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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for your invitation to testify 

on a matter of critical importance to all Americans:  reauthorization of the temporary provisions 

of the Voting Rights Act that will expire in August 2007.  My comments will focus on Section 

203 of the Act.  The language assistance provisions of the Voting Rights Act received strong 

bipartisan support each time Congress previously considered them in 1975, 1982, and 1992.  As 

Senator Orrin Hatch observed during the 1992 hearings, “[t]he right to vote is one of the most 

fundamental of human rights.  Unless government assures access to the ballot box, citizenship is 

just an empty promise.  Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act, containing bilingual election 

requirements, is an integral part of our government’s assurance that Americans do have such 

access.”1  Senator Hatch’s observation is equally true today, as Members of both Parties and this 

Subcommittee have recognized by addressing the continuing need for Section 203 nearly two 

years before it expires. 

 

I am an attorney in private practice in Phoenix, Arizona and an Adjunct Professor at the 

Barrett Honors College at Arizona State University.  I hold a Doctor of the Science of Laws (or 

S.J.D.) degree from the University of Pennsylvania.  I previously worked as a senior trial 

attorney in the Justice Department’s Voting Section, in which a substantial amount of my work 



 2 
 

focused on Section 203 enforcement.  I also have a forthcoming article on Section 203 that will 

be provided to Members of the Subcommittee.  I have teamed with Dr. Rodolfo Espino, a 

Professor in ASU’s Department of Political Science who holds a Ph.D. in Political Science from 

the University of Wisconsin-Madison, to co-direct a nationwide study of minority language 

assistance practices in public elections.  Our research team includes ten extraordinary students in 

the Barrett Honors College, who have labored countless hours over the last eighteen months to 

produce the information I will discuss today.2  Our report will be released by the end of this year.   

    

Before discussing our study, I will outline the scope and requirements of the language 

assistance provisions of the Voting Rights Act to place our findings into context.  The provisions 

apply to four language groups:  Alaskan Natives; American Indians; persons of Spanish 

Heritage; and Asian Americans.3  Each of these language groups includes several distinct 

languages and dialects.4   

 

Jurisdictions are selected for coverage through two separate triggering formulas.  Under 

Section 4(f)(4) of the Act, a jurisdiction is covered if three criteria are met as of November 1, 

1972: (1) over five percent of voting age citizens were members of a single language group; (2) 

the jurisdiction used English-only election materials; and (3) less than fifty percent of voting age 

citizens were registered to vote or fewer than fifty percent voted in the 1972 Presidential 

election.5  This trigger covers jurisdictions that have experienced “more serious problems” of 

voting discrimination against language minority citizens.6   
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 Jurisdictions covered under Section 4(f)(4) must provide assistance in the language 

triggering coverage and are subject to the Act’s special provisions, including Section 5 

preclearance, Section 6 federal examiner coverage, and Section 8 federal observer coverage.  

Section 4(f)(4) coverage applies in three states (Alaska for Alaskan Natives, and Arizona and 

Texas for Spanish Heritage) and nineteen counties or townships in six additional states.7  

  

Under Section 203 of the Act, a jurisdiction is covered if the Director of the Census 

determines that two criteria are met.  First, the limited-English proficient citizens of voting age in 

a single language group:  (a) number more than 10,000; (b) comprise more than five percent of 

all citizens of voting age; or (c) comprise more than five percent of all American Indians of a 

single language group residing on an Indian reservation.  Second, the illiteracy rate of the 

language minority citizens must exceed the national illiteracy rate.8  A person is “limited-English 

proficient” (or LEP) if he or she speaks English “less than very well” and would need assistance 

to participate in the political process effectively.9   

 

Jurisdictions that are covered under Section 203 of the Act must provide written materials 

and assistance in the covered language.  Generally, written materials do not have to be provided 

for historically unwritten Alaskan Native or American Indian languages.10  After the most recent 

Census Department determinations on July 26, 2002, five states are covered in their entirety 

(Alaska for Alaskan Natives, and Arizona, California, New Mexico, and Texas for Spanish 

Heritage) and twenty-six states are partially covered in a total of twenty-nine languages.11  

