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Summary

This memorandum summarizes Board staff’s review of the challenge that has been filed by Joe
Fadness to the nomination papers of Candidate Timothy Swiggum, Independent Candidate for
the 69™ Assembly District Special Election.

After the initial review, Board staff determined that Candidate Swiggum’s nomination papers
contained 209 valid signatures. State law requires a minimum of 200 valid signatures for the
office of Representative to the Assembly. The Complaint alleges that the nomination papers, due
to various insufficiencies regarding individual signatures, contain only 178 signatures and are
therefore insufficient to grant ballot access to Candidate Swiggum.

Candidate Swiggum’s Response disputes most of the challenges raised in the Complaint and also
asserts that 3 signatures are valid which were originally struck by Board staff. After reviewing
the Complaint and Response, Board staff recommends striking 5 additional signatures and
counting 2 signatures which were struck in the original review. These changes would result in a
total of 206 valid signatures and therefore Board staff recommends that the Board grant ballot
access to Candidate Swiggum.

Attached to this memorandum are the Complaint filed by Mr. Fadness and the Response filed by
Mr. Swiggum. Several exhibits were filed with the Complaint which can be viewed on the
G.A.B. website at Special Teleconference G.A.B. Meeting. Also attached to this memorandum
is an itemized summary of the staff recommendation for each petition signature that was
addressed in the Complaint or the Response, as well as a copy of Chapter GAB 2, Wis. Adm.
Code, which governs the review of nomination papers. The following provisions in Chapter
GAB 2 establish important principles related to the review of signatures on nomination papers:
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2.05 Treatment and sufficiency of nomination papers

(3) .... Where circumstances and the time for review permit, the filing officer
may consult maps, directories and other extrinsic evidence to ascertain the
correctness and sufficiency of information on a nomination paper.

(4) Any information which appears on a nomination paper is entitled to a
presumption of validity. . . .

(5) Where any required item of information on a nomination paper is
incomplete, the filing officer shall accept the information as complete if there has
been substantial compliance with the law.

2.07 Challenges to nomination papers

(3)(@) The burden is on the challenger to establish any insufficiency. If the
challenger establishes that the information on the nomination paper is insufficient,
the burden is on the challenged candidate to establish its sufficiency. . . .

Analysis of Challenged Signatures

1. Signatures with Illegible or Incomplete Dates

The Complaint (paragraphs 1 and 2) alleges that 3 signatures are invalid because the dates are
illegible or incomplete. However, G.A.B. staff concluded that the dates were legible. In
addition, Section GAB 2.05(15)(a),Wis. Adm. Code, provides that an incomplete or missing date
may be determined by reference to the dates of other signatures on the paper. The disputed
signatures substantially comply with the necessary requirements because the date information
that can be determined from other surrounding signatures on the same nomination page.

Board staff recommends counting these 3 signatures.
2. Signatures with Incomplete Addresses

The Complaint (paragraphs 3 through 11), alleges that 18 signatures are invalid due to
incomplete addresses because the signer did not check the box indicating whether the
municipality is a town, village, or city, or in one case, checked two of the boxes. It has been the
prior interpretation of the Board that the address information substantially complies with the law
and should be accepted pursuant to Section GAB 2.05(5), despite the signer failing to check the
box to indicate the type of municipality for the jurisdiction.

The Complaint (paragraph 12) alleges that 1 signature is invalid due to an incomplete address
because the signer listed a Post Office box number rather than a street address. Past Board
policy has been to accept such signatures if the entire municipality in which the P.O. Box is
located is within the District. Board staff has verified that is the case with the challenged
signature. The P.O. Box is listed as being in the Town of Edgar, Wisconsin. There is no Town
of Edgar in the State of Wisconsin, but the Village of Edgar lies entirely within the 69"
Assembly District. Also, as noted above, the Board has previously determined that address
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information substantially complies with the law despite the signer’s failure to check the correct
box indicating the type of municipality.

Board staff recommends counting the 19 signatures challenged as listing incomplete addresses.

3. Signatures of Individuals Alleged to be Disqualified Based Upon Felony Convictions

The Complaint (paragraphs 13, 14, and 17) alleges that 3 signatures are invalid because they
contain the names of individuals who are not qualified electors due to felony convictions. In the
first two instances the supporting documentation included with the Complaint was inconclusive
to establish that the signers were disqualified due to felony convictions and current incarceration
or supervision. In addition, G.A.B. staff received confirmation from the Department of
Corrections that one individual had no record of a felony conviction and the other is currently
under Department supervision but for a misdemeanor, not a felony.

