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WRTM 
CRAIG A. MUELLER, ESQ. 
Nevada Bar No. 4703 
MUELLER & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
723 S. 7th Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89101 
Telephone: (702) 382-1200 
Facsimile: (702) 637-4817 
Email: electronicservice@craigmuellerlaw.com 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
 
 

DISTRICT COURT 
 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 
 

JIM MARCHANT, as an individual, as a 
Nevada Fourth Congressional District 
Representative, and as a Voter in Clark 
County, Nevada,  

 
                    Plaintiffs, 
 
vs. 

 
JOSEPH P. GLORIA, in his official 
capacity as Registrar of Voters for Clark 
County, Nevada, CLARK COUNTY, a 
political subdivision of the State of Nevada, 
DOES I through X; and ROE 
CORPORATIONS I through X, inclusive,  

 
                    Defendants. 

Case No.:  
 
Dept No.:  
  
 
NOTICE:  PURSUANT TO NRS 295.210(4) 
THIS MATTER MUST BE SET FOR 
HEARING NOT LATER THAN 3 DAYS 
AFTER IT IS FILED 
 
ELECTION RELATED 
 

 
  
 
 

 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS 

 
AND COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

PURSUANT TO NRS 293.465 AND NRS 30.030 
(Immediate Hearing Requested) 

 
1. COMES NOW Petitioners by and through counsel CRAIG A. MUELLER, ESQ., of Mueller 

and Associates, Inc., and petition this Honorable Court for a Writ of Mandamus compelling 

the Clark County Commissioners to Order a new election based on the Registrar of Voter’s 

failure to follow multiple required statutory procedures for conducting an election.  

Specifically, flooding the County with un-trackable ballots and the use of Agilis mail ballot 

Case Number: A-20-824884-W

Electronically Filed
11/16/2020 6:00 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

CASE NO: A-20-824884-W
Department 1
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processing machine with signature recognition software instead of a person as required under 

the Nevada Revised Statutes as amended including AB4 provisions. 

NATURE OF THE ACTION 
 
2. This is an action pursuant to NRS 293.465 for declaratory and injunctive relief pursuant to 

NRS 34.150 through 34.350 for writ of mandate enforcing the ministerial non-discretionary 

duty of the Clark County Commissioners to order a new election pursuant to NRS 293.465.  

The act of the Registrar of Voters sending unsolicited ballots to both active and inactive 

voters list resulted in overflooding precincts with ballots.  This act satisfies the requirements 

or any other cause in the statute and is supported by case law with regards to flooding 

precincts.  The Clark County Commission must order a new election under the statute. 

3. The Nevada State Legislature delayed changes to the voting scheme whereby making it 

impossible for Clark County Registrar of Voter to comply with Federal mandates resulting in 

a decision to send mail in ballots to all active voters and large numbers of what should have 

been inactive voters.  Approximately one-third of votes coming from addresses that were 

returned as undeliverable1 in the 2020 Primary do not reside at the stated addresses.   

4. This results in ballots being sent to voting districts of persons no longer qualified to vote on 

that elector as they do not reside in that voting district.  Persons voting in districts to which 

they have no interest wrongfully floods the precinct with voters that do not qualify to vote for 

those electors. 

5. This resulted in the flooding of precincts with ballots for persons no longer residing in the 

district to which their ballot was printed and specific to certain offices. 

 
1 The Public Interest Legal Foundation’s statistics for Clark County included 1,325934 Total Mail Ballots 
Transmitted, 223,469 being marked as USPS Undeliverable, 42% (93,857) of those coming from the Active list and 
58% (129,612) coming from the Inactive list.  SEE EXHIBIT 2.   
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PARTIES 

6. Petitioner JIM MARCHANT, as an individual, as a Nevada Fourth Congressional District 

Representative, as well as a Voter in Clark County, Nevada a registered voter in Clark 

County, Nevada.  

7. Respondent JOSEPH P. GLORIA is the Registrar of Voters for Clark County, Nevada and is 

therefore responsible for ensuring the integrity of the voter register, change of address 

notifications for ballots returned as undeliverable, and updating voters from active status to 

inactive status if the address is not confirmed from the returned ballots, signature 

verification, separating the voting ballots from the ballot envelopes with accompanying voter 

signatures.   

