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Chairman Grove, members of the committee, my name is Sam Adolphsen, and I am the 
Policy Director at the Foundation for Government Accountability, or FGA. FGA is a non-
partisan, non-profit organization. We are based in Florida but have staff located all across the 
country. We work in more than 30 states across the country with one clear goal—to help more 
people achieve the American Dream. For a decade we have worked on key policy areas like 
welfare, health care, and other government program integrity areas, like elections.  

I appreciate the invitation to speak today about a few specific areas of election operations 
that are critical to the integrity of elections. Pennsylvania voters are certainly interested in 
making sure elections are run well, and making sure it is easy to vote, but hard to cheat.  

There is no question that it is good when people participate in the voting process. We want 
eligible people to vote and high voter turnout means an interested and involved electorate. 
But a high total of votes isn’t the singular goal. If an unchecked pursuit of participation leads 
to confusion, mistakes, or outright fraud, we will disenfranchise those very people we all agree 
should be participating in the vote. 

I appreciate this committee’s effort to find that balance. I’ve been in many states to discuss 
this issue, and from what I’ve seen around the country, your committee has taken the most 
comprehensive approach to this topic to date. In this political climate, for you all to put aside 
the rhetoric of the moment and put this amount of effort into exploring this topic is rare and 
commendable. This effort was initiated in part, I’m sure, to address concerns that your 
constituents have in regard to the integrity of your elections. There is good reason for that 
concern.  

I am not here today to try and convince anyone that there was massive fraud in your state 
this past election cycle, or that the election outcomes were fraudulent or would have been 
any different regardless. Certainly, there are examples of outright election fraud, like the 
recent case of former Pennsylvania Congressman “Ozzie” Myers, who was arrested last July 
for ballot stuffing and bribery.1  

But the focus isn’t on prosecuting past elections, but instead on protecting the integrity of the 
next one. And that’s what voters want, too. In fact, recent polls of Republican, Democrat, and 
Independent voters on this topic show that nearly seven out of 10 people want to see the 
integrity of elections strengthened.2   

Today I want to highlight some specific areas for you to consider as you craft reforms for 
Pennsylvania’s future as well as offer a perspective on how other states are tackling election 
issues. To keep this organized here, I’d like to cover four categories—secure voter registration, 
secure voting by mail, transparency in elections, and accountability for election operations. 

Secure Voter Registration 

Voter registration deadline 

First, to make sure voter rolls are accurate and up to date, Pennsylvania should consider 
providing officials with more time to verify new registrants. Validation of new voters is key to 
keeping the rolls accurate, but Pennsylvania only provides for 15 days before an election to 
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do this, where many other states, like Tennessee for example, require applications to come 
in 30 days before an election.3 

Ohio, Florida, Indiana, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and Texas are among the 
other states that have deadlines of at least 25 days before Election Day to register to vote. 
This isn’t necessarily a partisan divided issue either. Pennsylvania’s deadline for registering 
last year was October 19. New York’s was earlier on October 9, Rhode Island’s was October 
4, and Maryland’s deadline was October 13, 2020.4  

This matters, because anytime officials are asked to process information of this volume, a few 
extra days or weeks can make a significant difference in the ability to complete all necessary 
verification steps and ensure the accuracy and validity of the information. It also ensures that 
if there are issues, a voter can find that out, address the problem, and make sure they have 
an opportunity vote. 

Voter list crosschecks 

Pennsylvania should also strengthen how it manages voter registration lists. A recent 
Pennsylvania Auditor General report, that you may be familiar with, found that “tens of 
thousands of potential duplicate and inaccurate voter records, as well as voter records for 
nearly three thousand potentially deceased voters that had not been removed,” from the 
voter rolls.5 Proper list management is fundamental to conducting elections properly. 

Other states authorize and conduct cross-checks with other government data sources, like 
tax records and death records on a regular basis to address this challenge. For example, 
Ohio specifically authorizes agencies to share data with one another, including the Bureau 
of Motor Vehicles, the Department of Health, the Department of Job and Family Services, the 
Department of Medicaid, and the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction. 6  Florida 
operates in a similar fashion.7 

Another important piece of this is that while Pennsylvania law currently requires the election 
commission to conduct these types of cross-checks at least once a year and “promptly 
update information,” there doesn’t appear to be solid measures in place to ensure that it is 
occurring. While we can assume good intentions, my experience in government tells me that 
we should trust, but verify, that these activities are being completed. There could be firmer 
requirements that officials have to act on the information they find and also that they provide 
regular reports to the legislature detailing the findings of the cross-checks and what steps 
they have taken. 