The supporting documentation regarding the third signature alleged to be invalid due to a felony
conviction also fails to meet the challenger’s burden of proof. It is unclear whether the name on
the signature is the same as the one cited in the court case documentation. Even assuming it is
the same name, there is a lack of evidence to establish that the individual who signed the
document is the same person noted in the court record listing the felony conviction. According
to the Department of Corrections, the individual listed in the court record included with the
Complaint is currently living in Minnesota and has never listed his address as being in the Town
of Stratford, which is the address on the nomination paper. Absent sufficient evidence to prove
that the individual who signed the petition is the same person who is under felony supervision,
such as an identical date of birth, Board staff concludes that the statement on the petition
indicating that each signer is eligible to vote should be presumed to be valid, and that the
challenger has not met the burden to refute that presumption.

Board staff recommends counting the 3 signatures challenged as being disqualified electors due
to felony convictions.

4. Signatures with Addresses of Business Locations

The Complaint (paragraphs 15) alleges that 2 signatures contain an address which is a business
location, and that the location is outside of the 69" Assembly District. The location is the
Woodland Hotel. Candidate Swiggum’s Response argues that the business includes several
apartments, which G.A.B. staff confirmed by consulting the website of the hotel, and that the two
signers reside at the location. The allegation in the Complaint, therefore, does not overcome the
principle that information on the nomination paper is presumed to be valid. In addition, by
consulting the Statewide Voter Registration System, G.A.B. staff has determined that the address
is located in the 69™ Assembly District.

The Complaint (paragraph 18) also alleges that another signature contains a business address,
and provides a copy of a listing in the White Pages indicating that the signer resides at a different
location. Board staff concluded that this evidence shifts the burden of proof to Candidate
Swiggum, and that the Response does not adequately establish that the address listed with the
signature is the residential address of the signer.
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Board staff recommends counting the 2 signatures described above as residing at the Woodland
Hotel, but striking the signature that is related to the address documented in the White Pages
listing.

5. Signatures with Addresses Outside of the Jurisdiction

The Complaint (paragraph 16) alleges that 2 signatures should be struck because the same
address listed for both signatures is outside of the 69™ Assembly District. By consulting the
Statewide Voter Registration System, G.A.B. staff has determined that the address is located in
the 86™ Assembly District.

Board staff recommends striking these 2 signatures because the individuals reside outside of the
69™ Assembly District.

6. Signatures Alleged to be in the Same Handwriting

The Complaint (paragraph 19) alleges that 2 signatures are written in the same handwriting. The
Complaint provides an assertion but no direct evidence that the signatures were written by the
same person. Candidate Swiggum’s Response indicates that both individuals were present at the
location when he circulated the petition, but he also states that the petition was signed inside the
residence while he waited outside, and he cannot verify whether one individual wrote both
signatures. Prior Board policy has been to accept signatures with similar handwriting, absent
direct evidence that an individual did not make their own signature, because Board staff is not
qualified to analyze handwriting. However, Mr. Swiggum’s Response contradicts the
circulator’s certification which states that “I know that each person signed the paper with full
knowledge of its content on the date indicated opposite his or her name.” Without actually
observing the signatures, Mr. Swiggum could not know that either individual signed the
nomination paper opposite his or her name.

Board staff recommends striking both of these challenged signatures.

Analysis of Three Signatures Originally Struck

Candidate Swiggum’s Response asserts that G.A.B. staff struck 3 signatures which should be
counted. In one instance (page 12, line 3 of the nomination papers), staff agrees that the date is
legible. In addition, the complete date may be determined by reference to the dates of other
signatures on the same page.

Board staff recommends reversing its initial determination counting this signature as valid.

In the second instance, Candidate Swiggum asserts that a signature with an address that is
missing the street number (page 15, line 5) should be counted because the signature of the
individual’s ward (who is also his mother) is directly below and contains a complete address.
During the recall elections of 2011 and 2012, Board staff applied a policy of rejecting signatures
that did not contain the street number, absent a written statement from the signers or other direct
evidence that the two individuals resided together. In this instance, the Board may consider
Candidate Swiggum’s assertion of the relationship between the two signers and that he witnessed
the signatures. In addition, Board staff has confirmed through the Statewide Voter Registration
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System that the signer listing the incomplete address is a registered voter who resides at the same
address listed for his ward on the following signature line.