Language assistance must be provided under either Section 4(f)(4) or Section 203 in 505 
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jurisdictions, which includes all counties or parishes, and those townships or boroughs 

specifically identified for coverage.12 

 

There have been few studies examining how jurisdictions have actually implemented the 

Congressional mandate to provide language assistance in public elections.  The General 

Accounting Office conducted studies in 1984 and 1997 to determine the costs associated with 

language materials and assistance under Section 203.  The 1984 GAO study obtained 

information from 318 political subdivisions and nineteen state governments.13 The 1997 study 

reported data from 292 covered jurisdictions in 26 states.14   Both studies were limited somewhat 

by the inability of many responding jurisdictions to provide the costs of bilingual voting 

assistance.  Our study encountered similar problems.15  Nevertheless, for those jurisdictions that 

reported complete expense data, the costs of compliance generally comprise only a small fraction 

of total election expenses.  Congress relied upon the 1984 GAO report to extend Section 203 in 

1992.  

 

The purpose of our study is to update the cost data collected by the two GAO studies and 

to determine the practices of public elections officials in providing oral and written language 

assistance.  Our survey assesses the availability and quality of assistance in several different 

areas:  the use of bilingual coordinators who act as liaisons between the election office and the 

covered language groups; recruitment and training of election day poll workers; telephonic 

assistance; oral language assistance at every stage of the election process; written language 

materials provided to limited-English proficient voters; outreach and publicity; and the ability of 

voters to receive assistance from the person of their choice.  The survey concludes by asking 
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about the respondent’s views of reauthorization and the federal government’s role in providing 

language assistance, and an open-ended question about the jurisdiction’s experiences under 

Section 203.16   

 

A total of 810 jurisdictions in thirty-three states were surveyed.  The surveyed 

jurisdictions include: all jurisdictions specifically identified by the Census Department under 

either Section 4(f)(4) or Section 203; all counties in the five states that are covered; all cities in 

covered jurisdictions that the 2000 Census reports as having 50,000 or more people; a handful of 

jurisdictions that no longer are covered as a result of the 2002 Census determinations; and the 

chief elections officer in each of the surveyed states.  Jurisdictions were guaranteed anonymity to 

increase the likelihood that they would complete the survey.  Over half of all surveyed 

jurisdictions responded.  Complete responses were received from 361 jurisdictions in thirty-one 

states, making this the most comprehensive study of its kind ever conducted.17  The actual 

number of responses varies because some questions did not apply to all respondents and some 

respondents chose not to answer certain questions.     

 

Some critics have opposed Section 203 because they believe it imposes high costs on 

local election officials.  Their fears have not materialized.  The costs of compliance are modest if 

there are any costs at all.  Of the 154 jurisdictions reporting oral language assistance expenses, 

59.1 percent (91 jurisdictions) incur no extra costs.18  Similarly, of the 144 jurisdictions reporting 

written language material expenses, 54.2 percent (78 jurisdictions) do not incur any additional 

costs.19  Of the 158 jurisdictions reporting complete election expenses, 39.5 percent (60 

jurisdictions) do not incur any added costs for either oral or written language assistance.20  Other 
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jurisdictions provided narrative responses indicating no additional expenses for the following:  

twenty-three for oral language assistance; thirteen for written language materials; and six for 

both.   

 

Respondents attribute the lack of additional costs to several factors.  Many report hiring 

bilingual poll workers who are paid the same wages as other poll workers.  Jurisdictions with 

Alaskan Native and American Indian voters report that bilingual materials are not provided 

because the covered languages are unwritten.  Several jurisdictions providing bilingual written 

materials use election officials or community volunteers to translate materials, resulting in no 

additional costs.  In many cases, printing costs do not increase as a result of having bilingual 

written materials.  A number of jurisdictions in New Mexico and Texas report that state laws 

have language assistance requirements similar to Section 203, resulting in no additional cost for 

federal compliance. 