Secure Voting by Mail 

Pre-filled absentee ballots 

Obviously voting by mail became a much more common practice this past year, so it’s the 
right time to evaluate those processes and make sure they are sound. There are some clear 
best practices other states employ that Pennsylvania should consider. First, a practice, that I 
personally think is very shady, has emerged in the most recent election cycle where 
organizations other than the state or county pre-fill absentee ballot applications. These 
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organizations then mail those pre-filled applications to voters. Obviously, this opens the door 
to ballot harvesting and voter confusion.  

In fact, it happened right here in Pennsylvania this last cycle, when the D.C.-based group the 
“Voter Participation Center” sent out huge numbers of pre-filled applications for mail ballots. 
The problem is their pre-filled information is often wrong and causes mass confusion. The 
Lycoming County election director, Forest Lehman, said it’s a huge problem and that, “the 
deluge has gotten so extreme that some people…have accidentally thrown away their mail-
in or absentee ballot when it came, and we’ve had to reissue their ballots.” (The full account 
of this issue in Pennsylvania is attached as Appendix 1). 

It’s no wonder then that states are moving to ban this practice, including Iowa, which banned 
this in recent legislation. Several other states including Florida, Arizona, Wisconsin, and 
Michigan are considering similar legislation. Tennessee does not allow the distribution of 
absentee applications by third parties at all. And North Carolina had banned this practice 
already because of a ballot harvesting scandal related to absentee ballots in that state.8  

Absentee identification 

While Pennsylvania doesn’t require ID for in-person voting, a total of 35 states require the 
showing of ID to verify the person submitting a ballot is the voter on the rolls.9 Currently, 
Pennsylvania requires showing of name and residence when voting at a precinct for the first 
time and voting absentee. States that require an ID have crafted exemptions for voters with 
hardship obtaining ID, like in Indiana, where that policy has survived legal challenge all the 
way to the Supreme Court. 

Regardless of whether there is full ID requirement, one practical measure that many states 
are moving towards with the increase in mail ballots is to include personally identifying 
information on the mail ballot envelope, for example a driver license or state-issued ID 
number. This measure not only helps improve security, but it helps eliminate many of the 
problems of guesswork or lack of training inherent in the signature matching process. Ohio is 
a state that uses this simple process to verify ballots.10  

Absentee ballot witness 

Several states also require someone to witness the voter signing their ballot, including 
Alabama, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin. In Oklahoma, the requirement is that 
absentee ballots be notarized. Witnessing a voter’s signature helps confirm the voter is who 
they are claiming to be. Requiring that witnesses print and sign their name on the ballot 
envelope and include their home addresses adds another layer of security to absentee 
ballots. This allows election officials and law enforcement to contact the witness to start an 
investigation.  

Transparency in Elections 

Zuckerbucks—private money in elections 
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When it comes to transparency in elections, a significant issue was the outside influence of 
private money on election operations. Hundreds of millions of dollars flowed from the 
Zuckerbergs, of Facebook fame, through a non-profit to local election officials across the 
country.  These funds have become known by some as ‘Zuckerbucks’ and Pennsylvania alone 
received well over $20 million of these Zuckerbucks. 

The funds were supposedly for personal protective equipment to help election officials guard 
against COVID-19. Instead, these funds went largely to get-out-the-vote efforts. For example, 
according to reports, “Chester County used hundreds of thousands of dollars on outreach, 
including an oversized postcard to all voters, a promotional video in Spanish and English, 
and an online voter registration drive. The county used only six percent of its grant toward 
personal protective equipment, sanitizer, and other COVID-19-related expenses.” 

While getting out the vote is fine, having private funds targeted specifically through official 
channels to areas based on political makeup is not. And that’s exactly what happened in 
2020. Counties that broke for Biden received 92 percent of the funds. 11  For example, 
Philadelphia, which is only slightly larger than Allegheny County, received nearly five times 
as many Zuckerbucks. Democrats account for 76 percent of the electorate in Philadelphia, 
compared to only 57 percent in Allegheny County.12 

FGA has produced an additional brief documenting the details of this issue, that I will share 
with the committee. We obtained much of the data through public records requests, since 
the details are not always publicly reported. 