8. Respondent CLARK COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of Nevada, CLARK 

COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS is a political subdivision of Clark County and a 

county legislative body who is under a mandate to order a new election based on NRS 

293.465. 

NRS 293.465  Loss or destruction of ballots, or other cause, preventing election in precinct or 
district; new election.  If an election is prevented in any precinct or district by reason of the loss or 
destruction of the ballots intended for that precinct, or any other cause, the appropriate election officers in 
that precinct or district shall make an affidavit setting forth that fact and transmit it to the appropriate board 
of county commissioners. Upon receipt of the affidavit and upon the application of any candidate for any 
office to be voted for by the registered voters of that precinct or district, the board of county commissioners 
shall order a new election in that precinct or district.  (Added to NRS by 1960, 268; A 1987, 353; 1999, 
264; 2015, 3158) 

FACTS 

9.   Section 23 of AB4 that amended Chapter 293 of the Nevada Revised Statutes also requires 

the clerk (a person) or employee (a person) as mandatory “shall” check the signature used for 

the mail ballot. 

Sec.  23. 
1.  Except as otherwise provided in NRS 293D.200, for  any  affected  election, when  a 

mail ballot  is  returned by  or  on behalf  of  a  voter  to  the  county  or  city  clerk,  
as  applicable,  and  a record  of  its  return  is  made  in  the  mail  ballot  record  for  
the election,  the  clerk  or  an  employee  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  shall check the 
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signature used for the mail ballot in accordance with the following procedure: 
(a)  The  clerk  or  employee  shall  check  the  signature  used  for the mail  ballot  

against  all  signatures  of  the  voter  available  in  the records of the clerk. 
(b) If  at  least  two  employees  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  believe there  is  a 

reasonable  question  of fact  as  to  whether the  signature used  for  the  mail  ballot  
matches  the  signature  of  the  voter,  the clerk shall contact the voter and ask the 
voter to confirm whether the signature used for the mail ballot belongs to the voter. 
 

10. On March 24, 2020, Nevada Secretary of State Barbara K. Cegavske announced there would 

be an all-mail election for the June 9, 2020 primary election, and that all active registered 

voters in Nevada would be mailed an absentee ballot.  SEE EXHIBIT 1. 

11. On April 22, 2020, a motion or preliminary injunction was filed in the First Judicial District 

Court, Case No. 20 OC 00064 1B, requesting the Court order the defendants2 to mail ballots 

to all registered voters, including inactive voters, and to expand the number of polling 

locations in the June Primary to better reflect the population and geographic size of each 

county.   

12. Clark County Registrar of Voters Joseph P. Gloria submitted a brief and took it upon himself 

to agree to send out mail in ballots to both active and inactive voters for the 2020 Primary 

election in response to a Motion for Preliminary Injunction in Case No. 20 OC 00064 1B.  

Rather than wait for the Courts to direct Mr. Gloria as to the proper avenue regarding the 

mail ballots and for direction as to what voter lists to be used for mailing ballots, Gloria 

offered, and then agreed, to mail to all voters, inactive and inactive, without waiting for 

proper Court determination and legal direction.   

13. On May 5, 2020, the preliminary injunction in Case No. 20 OC 00064 1B was withdrawn as 

“specific, concrete steps are being taken to address Plaintiffs’ concerns as they relate to the 

 
2 The named Defendants in Case No. 20 OC 00064 1B are:  BARBARA CEGAVSKE, in her official capacity as 
Nevada Secretary of State; JOSEPH P. GLORIA, in his official capacity as Registrar of Voters for Clark County, 
Nevada; DEANNA SPIKULA, in her official capacity as Registrar of Voters for Washoe County, Nevada.   
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coming June Primary election”.  One such response of Joe Gloria was that he agreed to mail 

ballots to all active and inactive voters for the upcoming primary election, in violation of the 

current Nevada Revised Statutes. 