 

Of the 154 jurisdictions reporting complete data for oral language assistance, the average 

cost is 4.9 percent of all election expenses.  However, the top ten percent of respondents (16 

jurisdictions) skew this result by reporting average costs of 34 percent.  By contrast, the 

remaining 138 jurisdictions report average costs of only 1.5 percent.21  Two factors contribute to 

the disparate results.  Some of the sixteen jurisdictions attribute all of their election expenses, 

including costs for hiring permanent staff and Election Day poll workers who have to be hired 

regardless of Section 203, to oral language assistance.  Furthermore, these sixteen jurisdictions 

are less populated, with an average total population of 40,262 compared to an average total 

population of 170,439 in the remaining jurisdictions.  When these factors are taken into 
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consideration, our study reveals oral language costs close to the average of 2.9 percent originally 

reported by the GAO in 1984.22  The average cost of oral language assistance remains 

approximately the same, regardless of the percentage of voters who need language assistance.23 

 

A similar pattern emerges for the cost of written language materials.  Of the 144 

jurisdictions reporting complete data for written materials, the average cost is 8.1 percent.  

Again, the top ten percent of all respondents skewed the results, with fifteen jurisdictions 

reporting average written costs of 51.8 percent.  The remaining 129 jurisdictions report average 

written costs of only 3.0 percent.24  These disparate results occur for the same reasons as those 

reported for oral language assistance.  The fifteen outlying jurisdictions have an average total 

population of 35,664 compared to an average total population of 180,529 for the other 129 

jurisdictions.  All of the outliers also attribute most – and in a few cases all – of their total written 

costs to bilingual election materials.  When these factors are taken into consideration, the average 

cost of providing written language materials is substantially below the 7.6 percent reported by 

the GAO in 1984.25   

 

Even where some costs are incurred, most jurisdictions report that they are negligible 

because they target language assistance to only those areas that require it.  During the 1992 

hearings, Congress described effective targeting as whether “it is designed and implemented in a 

manner that ensures that all members of the language minority who need assistance, receive 

assistance.”26  Some jurisdictions have heeded these instructions to minimize their costs. 
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Many covered jurisdictions report election practices that fall short of complying with the 

Voting Rights Act.  Of the jurisdictions responding to the survey, 80.6 percent (287 jurisdictions) 

report providing some type of language assistance to voters:  60.4 percent (215 jurisdictions) 

report providing both oral and written language assistance, 14 percent (50 jurisdictions) report 

only providing written language materials, and 6.2 percent (22 jurisdictions) report only 

providing oral language assistance.27   

 

The 215 jurisdictions that report providing both oral and written language assistance 

include:  211 jurisdictions covered for Spanish Heritage, with an average Hispanic voting age 

population of 29.0 percent, of whom 39.0 percent are limited-English proficient; 16 jurisdictions 

covered for Asian-American languages, with an average voting age population of 13.8 percent, 

of whom 43.3 percent are limited-English proficient;  and 26 jurisdictions covered for Alaskan 

Native or American Indian languages, with an average voting age population of 12.4 percent, of 

whom 20.5 percent are limited-English proficient.28 

 

Jurisdictions providing language assistance are more likely to be covered under Section 

4(f)(4) or 203 in their own right than those that do not, which tend to be covered sub-

jurisdictions such as counties or cities.  There is no relationship between the jurisdiction’s total 

population and whether that jurisdiction provides assistance.     

 

The 50 jurisdictions that report providing only bilingual written materials29 generally 

have large numbers of limited-English proficient voters in one or more of the covered languages.  

This group includes 47 Spanish Heritage covered jurisdictions, which have an average Hispanic 
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voting age population of 18.3 percent, of whom 45.4 percent are limited-English proficient.  The 

13 jurisdictions covered for Asian-American languages that provide only bilingual materials 

have higher percentages of Asian voting age population and LEP voters than the 16 Asian-

American covered jurisdictions providing both oral and written language assistance.  According 

to the 2000 Census, these 13 jurisdictions have an average Asian voting age population of 17.0 

percent, of whom 44.6 percent are limited-English proficient.  The average percentages of both 

Spanish Heritage and Asian-American voting age citizens in all 50 jurisdictions are high enough 

to require full compliance with Section 203.30  Moreover, the absence of bilingual oral language 

assistance in these jurisdictions can be a significant deterrent to LEP voters seeking to participate 

in elections. 