The Board may consider whether to overrule or modify its prior practice, but based upon the
policy established and applied during the recent recall petition reviews, Board staff recommends
striking the signature because it lacks a street number, consistent with the determination during
the initial review.

In the third instance, Candidate Swiggum asserts that a signature with a date that lacks the year
(page 20, line 1) should be counted because the remaining signatures on the page indicate the
year as 2013. In the past, the Board policy has required that signatures on the first and last line
of a nomination paper contain the complete date information, and not allowed missing date
information on those lines to be determined by reference to the dates of other signatures on the
page. However, in the context of a court case challenging the Board’s application of Section
GAB 2.05(15)(a),Wis. Adm. Code, the Department of Justice has advised that the Board’s
interpretation of that rule was too restrictive in that it required incomplete dates to be
“bracketed” by complete dates. The DOJ recommended that the Board equally apply the
principle of determining missing date information by reference to other information on the page,
even if the incomplete date appeared on the first or last signature line.

Based upon the legal guidance of the DOJ, Board staff recommends counting this signature.

Conclusion and Recommended Motion

Based upon the above analysis, Board staff recommends that 3 challenged signatures should be
struck, that 2 additional signatures be struck due to statements in the Response, and that 2
signatures which were struck upon initial review should be counted, for a net reduction of 3
signatures from the original count of 209 valid signatures. Board staff recommends the following
motion:

The Board incorporates the staff above as its findings of fact and conclusions of law. The
Board approves the challenge to Candidate Swiggum’s nomination papers as to 3
signatures, strikes 2 additional signatures, and adds one signature that was originally
struck. The Board therefore verifies 206 valid signatures, and grants ballot access to
Candidate Swiggum.



Review of challenged signatures - Timothy Swiggum - Fadness Complaint

Challenge
1

3-11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19

Staff Decision

Challenge not valid. Staff can read date for signature 6, page 5. It is a valid date.

Challenge not valid. Staff can read date for signature 7, page 5. Both signatures would also count because dates around them are valid.

Challenge not valid. Substantial compliance.

Challenges not valid. Substantial compliance.

Challenge not valid. Substantial compliance. While there is no Town of Edgar, the entire Village of Edgar lies within AD 69.

Challenge not valid. Evidence provided is inconclusive.

Challenge not valid. Evidence provided is inconclusive.

Challenge not valid. A review of the website provided shows apartments available to rent at this address.

Also, Facebook page may not have the most up-to-date information.

Challenge valid. An address search on myvote.wi.gov shows this address is located in AD 86 not AD 69.

Challenge not valid. Itis not clear if the signer is the same person listed in the evidence provided.

Challenge valid. Paperwork submitted shows the signer listed a business address as his residence.

Challenge not valid. Evidence provided is inconclusive. There are similarities, but G.A.B. staff is not handwriting experts.
TOTAL
209-3 =206

Review of challenged signatures - Timothy Swiggum - Swiggum Response

Challenge
1

3-11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

Staff Decision
Staff can read date for signature 6, page 5. It is a valid date.
Staff can date read signature 7, page 5. Both signatures would also count because dates around them are valid.
Substantial compliance
Substantial compliance
Substantial compliance
Swiggum does not dispute, staff decision stands
Swiggum does not dispute, staff decision stands
Swiggum argument supports staff decision on Fadness complaint.
Swiggum does not dispute Fadness complaint, staff decision stands
Swiggum does not dispute, staff decision stands
Swiggum states signer lives at the address.
Staff found a Google Maps street view photo, which shows the business may have apartments above it. The photograph is not conclusive.
Swiggum provides no other evidence to support his claim. Signature struck based on evidence provided in Fadness complaint.
Swiggum states both individuals were present when he offered the nomination paper. However, he did not see them each sign the page.
Both signatures will now be struck because the circulator did not witness them sign.
TOTAL
209-5 =204

Swiggum contends G.A.B. staff incorrectly struck the following signatures:

Page 12, Line 3 -

Page 15, Line 5 -

Page 20, Line 1 -

Upon review of Swiggum's statement, staff will count the signature. It does appear there is a "1" hidden by the slash mark.
Additionally, based on dates surrounding this signature, it could be assumed that this date should be 9/21/13
Staff struck this signature because there was no house number with the street name. Swiggum's statement does not rehabilitate
this signature. This signature will not be counted.
Signature was struck consistent with current agency nomination paper review guidelines.
However, the "Scott Gordon Case" allowed for incomplete dates for first or last signer, so long as the year can be reasonably
determined from other dates on the page. Staff will count this signature.