14. This resulted in no court findings as to the legality of Joseph Gloria’s illegal decision which 

then resulted in a flooding of the precincts with mail in ballots for the 2020 Primary election 

that included both the active and inactive voter lists.     

15. On July 30, 2020, The Governor of Nevada called a special session of the Legislature whose 

only agenda item was to change the voting process in Nevada.  As a result, AB4 was passed, 

and made retroactive to July 1, 2020.   

16. NRS 293.530 sets forth the authority of a county clerk to correct the countywide voter 

registration list, determine whether residence is accurate and make investigations of 

registration.  Change of address cards were mailed late by Clark County Registrar of Voters 

Joseph P. Gloria to the returned undeliverable ballots from the 2020 Primary election.  Clark 

County Registrar of Voters Joseph P. Gloria failed to allocate sufficient time for postcard 

change of address forms to be mailed, returned and processed within the federally mandated 

timeframe, thus preventing him from moving voters from the active voter list to the inactive 

voter list. 

17. The Public Interest Legal Foundation reported that 305,008 ballots were “Voter returned and 

Accepted” while 223,469 ballots were USPS undeliverable, meaning up to 93,856 voters 

should have been moved from active to inactive status.  They were not.  SEE EXHIBIT 2 

18. On October 20, 20203, the Registrar of Voters took it upon himself to send a letter to 

Secretary of State Barbara Cegavske advising her that due to space limitations “we are 

 
3 Although this is a three page letter with the first page being dated October 20, 2020, Pages 2 and 3 of the letter 
have the date of March 14, 2018 in the heading portion and caption in the letter. 
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processing our mail ballots in two different facilities”, and then identifies one of the locations 

as using “Agilis mail ballot processing”.  SEE EXHIBIT 3.   

19. Secretary of State Barbara Cegavske takes issue with the number of seats for observation and 

says nothing about the Agilis mail ballot processing system, as Clark County Registrar of 

Voters Joseph P. Gloria failed to disclose or indicate in that letter that the Agillis mail ballot 

processing system was being used in conjunction with its software ability for signature 

verification, which is something that is NOT permitted under the Nevada Revised Statutes, 

as amended by AB4 as these require is a person to review the ballot signatures. 

20. The use of the Agilis mail ballot processing system by Clark County Registrar of Voters 

Joseph P. Gloria for signature verification violates the voter election laws.  Furthermore, 

Clark County Registrar of Voters Joseph P. Gloria’s actions compromised the integrity of the 

voting procedures in Nevada and the counting of the ballots cast by the voters. 

21. The voting machine is not in compliance with NRS 293B.063 states:  
 

NRS 293B.063  System to meet or exceed federal standards.  No mechanical voting system may be 
used in this State unless it meets or exceeds the standards for voting systems established by the United States 
Election Assistance Commission.  (Added to NRS by 1993, 2199; A 2003, 2186; 2005, 1438; 2019, 3394) 

 
22. To compound error on top of error, The Clark County Election Department lowered the 

factory settings on its signature verification machine, as reported by Victor Joecks in an 

article titled “County lowers ‘confidence level’ for ballot signatures”, 

https://www.reviewjournal.com/opinion/opinion-columns/victor-joecks/victor-joecks-county-

lowers-confidence-level-for-ballot-signatures-2156478/ SEE EXHIBIT 4.   

23. The futile act of lowering the factory settings makes the signature verification process flawed 

and defective. 

24. The Clark County Registrar of Voters is used a defective signature matching computer system 
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which violates the express requirements of AB4.4 Section 23 of AB4 states that, with 

respect to each mail ballot received, "the clerk or an employee in the office of the clerk 

shall check the signature used for the mail ballot." Although Section 22 generally 

permits "mail ballots to be processed and counted by electronic means," any such 

electronic processing may not "conflict with the provisions of sections 2 to 27, inclusive, 

of this act." Nothing in AB4 permits the use of a machine to check mail ballot signatures 

in lieu of the statutory requirement that this critically important task be conducted by "the 

clerk or an employee in the office of the clerk." Indeed, the Legislature' s specific use of 

the words "or an employee in the office of the clerk" reinforces its statutory mandate that 

all signature verification must be conducted by a human being.5  

25. NRS 293B.104 provides the following for approval of a mechanical voting system: 

NRS 293B.104  Secretary of State not to approve system that does not meet or exceed federal 
standards.  The Secretary of State shall not approve any mechanical voting system which does not meet 
or exceed the standards for voting systems established by the United States Election Assistance 
Commission.  (Added to NRS by 1993, 2198; A 2005, 1438; 2019, 3394) 