States around the country are moving forward with changes that would bar this type of 
private funding from influencing elections, with bills being considered in Texas, Tennessee, 
Arizona, South Carolina, Wisconsin, and Louisiana, among other states. 

Drop box and counting center surveillance 

Another way states are increasing transparency in elections is by ensuring that drop boxes 
are secure and monitored. In Pennsylvania, the procedures around drop boxes varied widely 
and there isn’t clear law on it.13 We know transparency of voter return locations was an issue 
in Pennsylvania in the past election when the Philadelphia County Elections Board put up a 
waist-high security fence putting observers 15-18 feet away from the Board employees 
conducting the canvass. Because this setup failed to allow meaningful observation of the 
absentee ballots, a judge ordered the board to permit observation within six feet following 
social distancing and mask protocol.14 

A law requiring any drop boxes to be located in a government building with 24/7 video 
surveillance is one basic way to make sure there is transparency, and that voters can observe 
what is happening and be more certain their ballots are secure. This surveillance could 
extend to major counting centers as well. Many states require this type of monitoring. 
Pennsylvania does not and is an outlier. This reform is supported by eight out of 10 
Pennsylvania voters, including 66 percent of democrats, and 78 percent of independents.15 
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Accountability in Election Operations 

Bi-Partisan team returning ballots 

To help increase accountability in elections, Pennsylvania lawmakers should require at least 
two election judges (including at least one from each party with candidates on the ballot) 
to be part of the team that jointly returns ballots to the counting center. Pennsylvania election 
officials had issued guidance stating that at least two election officials should collect ballots 
from a return site.16  

But having two election officials of the same party doesn’t create the kind of accountability 
that is ideal for transporting ballots. To create a uniform procedure that ensures ballot 
integrity, if chain of custody is broken, states should require that those ballots be segregated. 
And having a multi-partisan team transport the ballots will help prevent ballot tampering. 
States including Arizona, Michigan, Ohio, and Tennessee have bipartisan teams handling 
and delivering ballots. 

Rogue officials penalized 

Pennsylvania should also consider reforms that hold rogue election officials accountable. The 
legislature certainly can make changes to the law through the usual process, but officials 
shouldn’t be allowed to change law on the fly or implement the law in such a manner that it 
undermines its intended purpose. Many states have penalties in place for election officials 
who knowingly circumvent state law. Arizona, Iowa, Florida, North Carolina, Ohio, Tennessee, 
among other states have laws that include criminal or financial penalties or removal 
provisions. 

When a bad actor official does knowingly ignore or sidestep state laws on elections, 
Pennsylvania voters believe there should be real penalties, such as removal from office. 
Eighty-eight percent of Pennsylvania voters, regardless of party, agree with this reform.  

I appreciate the chance to walk through these election reform opportunities. Here’s the 
bottom line—voters are passionate about the fundamental right that we all have as 
Americans to vote. They don’t want loopholes and weaknesses in the design of elections to 
threaten that right. They don’t want billionaires to influence local elections or false information 
to confuse and exclude people. And they don’t want a fraudulent vote to cancel their vote 
out.  In short, they want it to be easy to vote but hard to cheat. 

These commonsense policies that many other states have enacted are worth your 
consideration as you move forward in your review of elections here in Pennsylvania and 
determine how to move forward. 

Thank you. 
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In this Sept. 29, 2020, �le photo Philadelphia City Council President Darrell L. Clarke �lls out an application for
a mail-in ballot before voting at the opening of a satellite election o�ce at Temple University's Liacouras
Center in Philadelphia. Pennsylvania has seen a frenzy of election-related lawsuits as state o�cials prepare
for some 3 million people, about half the expected turnout, to cast mail-in ballots.

 Matt Slocum / AP Photo

Ballot applications from
outside groups confuse
some voters as deadline

looms
Oct. 27 is the last day to turn in mail-in ballot

applications

OCTOBER 13, 2020 | 3:59 PM

(Lititz) — When it came time to apply for a mail-in ballot, Katie

O’Regan’s Irish surname wasn’t giving her much luck.