TOTAL

FINAL TOTAL: 209 (original count) - 5 (3 struck from challenge and 2 struck as result of candidate response) = 204 + 2 (added based on candidate response) = 206

Change

O O O o oo

3 (Struck)

Change

5 (Struck)

+1

+1
2 (Added)
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Chapter GAB 2
ELECTION RELATED PETITIONS

GAB 2.05  Treatment and sfifiency of nomination papers. GAB 2.09  Treatment and sfi€iency of election petitions.
GAB 2.07  Challenges to nomination papers. GAB 2.11 Challenges to election petitions.
Note: Chapter EIBd 2wasrenumbered chapter GAB 2 under s. 13.92 (4) (b) (12) A complete address, including municipality of residence

1., Stats,, and corrections made under s. 13.92 (4) (b) 2. and 7., Stats., Register

April 2008 No. 628, for voting purposes, and the street and numibany, of the resi

dence,(or a postal address if it is located in finésdiction that the

GAB 2.05 Treatment and sufficiency of nomination candidateseeks to represenghall be listed for each signature on
papers. (1) Each candidate fquublic ofice has the responsibil @nomination paper
ity to assure that his or her nomination papers are prepared, circu(13) A signature shall be countexhen identical residential
lated,signed, and filed in compliance with statutory and oléser information or dates for diérent electors are indicated by ditto
gal requirements. marks.

(2) In order to be timely filed, all nomination papers shall be (14) No signature on a nomination paper shall be counted un
in the physical possession of the filingficer by the statutory lessthe elector who circulated the nomination paper completes
deadline. Each of the nomination papers shall be numbered, @ndsigns the certificate of circulator and does so afiatbefore,
fore they are filed, and the numbers shall be assigagdentially the paper is circulated. No signature may be counted when the res
beginningwith the number “1”. Notwithstanding any other proviidencyof thecirculator cannot be determined by the information
sionof this chapterthe absence of a page number will not invaligiven on the nomination paper
datethe signatures on that page. (15) An individual signature on a nomination paper may not

(3) Thefiling officer shall review all nomination papdied be counted when any of the following occur:
with it, up to the maximum number permitted, to determine the fa (a) The date of the signature is missing, unlessiéte can be
cial sufiiciency of the papers filed. Where circumstancesthad determinedoy reference to the dates of other signatures on the pa
time for review permit, the filing dicer may consult maps, direc per.
toriesand other extrinsic evidence to ascerthicorrectness and () The signature is dated after the date of certification con
sufficiencyof information on a nomination paper tainedin the certificate of circulator

(4) Any information which appears on a nomination paper is (c) The address of the signer is missing or incomplete, unless
entitled to a presumptioof validity. Notwithstanding any other resjdencycan be determined by the information provided on the
provision of this chaptererrors in information contained in anomination paper

nominationpapey committed by either a signer a circulator (d) The signature is that of an individual who is not 18 years
may be correctedby an afidavit of the circulataran afidavit of ot 556 at the time the paper is signed. An individual who will not

the candidate, oan afidavit of a person who signed the nominape 15 vears of age until the subject election is not eligible to sign
tion paper The person giving the correctingidavit shallhave 5 ,omination paper for that election.

personaknowledge of the correct information and the correcting () The signature is that of an individual who has been adjudi

affidavit shall befiled with the filing oficer not later than three = >
calendarays after the applicable statutory due date for the-norﬁﬁﬁgﬂggtgoﬁplge”gg'i %lreo(i}%re%nigogr&‘;”gtsa?sf.'ngﬂg?ﬁ;?ncy

nationpapers. of an individual who was not, for any otherason, a qualified
(5) Where any required itewf information on a nomination gjectorat the time of signing the nomination paper
paperis incomplete, the filing diter shallaccept the information 16) After a nomination paper has been filed, signature

as complete if there has been substantial compliance with the I% y be added or removed. After a nomination paper has been

(6) Nominationpapers shall contain at least the minimum re;igned but before it has been filed, a signature may be removed
quirednumber of signatures from the circuit, coyrdistrict or 1, thecirculator The death of a signer after a nomination paper
jurisdiction which the candidate seeks to represent. hasbeen signed does not invalidate the signature.