26. NRS 293B.105 provides the following for adoption for use at elections of any 

mechanical voting systems: 

NRS 293B.105  General authority.  The board of county commissioners of any county or the city 
council or other governing body of any city may purchase and adopt for use at elections any mechanical 
voting system and mechanical recording device. The system or device may be used at any or all elections 
held in the county or city, for voting, registering and counting votes cast.  (Added to NRS by 1975, 1523; 
A 1985, 1100; 1995, 2787; 2017, 548) 
 

27. Clark County Registrar of Voters Joseph P. Gloria was required to obtain specific approval 

under mechanisms outlined un NRS 293B.104 and NRS 293B.105 for use of any system 

 
4 This machine is only being used in Clark County and a similar device is not being used in any other county in 
this state which appears inconsistent with the Nevada Voters Bill of Rights which assure uniformity in the 
counting of  votes.  See NRS 293.2546(10). 

5 Election officials lack authority to undertake any action contrary to governing statute or regulation. Kelly v. 
Murphy, 79 Nev. 1 (1963). Any such unauthorized conduct is a "futile act," a term of art that means it is thus 
void as a matter of law. Id. at 4. Thus, as AB 4 expressly requires that mail ballot signatures be checked by 
"the clerk or an employee of the clerk," Registrar's use of the Agilis Ballot Packing Sorting System ("Agilis 
System") to check mail ballot signatures has been futile. 
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and that was not given, granted or approved. 

28. Ballot envelopes were scanned by an Agilis mail ballot processing machine in an attempt 

to use artificial intelligence or software to match the signature on the envelope with that 

of the voter using other sources, such as the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV). 

Although the Agilis machine requires signatures scanned at a minimum resolution of 200 

D.P.I., the Registrar is ignoring that minimum as DMV signatures are scanned at less than 

200 D.P.I.  However, signatures obtained by the DMV are scanned at 100 D.P.I.  Clark 

County Registrar of Voters Joseph Gloria ignored that the DMV signatures were below 

the minimum resolution required by the Agilis machine to properly function.   

29.   Nevertheless, the Clark County Registrar of Voters Joseph Gloria has been using the 

Agilis machine to match ballot signatures with DMV signatures, none of which are 

submitted at or above 200 D.P.I.  Vote-by-mail voters in Clark County thus have an 

advantage over voters anywhere else in the state because many thousands of vote-by-

mail ballots are never reviewed by a human being.  

30. All votes under the Nevada Revised Statutes, and as amended by AB4 require a person 

to review all the signatures and ballots, not a machine.  The Clark County vote-by-mail 

process is subject to intolerable error and misconduct that will inevitably dilute lawful 

votes and disenfranchise Nevadans. 

31. Flaws in the signature verification process are readily available as shown by eight of the 

nine ballots signed that were designed not to match signatures on file made it through 

Joseph Gloria’s signature verification system.  

https://www.reviewjournal.com/opinion/opinion-columns/victor-joecks/victor-joecks-

clark-county-election-officials-accepted-my-signature-on-8-ballot-envelopes-2182390/   

SEE EXHIBIT 4.   
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32. Victor Joecks’ article also indicates “This could explain how a ballot ‘signed’ by 

Rosemarie Hartle, who died in 2017, made it through signature verification, as reported 

by 8 News Now.  SEE EXHIBIT 4.   

33. Tucker Carlson also reported in Dead People voting using Mail-In Balots.  

https://www.realclearpolitics.com/video/2020/11/12/tucker_carlson_yes_dead_people_di

d_vote_using_mail-in_ballots.html  SEE EXHIBIT 4. 