“The website didn’t like the apostrophe,” said O’Regan. When she

included it in her ballot application online on the state’s website <

https://www.votespa.com/Pages/default.aspx> , she got an error

message. However, if she were to put in her last name without the

Brett Sholtis/Transforming Health

Sam Adolphsen testimony - 
Appendix 1

Live inspired*
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apostrophe, it would be di�erent than her name as it appears on

her voter registration card—leaving her worried that her vote

wouldn’t be counted.

“I was especially concerned this year, because some GOP-led

municipalities were trying to challenge mail-in ballots,” O’Regan

said. “And technically, those names don’t match, and it could get

thrown out.”

O’Regan, a 35-year-old architect who lives in Lititz, Lancaster County,

said she decided not to apply for a mail-in ballot, opting to vote in

person on Election Day instead.

However, when she and her husband got o�cial-looking mail-in

ballot applications in their mailbox from a group she’d never heard

of, it occurred to her that if she had used that form she got in the

mail to apply, she wouldn’t have known about the problem with her

last name.

Kate Landis / WITF

Katie O’Regan sits for a portrait outside her home in Lititz, Lancaster County. O’Regan
decided to vote in person after running into a problem with her mail-in ballot
application. She says o�cial-looking mail from outside groups is confusing voters.
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O’Regan mentioned the situation on Facebook and learned she

wasn’t alone. Friends and neighbors were getting all sorts of mail

that was designed to look like a ballot application — and it was hard

to tell what was legit, and what wasn’t.

“There’s too much information out there, and I think it’s information

overload for some people,” O’Regan said.

To vote by mail, a person must be registered to vote, and must

apply for a mail-in ballot, which they will get in the mail from the

county elections o�ce. People can register and apply online at the

state’s website.

However, outside groups, often trying to drive up voter turnout

among people deemed likely to vote for one party over the other,

are increasingly mailing out their own applications.

In Pennsylvania, it’s legal for outside entities to provide ballot

applications, according to the Pa. Department of State. And while

some of those groups have checked with the state to ensure

accuracy of their mail-in applications, others have not, and it is not

required that they do so.

To be clear, the group that sent

O’Regan a ballot application,

Voter Participation Center, never

receives ballot applications, said

the group’s president and CEO,

Tom Lopach. “The return

envelope that we provide sends

that registration or vote-by-mail

application back to the state or

county election o�ce, depending

on the state.”

Be patient with results

Results of the Nov. 3 election in

Pennsylvania, and across the

country, likely won’t be known

for days.

The counting of ballots

continues after election night

most years. This year’s expected

surge in mailed ballots means
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The Washington, D.C.-based

nonpro�t is nonpartisan, Lopach

said. Its mission is to increase

voting among people of color,

unmarried women and young

people.

Broadly speaking, those groups

are more likely to vote for

Democrats. Still, Lopach said the

e�ort is about getting people to

vote, regardless of who they

choose.

“We know that these three

groups together comprise 62

percent of the voting-eligible

population around the country,

yet are only registered and turn

out at around 52 percent,”

Lopach said. “So we are doing

work to help close that gap and

make sure those communities

get out and vote.”

Their e�ort is working, he said.

This year alone, the group helped

people to apply for about 500,000 mail-in ballots in Pennsylvania.

Nationwide, the group has helped with about 4.9 million ballot

applications this year.

While such e�orts may increase participation, some county election

o�cers are reporting that they are wreaking havoc upon their

procedures. Lycoming County Election Director Forest Lehman says

election o�ces will need extra

time to tally all the votes.

As that occurs, some candidates

may call for the counting to end

and for themselves to be

declared the winner. However,

winners will be decided when all

the votes are counted — that’s

the American election system at

work.

WITF’s journalists will cover that

process, and WITF will rely on

The Associated Press to call

races for the winner based on

the AP’s rigorous, time-tested

method <

https://www.ap.org/en-

us/topics/politics/elections/how-

we-call-races> .

More election coverage <
https://www.witf.org/news/elections/>
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ballots from candidates, political parties and other groups have

been a huge problem this fall.

“It puts 2016 to shame,” Lehman said. “The deluge has gotten so

extreme that some people…have accidentally thrown away their

mail-in or absentee ballot when it came and we’ve had to reissue

their ballots.”

When organizations send ballots pre�lled with information that’s

outdated or otherwise inaccurate, such as naming a voter who’s

deceased or no longer registered, it creates even more concern

among voters, Lehman said.