 

Of the 22 jurisdictions that report providing only oral language assistance, over two-

thirds (15 jurisdictions) are covered for Alaskan Native and/or American Indian languages, 

which generally do not require written materials.  These 15 jurisdictions have an average 

American Indian voting age population of 27.7 percent, of whom 15.0 percent are limited-

English proficient.   Only one out of the 63 respondents covered for Alaskan Native or American 

Indian languages (1.6 percent) report receiving voter requests for bilingual election materials.  

Jurisdictions providing only oral language assistance also include:  9 jurisdictions covered for 

Spanish Heritage, with an average Hispanic voting age population of 23.5 percent, of whom 37.2 

percent are limited-English proficient; and 1 Asian-American covered jurisdiction, with an Asian 

voting age population of 7.6 percent, of whom 48.5 percent are limited-English proficient.31   
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Sixty-nine responding jurisdictions (19.4 percent) do not report providing language 

assistance of any kind.  Every covered language group is affected by the lack of assistance in 

these 69 jurisdictions: 41 are covered for Spanish Heritage, with an average Hispanic voting age 

population of 18.8 percent, of whom 39.4 percent are limited-English proficient; 19 are covered 

for Alaskan Native or American Indian languages, with an average Alaskan Native or American 

Indian voting age population of 17.4 percent, of whom 6.0 percent are limited-English proficient; 

and 7 are covered for Asian-American languages, with an average Asian voting age population 

of 13.8 percent, of whom 40.7 percent are limited-English proficient.32 

 

The failure of many jurisdictions to provide language assistance in the covered languages 

is attributable to the misperception of election officials about the need for assistance.  The 271 

respondents estimate that an average of 5.5 percent of their jurisdiction’s voters requires oral 

language assistance in the covered language.  However, according to the 2000 Census, the 

average number of limited-English proficient persons of voting age in these jurisdictions is 

actually double that number, or 10.9 percent.  This divergence between perception and reality is 

the same regardless of how much language assistance the jurisdiction provides, if any.33   

 

Less than half of the 326 respondents report providing assistance for telephone inquiries 

from voters in all of the covered languages:  39.0 percent (127 jurisdictions) provide assistance 

in all covered languages; 26.4 percent (86 jurisdictions) in some covered languages; and 34.7 

percent (113 jurisdictions) in none of the covered languages.34  Jurisdictions with a higher 

percentage of limited-English proficient voters are more likely to provide telephone assistance in 

the covered languages.  They incur minimal costs for doing so.  Of the 116 jurisdictions 
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providing telephonic language assistance that reported their costs, the average cost is only .6 

percent of total election expenses.35  Seventy-four percent (86 jurisdictions) report incurring no 

costs at all.  Many jurisdictions report that their low costs are attributed to their use of full-time 

election workers or volunteers who are fluent in the covered languages. 

 

Significantly, 57.1 percent (192 jurisdictions) of the 336 responding jurisdictions report 

that they do not have at least one full-time worker fluent in the covered language.36  There is a 

strong positive relationship between the percentage of limited-English proficient voters and 

whether they employ bilingual full-time workers in the covered languages.   

 

Even fewer jurisdictions report that they use bilingual coordinators.  Bilingual 

coordinators act as a liaison between election officials and language minority groups, and are 

routinely required in consent decrees and judicial remedies for Section 203 violations.  However, 

of the 338 responding jurisdictions, only 38.2 percent (129 jurisdictions) report having a 

bilingual coordinator who speaks a covered language.37 

 

Department of Justice regulations require that covered jurisdictions have “direct contact 

with language minority group organizations” to ensure language assistance programs are 

effective.38  However, most covered jurisdictions do not do so.  Of the 322 responding 

jurisdictions, only 37.3 percent (120 jurisdictions) report that they consult with community 

organizations or individuals from the covered language groups about providing election 

assistance in those languages.39 
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Similarly, even where jurisdictions provide bilingual materials, many acknowledge not 

doing so for all election materials.  Our study creates an index of eighteen types of written 

materials commonly used in elections.  Of 284 respondents, two-thirds (189 jurisdictions) report 

that they translate more than half of all election materials.40  The jurisdiction’s population has no 

relationship to whether bilingual materials are provided.  Several jurisdictions separately 

acknowledge not translating election materials they are required to provide in the covered 

language, including candidate qualifying forms, election results, voter instructions, and even 

ballots.  Some report that they will do so in the future.  Other jurisdictions report they will not 

provide bilingual materials because of cost, the failure of vendors to offer translation services, 

technological issues, or the use of bilingual poll workers to translate materials for voters. 