34. This is not the only dead person that voted.  See I-Team:  County received mail-in ballot 

from Nevada woman who died in 2017; state investigating 2 allegations, 

http://sunrise.8newsnow.com/news/2569052-i-team-county-received-mail-ballot-nevada-

woman-who-died-2017-state-investigating-2-allegations SEE EXHIBIT 4. 

35. Observers to the Clark County mail ballot processing facility on 965 Trade Drive in 

North Las Vegas also related their observance of the issues with the Agilis machine and 

its mechanical issues.  Robert Thomas, III., was one such observer.  Thomas stated that 

if the machine rejected the ballot, it was placed back in the same envelope in which it 

was received.  The result of this action is the board member reviewing the ballot knows 

the identity of the voter who cast the ballot and can now observe or even record how that 

individual voted.  This process is concerning because it does not ensure ballot secrecy 

and if the staff member reviewing the ballots does not agree with how the individual 

voted, this knowledge may become an incentive for the staff member to invalidate the 

ballot, risking voter disenfranchisement.  See Declaration of Robert Thomas, III., dated 

October 22, 2020, SEE EXHIBIT 5.   

36. Additionally, the tabulation and ballot counting process is called into question as to the 

procedures concerning ballot secrecy when it comes to verifying the rejected ballots.  

Specifically, if the staff member reviewing the ballots does not agree with how the 
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individual voted, this knowledge may become an incentive for the staff member to 

invalidate the ballot, risking voter disenfranchisement.  See Declaration of Fred Kraus 

dated October 23, 2020, EXHIBIT 6. 

37. Kanoa Ikeda-Flynn was a Counting Board Member who counted approximately 14,000 

ballots and personally witnessed disregard of signature verification as well as other 

irregularities.  Kanoa Ikeda-Flynn observed a significant number of signatures on the mail in 

ballots that did not match the name and that should have been reviewed, but was told to push 

the envelope through without verification anyway.  Kanoa Ikeda-Flynn stopped working on 

November 6, 2020 due to the concerns of how the votes were being counted.  See Affidavit 

of Kanoa Ikeda-Flynn dated November 7, 2020, EXHIBIT 7.   

38.  Furthermore, the mailing of up to 93,8576 ballots to addresses of voters that should have 

been on the inactive voter list led to questionable votes being cast in the 2020 General 

election.   An example, in Senate District 6, there were 57 ballots returned as undeliverable in 

the Primary.  Contrary to election laws, mail ballots were mailed to these same addresses in 

the General and these mail ballots were returned. SEE EXHIBIT 8. 

39. Senate District 6 lies within Nevada Fourth Congressional District. 

40. Nineteen voters have been identified as voted BOTH by Mail AND by Early Vote in Senate 

District 6.  SEE EXHIBIT 9.  The examination of this single district goes to the heart of the 

voter fraud that exists in this election county wide due to the policies and procedure in place 

by Clark County Registrar of Voters Joseph P. Gloria for processing the ballots.  In fact, 

there were 34 voters who voted BOTH by Mail AND by Early Vote in Commission District 

C.  SEE EXHIBIT 10.  There were at least 225 voters who voted BOTH by Mail AND by 

 
6 Undeliverable Active Voters account for 42% of 223,469 of the USPS Undeliverable.  SEE EXHIBIT 2. 
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Early Vote countywide.  SEE EXHIBIT 11. 

41. As further proof of the voter fraud and irregularities that exist in this election is the fact that 

people at the addresses on the ballots never received ballots addressed for the prior registered 

voter.  A canvass of those 57 addresses identified in Senate District 6 resulted in 

confirmation that over one-third of the ballot addresses no longer lived at those addresses.  

Some had moved to California, one couple had even moved to China.  Over one-third of the 

subject voters did not live at those addresses and they did not receive their mail in ballot.  See 

Declarations attached as EXHIBIT 12.  This begs the questions, and the facts remain 

unknown: (1) Where did these ballots go and (2) How did these voters vote by mail if they 

are not at these addresses/residences? 