(7) Thefiling officer shall accept nomination papers which 17y Thjs section is promulgated pursuant to the direction of
containbiographical data or campaign advertising. The diselaing g 07 stats., and is to be used by electiditialls in determining
er specified in s11.30 (2) Stats., is not required on any NomiNahe validity of all nomination papers and the signatureshose
tion paper papers.

(8) An elector shall sign his or her own name unless unable t®jistory: Emeg. cr 8-9-74; crRegister November1974, No. 227ef. 12-1-74;

do so because of physical disabiliyn elector unable to sign be emep i and fegf‘le}f- %Zl—zlﬁl—séi’emg ) and recref. 651‘84? aRegister Novern
. ; o r, , No. eff. 12-1-84 r. and recrRegisterJanuary , No. 45y7eff.
causeof physicaldisability shall be present when another perscﬂ’fl_ng 00-153am. (2), (4), and (14). (15), renum. (16), (17), and (18) to be

signson behalf of the disabled elector and shall specifically auth@s), (16) and (17), and am. (15) (b) as renuRegister Septemb@001 No. 549
rize the signing. eff. 10-1-01.

(9) A person may not sign for his or her spouse, or for any oth gag 2.07 Challenges to nomination papers. (1) The
er person, even when they have bgiena power of attorney by poardshall review any verified complaint concerning thefisuf

thatperson, unless su(8) applies. ciencyof nomination papers of a candidate for stafie@thatis
(10) Thesignature of a married woman shall be counted whéifed with the boardinder ss5.05and5.06, Stats.; and the local
sheuses her husbargffirst name instead of her own. filing officer shall reviewany verified complaint concerning the

(11) Only onesignature per person for the sanmfiefis valid.  sufficiency of nomination papers of a candidate for locdicef
Wherean elector is entitled to vote for more than caadidate thatis filed with the local filing oficer under s8.07, Stats. The
for the same dice, a person may sign the nomination papers €ifing officer shall apply the standardssitsAB 2.05to determine
asmany candidates for the saméaxf as the person is entitlénl  the suficiency of nomination papers, including consulting extrin
vote for at the election. sic sources of evidence undeiGAB 2.05 (3)

The Wisconsin Administrative Code on this web site is updated on the 1st day of each month, current as of that date. See also Are the Codes
on this Website Official? RegisterApriI 2008 No. 628
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(2) (a) Any challenge to thsuficiency of a nomination paper ber, 1984, No. 347ef. 12-1-84; emay. am. (1), (4) to (6), 6f6-1-86; am. (1), (4)
shallbe made by veriied complaint, iled with the appropriate fifo{ %} SS9er November oo, No, 7Jet 1266, g reameoterion,
ing officer. The complainant shall file both an origia@d a copy 2001 No. 549 ef.. 10-1-01; reprinted to restore droppempy in (2) (b)Register
of the challenge at the time of filing the complaint. Notwithstan@®ecember001 No. 552correction in (1) made under s. 13.92 (4) (b) 7., Stats,,
ing any other provision of this chaptéfe failure of the complain <e9iSte" April 2008 No. 628.
antto provide the filing dfcer with a copy of the challeng®m: . .
plaint will not invalidate the challenge complaint. The filing GAB 2.09 Treatment and sufficiency of election
officer shall make arrangements to have a copy of the challerRfitions. (1) Except as expressly provided herein, the-stan
deliveredto the challenged candidate within 24 hours of the filindardsestablished irs. GAB 2.05for determining the treatment
of the challenge complaint. The filingficEr may impose a fee andsuficiency of nomination papers are incorporatedréfer
for the cost of photocopying the challenge and for the cost-of @ceinto, and are made a part of, this section.
livery of the challengéo the respondent. The form of the com (2) In orderto be timely filed, all petitions required to comply
plaintand its filing shall comply with the requirements of GAB  with s.8.40, Stats., and required by statotether law to be filed
20. Any challenge to the diifiency of a nomination paper shall by atime certain, shall be in the physical possession of the filing
be filed within 3 calendadays after the filing deadline for the officer not later than the time set by that statute or other law

challengechomination paperghe challenge shall be established (3) Al petitions shall contain at least the number of signa
by affidavit, or other supporting evidence, demonstrating a failufgres, from the election district in which the petition wascu
to comply with statutory or other legal requirements. lated, equal tothe minimum required by the statute or other law