  

Most covered jurisdictions acknowledge that they do not provide oral language assistance 

at all stages of the election process.  Our study creates an index of fourteen types of common 

election activities.  Of the 328 respondents, only 32.9 percent (108 jurisdictions) report that they 

provide language assistance for more than half of all election activities.41  Jurisdictions that 

translate more than half of all election materials are more likely to provide oral language 

assistance for election activities than those translating less than half of all election materials.  The 

absence of oral language assistance is inconsistent with federal guidelines, which provide that 

Section 203 “should be broadly construed to apply to all stages of the electoral process, from 

voter registration through activities related to conducting elections, including for example the 

issuance … of notifications, announcements, or other informational materials concerning the 

opportunity to register … the time, places and subject matters of elections, and the absentee 

voting process.”42 
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Where oral language assistance is provided, it is impaired by the failure of most 

jurisdictions to ensure that bilingual election workers actually are fluent in the covered 

languages.  Nearly two-thirds (210 jurisdictions) of the 324 responding jurisdictions do not 

require any confirmation of the language abilities of part-time poll workers.43   

 

Responding jurisdictions generally provide regular training for poll workers.  However, 

two-thirds of the 328 respondents (217 jurisdictions) reported that their poll worker training does 

not include information on the languages covered in the jurisdiction.  This number may be due to 

the lack of information included about language assistance in instructional videos, which are 

used by 63.8 percent (208 jurisdictions) of all respondents.44 

 

Poll worker training on voter assistance does not necessarily include accurate training on 

federal requirements.  Section 208 of the Act, which applies nationwide, provides that “[a]ny 

voter who requires assistance to vote by reason of blindness, disability, or inability to read or 

write may be given assistance by a person of the voter’s choice,” except for the voter’s employer 

or union representative.  Only 10.3 percent (27 jurisdictions) of the 263 respondents reported 

voter assistance practices that are at least as protective as Section 208:  1.9 percent (five 

jurisdictions) correctly stated the federal standard; and 8.4 percent (22 jurisdictions) permit 

voters to receive assistance from their person of choice, even if it falls into one of the two 

exceptions in Section 208.  These voter assistance practices often are the result of jurisdictions 

complying with state laws that are more restrictive than Section 208 allows. 
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Responding jurisdictions are candid in reporting their election practices.  Their responses 

highlight the many challenges they face in removing language barriers in elections to voters.  

Some jurisdictions have done a commendable job in responding to these challenges.  

Nevertheless, other jurisdictions still have a long way to go.     

 

Only twelve jurisdictions express opinions that elections should be conducted entirely in 

English.  For example, one respondent notes, “I do not think that it is our responsibility to 

provide different languages. I think everything should be in English only! That is their 

responsibility (voter). Go to Mexico or other countries you have to learn their language. You 

come here and we have to learn theirs….”45 A few others criticize enforcement efforts by the 

Department of Justice.46 

 

However, a majority of jurisdictions reject these views.  One respondent describes 

language assistance as “common sense.”47 Others emphasize its “inclusivity”48 and tendency to 

make “voters feel comfortable coming to the polls knowing there is help there if needed.”49  One 

jurisdiction observes that “language assistance is extremely important in ensuring the integrity of 

the U.S. Election process” and the legitimacy of government outcomes.50 Another respondent 

explains, “for the longest time I thought that if you live in the USA, you should learn English. It 

is very difficult to help someone who doesn’t speak the language. My husband hunts in Mexico 

and the few times I went with him I felt helpless because I didn't understand Spanish. It is very 

overwhelming when you need assistance and can't get it because of the language barrier.”51 

These concerns cause some jurisdictions to suggest that Congress should “broaden the 

requirements.”52    
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Many jurisdictions specifically commend the Justice Department’s enforcement efforts.  