42. Approximately one-third of the 57 residents interviewed either did not receive ballots that 

were claimed to have been mailed, and if they did, they were not for people that live at that 

address.  The remaining were not reachable in such a short time so the percentage may even 

be higher.  This begs another question:   How can people vote using their mail in ballots, 

when the person on the receiving end acknowledges the ballots were not received and the 

person to whom a ballot was addressed does not live at that address?  The proof of potential 

voter fraud due to the irregularity of the voter process is overwhelming.  The glaring scenario 

no one wants to think is the obvious:  those undeliverable addresses from the Primary were 

mailed ballots somehow or somewhere those ballots were processed and counted as voted 

through the “new” ballot processing procedure which is compounded by the lack of a proper 

signature verification process as demonstrated by the Declarations concerning the Agilis 

issues and the signatory observer’s observations of the process. 

43. Senate District 6 is a subset of Commission District C and lies directly within the boundaries 

within County Commission District C.  If there is an issue within County Commission 
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District C, it affects Senate District 6, and both affect the Nevada Fourth Congressional 

District. 

44. The problem is also clear when it comes to Commission C.  On top of the 34 voters who 

voted BOTH by Mail AND by Early Vote in Commission District C (SEE EXHIBIT 10), 

there were also voters who were identified on the log as having resided at that address that 

did not.  SEE EXHIBIT 13.   

45. Commission District C lies within Nevada Fourth Congressional District. 

46. A result of the actions of Registrar of Voters Joseph Gloria, ballots mailed to the Active List 

in the General 2020 election included those that were returned in the Primary election as 

undeliverable and should have been moved to inactive status in Commission District C.   

47. A similar canvass of persons residing at the addresses in Commission District C shows 

similar results as to the Senate District 6 results.  Persons who live at those addresses did not 

receive ballots mailed to the voter in question.  See Declarations attached as EXHIBIT 14.   

48. With the number of votes in the Commission District C race being decided and is within 10 

votes, the extra 34 votes that were cast twice by voters using both the mail in and early 

voting methods cannot be counted.  This invalidates 68 votes, and due to ballot secrecy, a 

new election in the Commission District C is required.   

49. The flooding of ballots that should not have been mailed coupled with the Agilis mail ballot 

processing machine being utilized for signature verification that is not permitted calls the 

integrity of the election and the results into question.   

50. This flooding of ballots and Jospeh Gloria’s improper identification of voters from active to 

inactive voting list and the use of an unauthorized machine for signature verifications 

resulted in the voting irregularities throughout the entire county.  

51. The inbound Ballot Process created as a part of the Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security 
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Agency (CISA) Elections Infrastructure Government Coordinating Council and Sector 

Coordinating Council’s Joint COVID Working Group requires Clark County Registrar of 

Voters Joseph P. Gloria is required to store the ballots, ballot envelopes and miscellaneous 

contents that arrive, such as the secrecy sleeves.  Nothing should be thrown away until after 

the period to challenge the election is passed.  SEE EXHIBIT 15.  Therefore these ballots 

and the ballot envelopes with signatures are available.   

52. A review of the ballot envelopes and person (human) review of the ballot signature 

verification is warranted as a result of the illegal use of the Agillis mail ballot processing 

machine for signature verification. 

53.   A recount of ballots and inspection of all ballot materials and signature verification on the 

ballot envelopes is impossible as the signatures on the envelopes have been separated from 

the ballot, as demonstrated in the attached affidavits, thus compromising the entire election 

process.  A recount is not an available option under NRS 293.465. 

54. A Petition for Revote was made at the Board of County Commissioners on November 16, 

2020 for Nevada Fourth Congressional District and was denied.   

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 
Count One:  Petition for Writ of Mandamus 

55. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations of the preceding paragraphs as though fully 

set forth herein. 

56. Respondents have a plain, constitutionally mandated and ministerial duty to order a new 

election. 

57. The Nevada Revised Statutes presently and amended by AB4 require a person to review 

ballots and signatures. 

58. The use of the Agilis machine violates the Nevada Revised Statutes as amended or including 

AB4 provisions.   
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59. The procedures in place by Clark County Registrar of Voters Joseph P. Gloria have 

destroyed the integrity of the ballots to the matching envelope with signature that can be 

verified.  A recount was made impossible by the acts and procedures of Joseph Gloria.  The 

ballots and envelopes, having been separated, are essentially destroyed as they can not be 

rematched up with any degree of certainty to ensure a fair and impartial election.   