(b) The response to a challenge to nomination papers shalldgeablishinghe right to petition.
filed, by the candidate challenged, witl8rcalendar days of the : TSR
filing of the challenge and shall be verified. After the deaditine ; (4) Only one signature per person the same petition, is val
filing a response to a challenge, but not later than the date for certi
fying candidates to the ballot, the board or the local filifigerf
shalldecide the challenge with or without a hearing.

(3) (a) The burden is on the challenger to establish anyfinsu
ciency. If the challenger establishes that the information on t
nominationpaper is insticient, the burden is on the challenged
candidateo establish its sfi€iency. Theinvalidity or disqualifi
cationof one or more signatures on a nomination paper sball

affectthe validity of any other signatures on that paper GAB 2.07for determining challenges to the ficiEncy of nomi

(b) If a challengeestablishes that an elector signed the ROML-4ion P )
\ ) . . papers apply equally to determining challenges to tliie suf
nationpapers of a candidate more tlwnte or signed the nomina piencyof petitions required to complyith s.8.4Q, Stats., includ

g?lg gﬁgggsqﬁfemogiegw:{&%ge rfg;/d:,?citebfeorcgfnfgf'jne.liﬁgebzur}g e ?;:5 recall petitions, and to any other petition whose filing requires
provingthat the second and subsequent signatures are that o verning body to call a referepQum electlon.. . .
sameperson and are invalid is on the challenger (2) (a) Any challenge to the didiency of a petition required

(c) If a challenger establishes that the date of a signature, oreiﬁ‘wgomply with 8.4 Stats., shall be made by verified complaint
h

(5) This section applies to all petitions which are required to
complywith s.8.40Q Stats., including recall petitions, and to any
fotherpetitionwhose filing would require a governing body to call
Igereferendum election.

History: Cr. Register January1994, No. 457eff. 2-1-94.

GAB 2.11 Challenges to election petitions. (1) Ex-
ceptas expressly provided herein, the standards established in s.

: : : : 1led with the appropriate filing fiter. The formof the complaint,
?gg;?gg?f the signer is not valid, the signature may not b efiling of the complaint and the legal §iafency of the com

- . plaint shall comply with the requirements of GAB 20; thepro-
par(g)(a)cglr?(ljl(ebr;gers are not limited to the categories set forth durefor resolving the complaint, including filing deadlines,

I~ ) . . shallbe governed by this section and not by@AB 20.
(4) Thefiling officer shall examine angvidence dered by b) The comolaint challenai etition shallibéhe physi
the partieswhen reviewing a complaint challenging thefisign- I( ) ¢ mpf i:” f(':l' ﬁl?glngri]i_p h” n s Ib hp ysi
cy of the nomination papers of a candidate for state or loakof C2!P0Ssession of the filing iwder within the time set by the statute

: o ; r other law governing the petition being challengedf oo time
Erl]zzlijsr%?gg: gﬁ?ggﬁg!fgﬁg éc\)/igsetr?ct:)élshmg or rebutting aChaimit is specifically provided by statute or other Jamithin 10

daysafter the day that the petition is filed.

(5) Whereit is alleged that the signer or circulator of a nomi " ) .
nationpaper does not reside in the districtinich the candidate . (3) Theresponse to a challenge to a petition shall be filed with

beingnominated seeks fife, the challenger may attempt to esin the time set by the statute or other law governing that petition
tablish the geographical location of an address indicated orh if N0 time limit is specifically provided by statute or other law
nominationpaper by providing district maps, or by providing aWithin 5 days of the filing of the challenge ttuat petition. After

statemenfrom a postmaster or other publidicil. the deadline foffiling a response to a challenge, the filin§jcr
History: Emen. ct 8-9-74; crRegister November1974, No. 227ef. 12-1-74;  Shalldecide the challenge with or without a hearing.
emeg. r. and recref. 12-16-81; emey. r. and recref’. 6-1-84; crRegister Novem History: Cr. Register January1994, No. 457eff. 2-1-94.
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