Some ask the federal government to “[h]elp us come up with the means of getting rid of the ‘this 

is America, English only’ attitude of many people out there, both voters and election board 

workers.”53 Others request that the Department do even more to “enforce existing rules.”54 One 

jurisdiction requests that voter assistance requirements also “should be enhanced to let citizens 

with limited English skills to bring friend or family to help or they should be encouraged to vote 

absentee.”55 As another respondent observes, “the federal government has done a lot to provide 

minority language assistance.”56  Much remains to be done.  

 

 Our study’s findings highlight the continuing need for language assistance.  State and 

local election officials agree.  An overwhelming majority of the 254 responding jurisdictions, 

71.3 percent (181 jurisdictions) think that the federal language assistance provisions should 

remain in effect for public elections.57  For these reasons, I recommend in the strongest terms 

that the temporary provisions of the Voting Rights Act, including Sections 4, 6, 8, and 203, be 

reauthorized.  Thank you very much for your attention.  I will welcome the opportunity to 

answer any questions you may have. 
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Figure C-1. 
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Figure C-1 depicts the six states that are covered, either in whole or in part, by 

Section 4(f)(4) of the Voting Rights Act.  The map graph also identifies the covered 

languages and political subdivisions covered in each state. 
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Figure C-2. 
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Figure C-2 depicts the 31 states that are covered, either in whole or in part, by 

Section 203 of the Voting Rights Act.  The map graph includes all of those jurisdictions 

covered by Section 4(f)(4) of the Act, which triggers coverage under Section 203.  The 

graph also depicts the number of counties/parishes covered in each state, as well as 

municipalities or townships specifically covered for language assistance. 
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Figure D-1. 
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Figure D-1 depicts the states and covered political subdivisions that responded to 

the survey.  Of the thirty-three states receiving the survey, thirty-one responded (93.9%).  

Two states with a single covered county or parish, Louisiana and Pennsylvania, did not 

respond.  The number of responding jurisdictions is provided for each state.   

 

Complete survey responses were received from 361 jurisdictions in 31 states.  A 

response was considered “complete” if the responding jurisdiction answered at least half 

of all of the survey questions.  Additional responses were received from approximately 
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50 additional jurisdictions, which did not complete the survey because they reported that 

their elections were handled by other surveyed jurisdictions. 

 

Seventy-two percent of all responding jurisdictions are counties, twenty-six 

percent are cities or boroughs, and two percent are states.  Responding jurisdictions 

ranged from a low population of 67 people to a high of over eight million people, with a 

mean population of 33,627 people.  Among the respondents, 57.9 percent (N = 209) are 

required to make Section 5 submissions because of coverage under Section 4(f)(4) and 

Section 4(b) of the Voting Rights Act. 

 
 
Figure D-2.  
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Source:  2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections and 28 C.F.R. 
Part 55, Appendix (summarizing coverage determinations). 
 
Figure D-2 depicts the languages covered in the responding jurisdictions.  Among 

the respondents, 85.9 percent are covered for Spanish, 14.7 percent for American Indian 

languages, 10.8 percent for Asian languages, and 3.0 percent for Alaskan Native 
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languages.  Respondents include jurisdictions covered by 26 out of the 29 languages 

(89.7%) identified for coverage in the July 2002 Census determinations. 

   
  Figure D-3. 
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  Source:  2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections and 28 C.F.R.  
  Part 55, Appendix (summarizing coverage determinations). 
 
   
Figure D-3 depicts the number of responding jurisdictions covered by Section 203 

of the Voting Rights Act for the identified Asian languages.  Several of the responding 

jurisdictions, particularly those in California, are covered for multiple Asian languages. 
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Figure D-4. 
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Figure D-4 depicts the number of responding jurisdictions covered by Section 203 

of the Voting Rights Act for the identified American Indian languages.  The respondents 

are covered for fifteen of the eighteen American Indian language groups (83%).  No 

responses were received from jurisdictions covered for the Chicasaw, Paiute, and Yacqui 

languages.  Some responding jurisdictions in Alaska, Arizona, Nevada, and New Mexico 

are covered by more than one American Indian language.  
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     Figure D-5. 
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      Appendix (summarizing coverage determinations). 