60. The loss of these ballots constitute malfeasance or at a minimum a declaration or 

demarcation of those ballots being declared lost or destroyed for the purposes of being able 

to now be verified by a person as required under the Nevada Revised Statutes amended or 

including AB4 provisions relating to same.   

Count Two:  Declaratory and Injunctive Relief 
61. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the allegations of the preceding paragraphs as though fully 

set forth herein. 

62. NRS 30.030 et seq. grants this Court the power to issue a writ and states that  “Courts of 

record within their respective jurisdictions shall have power to declare rights, status and other 

legal relations whether or not further relief is or could be claimed. No action or proceeding 

shall be open to objection on the ground that a declaratory judgment or decree is prayed for. 

The declaration may be either affirmative or negative in form and effect; and such 

declarations shall have the force and effect of a final judgment or decree.” 

63. NRS 30.040 permits any person whose rights are affected by a statute “may have determined 

any question of construction or validity arising under the instrument, statute, ordinance, 

contract or franchise and obtain a declaration of rights, status or other legal relations 

thereunder.” 

64. On Monday, November 16, 2020, the Clark County Commissioners were scheduled to 

canvass the return.  Plaintiff petitioned the Board of County Commissioners for a revote 
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based on voter irregularities, as testified to by Clark County Registrar of Voters Joseph P. 

Gloria.  That request was denied by the Board of County Commissioners. 

65. As a result of discrepancies and irregularities in the election process and processing of the 

mail ballots, the Board of County Commissioners did not certify County Commission 

District C, but did certify Senate District 6 and Nevada Fourth Congressional District.  

Senate District 6 is a subset of Commission District C and lies directly within the boundaries 

within County Commission District C, and both lie within Nevada Fourth Congressional 

District. 

66. The discrepancies in the election process presented to the Clark County Commissioners by 

Registrar of Voters Joseph P. Gloria were different discrepancies (or irregularities) and 

additional than those identified by Plaintiffs.  This did not include the irregularities that were 

based on ballots that were run through an electronic signature machine and not verified by a 

person as required under the Nevada Revised Statutes amended or including AB4 provisions. 

67. This Court should issue an order declaring the Agilis mail ballot processing machine and its 

software for signature verification is not permitted use for comparison of signatures on 

ballots based on the plain language of the Nevada Revised Statutes amended or including 

AB4 provisions. 

68. This Court should issue an order declaring those signatures as read or verified by the Agilis 

mail ballot processing machine and its software for signature verification as invalid, and 

require a person to perform signature verification of those votes as required in the Nevada 

Revised Statutes as amended or including AB4 provisions. 

69. This Court should issue an order requiring Clark County Registrar of Voters Joseph P. Gloria 

to provide a list of all voters with their addresses whose signatures were verified by the 

Agilis mail ballot processing machine and its software for signature verification and a list of 
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all voters with their addresses whose signatures were submitted but rejected by the Agilis 

mail ballot processing machine and its software for signature verification. 

70. As the Clark County Registrar of Voters Joseph P. Gloria has separated the ballots from the 

envelopes to be fed into and or read by the Agilis mail ballot processing machine and its 

software for signature verification, this Court must otherwise declare those ballots as lost or 

destroyed. 

71. This Court should mandate the Clark County Commissioners to order a new election as 

mandated under NRS 293.465. 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner pray; 

1.  That this Honorable Court hear the matter immediately; 

2. That this Honorable Court issue a peremptory writ of mandate compelling the Board of 

County Commissioners to order a revote in all of Clark County based on the voter 

irregularities identified above, or in the alternative, issue a peremptory writ of mandate 

compelling the Board of County Commissioners to order a revote in Nevada Fourth 

Congressional District as it contains Commission District C. 

3. That this Honorable Court declare the use of the Agilis mail ballot processing machine 

and its software for signature verification violates the provisions of the Nevada Revised 

Statutes as amended or including AB4 provisions, order the lists of Agilis mail processed 

ballots that were accepted and those that were rejected; 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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