c07843c-
ba10-4883-aco4-e5a5ef8e11bb.

265“ Justice for Democracy.” Virginia Public Access Proj-
ect. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://www.vpap.org/
committees/611982/justice-for-democracy/.

266“Committee Profile: Justice for Democracy.” Virginia
Department of Elections Campaign Finance Reports.
Accessed May 5, 2026. https://cfreports.elections.




virginia.gov/Committee/Index/b87bofcb-f227-4dbb-
aaa2-3570cdd764ee.

267“Full ~ Filing.” ProPublica Nonprofit
er. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://proj-
ects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizatio
ns/831614783/202531829349300548/full.

268“Full  Filing.” ProPublica Nonprofit
er. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://proj-
ects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizatio
ns/831614783/202431289349202353/full.

2600“Peter Thiel.” InfluenceWatch. Accessed May 5,
2026. https://www.influencewatch.org/person/pe-
ter-thiel/.

270Ari Berman. “A Republican Dark Money Group Blan-
kets Virginia with Deceptive Mailers Ahead of Redis-
tricting Vote.” Mother Jones, April 17, 2026. Accessed
May 5, 2026. https://www.motherjones.com/poli-
tics/2026/04/dark-money-group-per-aspera-blan-
kets-virginia-with-deceptive-mailers-ahead-of-redis-
tricting-vote/.

27“AG Jones Responds to Trump-Aligned, Thiel-Funded
Effort Exploiting Civil Rights Imagery to Mislead Vot-

Explor-

Explor-

ers.” Office of the Attorney General of Virginia, April
1,2026. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://www.oag.state.
va.us/media-center/news-releases/2995-ag-jones-re-
sponds-to-trump-aligned-thiel-funded-effort-exploit-
ing-civil-rights-imagery-to-mislead-voters.

272“Missouri Congressional Map Referendum (2026).”
Ballotpedia. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://ballot-
pedia.org/Missouri_ Congressional_Map_ Referen-
dum_(2026).

223Rudi Keller. “Dark Money Groups Pour Cash into
Fight Over Gerrymandered Missouri Congressional
Map.” Missouri Independent, November 18, 2025.
Accessed May 5, 2026. https://missouriindependent.
com/2025/11/18/dark-money-groups-pour-cash-in-
to-fight-over-gerrymandered-missouri-congressio-
nal-map/.

274“Qur Campaigns.” The Fairness Project. Accessed May
5, 2026. https://thefairnessproject.org/our-cam-
paigns/.

275“People Not Politicians Missouri.” People Not Politi-
cians Missouri. Accessed May 5, 2026. https://peo-
plenotpoliticiansmo.org/.




NOTES




NOTES




NOTES




NOTES







/CS& CAPITAL RESEARCH CENTER
N7 AMERICA’S INVESTIGATIVE THINK TANK

1700 N. MOORE ST, SUITE 2010 ARLINGTON, VA 22209 | CAPITALRESEARCH.ORG