It’s hard to understand why

organizations don’t have current

information, given voter

registration lists are public

records and readily available to

download for $20 from the state,

he noted.

“Some of them are national party

committees,” Lehman said of

organizations sending documents

with incorrect voter info. “What’s

their excuse for not having accurate information? And some of

them are the ones yelling about mail-in voting fraud, yet they’re

sending this to voters with outdated information.”

The confusion prompts phone calls from voters to already-

inundated county elections o�ces, Lehman said. And because there

aren’t rules for what each form must include, election o�ce sta�ers

need to see the documents to gauge whether they would pass legal

muster and usually can’t do that over the phone, he said.

Benjamin Gra�, center, and his son Jacob
Gra�, 19, drop o� their mail-in ballots for the
Pennsylvania primary election, in
Philadelphia, Tuesday, June 2, 2020. (AP
Photo/Matt Rourke)
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Regardless of whether a person applies for their mail-in ballot

through the state or an outside group, people should check in on

their ballot applications through the state’s website to ensure that

they’re getting a ballot, said Department of State Spokeswoman

Wanda Murren.

“The Department of State supports any e�orts to encourage

participation among eligible voters,” Murren said in an email. “Still,

we urge registered voters to use the Department’s online ballot

application at www.votesPA.com <

https://www.votespa.com/Pages/default.aspx> .”

Murren said mail from “outside organizations or political parties”

has caused a lot of confusion, especially mail that looks to some

people like a ballot, when in fact it’s a ballot application.

“The online application is faster and more secure,” Murren said. “It

eliminates mailing time by instantly forwarding the application to

Laurence Kesterson / AP Photo

An employee of the Philadelphia Commissioners O�ce examines ballots at a satellite
election o�ce at Overbrook High School on Thursday, Oct. 1, 2020, in Philadelphia.
The city of Philadelphia has opened several satellite election o�ces and more are
slated to open in the coming weeks where voters can drop o� their mail in ballots
before Election Day.
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the proper county election o�ce. The electronic application also

saves signi�cant amounts of time and labor for county election

o�ces that process the applications.”

As for O’Regan’s apostrophe, Lancaster County’s chief clerk, Randall

Wenger, said it wouldn’t have made a di�erence. He says he’s

getting a lot of calls from people who are afraid that their ballots

won’t be counted. He’s been reminding people to put their ballots in

the secrecy envelopes and sign and date their ballot-return

envelopes. Beyond that, though, Wenger is assuring them that the

people processing ballots won’t be combing through them looking

for reasons to discount them.

“These are dedicated individuals,” Wenger said. “They are dedicated

to running free and fair elections in Lancaster County.”

WITF reporter Emily Previti contributed to this story.
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"Zuckerbucks" Followed Biden 
Voters in Pennsylvania 

Trevor Carlsen, Senior Research Fellow 

 

Overview 
During the 2020 election cycle, the Chan Zuckerberg Initiative poured $400 million into 
election jurisdictions for election activities. Most of the money was funneled into local 
jurisdictions through the Center for Tech and Civic Life (CTCL), a non-profit run by a former 
Obama Foundation fellow, while $50 million went to the Center for Election Innovation and 
Research.1-2-3 
 
While Mark Zuckerberg and others claimed these grants were necessary to administer an 
election amid the COVID-19 pandemic, very little of the money was spent on personal 
protective equipment (PPE), but these “Zuckerbucks” seem to have influenced election 
outcomes.4-5-6 

New Data Shows Even More Zuckerbucks in Pennsylvania than 
Previously Estimated 
FGA’s preliminary analysis of the “COVID-19 Response Grants” in Pennsylvania revealed that 
more than $20 million was funneled into 23 election jurisdictions.7 But new data retrieved 
from public records requests indicates even more Zuckerbucks flowed into the Keystone 
State than previously thought. 
 
CTCL actually allocated more than $22.5 million to Pennsylvania.8 These numbers do not 
account for an additional $13.3 million the state was awarded by Center for Election 
Innovation and Research.9-10 

 
  



 
 
 

F G A  R E S E A R C H  B R I E F  

" Z U C K E R B U C K S "  F O L L O W E D  B I D E N  V O T E R S  I N  P E N N S Y L V A N I A  
A P R I L  8 ,  2 0 2 1  |   2  

ZUCKERBUCKS POURED INTO PENNSYLVANIA IN 2020 
 

COUNTY/ 
MUNICIPALITY 

ZUCKERBUCKS 
AMOUNT 

 COUNTY/ 
MUNICIPALITY 

ZUCKERBUCKS 
AMOUNT 

Philadelphia $10,516,074  Erie $148,729 

Chester $2,558,080  Monroe $113,634 

Delaware $2,172,858  Mercer $54,414 

Allegheny $2,052,251  Northumberland $44,811 

Montgomery $1,167,000  Somerset $37,104 

Centre $863,828  Armstrong $27,078 

Lehigh $762,635  Pike $26,070 

Dauphin $482,165  Wayne $25,098 

Lancaster $474,202  Venango $21,218 

Berks $470,929  Mifflin $17,930 

York $321,600  Juniata $11,364 

Luzerne $173,236  TOTAL11 $22,542,308 

 
Sources: APM Reports and Foundation for Government Accountability 

 

Biden Counties Received Far More Zuckerbucks than Trump Counties 
According to CTCL, “grant amounts scaled with jurisdiction size.”12 However, the distribution 
of Zuckerbucks across Pennsylvania does not correspond with a population-based 
approach. Grant amounts varied widely, with counties receiving between $0.60 and $9.97 
per registered voter.13 Even more troubling, a higher number of dollars appear to have 
flowed to counties that ultimately voted for Joe Biden.  
 
Indeed, counties won by Biden in 2020 received an average of $4.99 Zuckerbucks per 
registered voter, compared to just $1.12 for counties won by Trump.14  
 
In addition, one Biden county received less than $1.00 per registered voter. By contrast, 
almost all (77 percent) of Trump counties that received Zuckerbucks did so at a rate of less 
than $1.00 per registered voter.15 
 
While CTCL may have considered population numbers when calculating grant awards, it 
clearly could not have been the only factor used to determine award amounts.  
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DOLLARS FOLLOWED DEMOCRATS 
 

COUNTY/ 
MUNICIPALITY 

REGISTERED 
VOTERS16 ZUCKERBUCKS 

ZUCKERBUCKS 
PER REGISTERED 

VOTER 
OUTCOME 

Philadelphia 1,054,459 $10,516,074 $9.97 Biden 

Allegheny County 926,911 $2,052,251 $2.21 Biden 

Montgomery County 594,243 $1,167,000 $1.96 Biden 

Delaware County 407,398 $2,172,858 $5.33 Biden 

Chester County 368,534 $2,558,080 $6.94 Biden 

Lancaster County 344,090 $474,202 $1.38 Trump 

York County 311,942 $321,600 $1.03 Trump 

Berks County 263,421 $470,929 $1.79 Trump 

Lehigh County 239,598 $762,635 $3.18 Biden 

Luzerne County 220,563 $173,236 $0.79 Trump 

Dauphin County 189,970 $482,165 $2.54 Biden 

Erie County 177,773 $148,729 $0.84 Biden 

Monroe County 113,634 $113,634 $1.00 Biden 

Centre County 105,139 $863,828 $8.22 Biden 

Mercer County 71,896 $54,414 $0.76 Trump 

Northumberland County 57,896 $44,811 $0.78 Trump 

Somerset County 49,120 $37,104 $0.76 Trump 

Armstrong County 44,892 $27,078 $ 0.60 Trump 

Pike County 42,944 $26,070 $0.61 Trump 

Wayne County 34,716 $25,098 $0.72 Trump 

Venango County 33,143 $21,218 $0.64 Trump 

Mifflin County 27,355 $17,930 $0.66 Trump 

Juniata County 14,395 $11,364 $0.79 Trump 

 
  



 
 
 

F G A  R E S E A R C H  B R I E F  

" Z U C K E R B U C K S "  F O L L O W E D  B I D E N  V O T E R S  I N  P E N N S Y L V A N I A  
A P R I L  8 ,  2 0 2 1  |   4  

Conclusion 
Pennsylvania should take action to prohibit private organizations from financing and 
exerting influence over elections. Permitting third-party actors to finance the administration 
of elections creates disparities between election jurisdictions and erodes voter confidence. 
Policymakers in Pennsylvania can restore trust by preventing local election jurisdictions from 
receiving funds from private parties.  
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