 
Figure D-5 depicts the number of responding jurisdictions covered by Section 203 

of the Voting Rights Act for the identified Alaskan Native languages.  At least one 

response was received for each of the five Alaskan Native languages.  All jurisdictions in 

the State of Alaska are covered for the Alaskan Native languages.  
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Figure D-6.   
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Figure D-6 depicts the number of languages covered in the responding 

jurisdictions.  Responding jurisdictions were covered by an average of 1.4 languages, 

with the mean jurisdiction covered by one language.   
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Cost Data 
 

Figure E-1. 
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Figure E-2.  Respondents Incurring Costs for Oral Language Assistance. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question G-2a. 
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Figure E-3.  
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question G-2a and 2000 
Census, Summary Tape File 1. 
 
 

 Figure E-3 shows that the average cost of providing oral language (the gray line) 

remains approximately the same regardless of the responding jurisdiction’s population.  

A majority of all responding jurisdictions reporting no oral assistance costs are depicted 

on the very bottom of Figure, with the mean jurisdiction incurring no additional costs.  

Approximately ten percent of all responding jurisdictions reported costs far in excess of 

the average cost reported by the remaining ninety percent of respondents.  These 16 

outliers are depicted at the top of the Figure.  One jurisdiction reported that 100 percent 

of its total election costs were attributable to oral language assistance. 
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Figure E-4. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question G-2a and 2000 
Census, Summary Tape File 3. 
 

Figure E-4 shows that the average cost of providing oral language (the gray line) 

remains approximately the same regardless of the percentage of limited-English 

proficient voters in the responding jurisdiction. 
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Figure E-5.  Respondents Incurring Costs for Written Language Assistance. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question G-2b. 
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Figure E-6. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question G-2b and 2000 
Census, Summary Tape File 1. 
 
 
 

Figure E-6 shows that the average cost of providing written language (the gray 

line) remains fairly constant regardless of the responding jurisdiction’s population.  A 

majority of all responding jurisdictions reporting no costs for bilingual written materials 

are depicted on the very bottom of Figure, with the mean jurisdiction incurring no 

additional costs.  Approximately ten percent of all responding jurisdictions reported costs 

far in excess of the average cost reported by the remaining ninety percent of respondents.  

These 15 outliers are depicted at the top of the Figure.   
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Figure E-7. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question G-2b and 2000 
Census, Summary Tape File 3. 
 

 

Figure E-7 shows that the average cost of providing bilingual written materials 

(the gray line) remains approximately the same regardless of the percentage of limited-

English proficient voters in the responding jurisdiction. 
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Figure E-8.  Respondents Incurring Costs for Either Oral or Written Language Assistance. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Questions G-2a and G-2b. 
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Figure E-9. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Questions G-2a and G-2b and 
2000 Census, Summary Tape File 1. 

 

Figure E-9 demonstrates that the average cost of providing both oral and written 

language assistance remains at roughly the same level regardless of the jurisdiction’s 

population.  The vast majority of responding jurisdictions reported total language 

assistance costs far below the average cost reported by all jurisdictions.  Approximately 

ten percent of the jurisdictions remained outliers, with several jurisdictions attributing all 

or nearly all of their total election costs to language assistance.  Three responding 

jurisdictions were dropped from Figure E-9 because they attributed more than 100 

percent of their total election costs to language assistance.     
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Figure E-10. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Questions G-2a and G-2b and 
2000 Census, Summary Tape File 3. 
 
 

Figure E-10 shows only a slight positive relationship between the percent of 

limited-English proficient voters in a responding jurisdiction and the cost of providing 

language assistance in that jurisdiction.  



Appendix E - 12 

Language Assistance Practices 

 
 
Figure E-11.   Type of Language Assistance Jurisdictions Report Providing. 
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Figure E-12.  Jurisdictions Reporting Both Oral and Written Language Assistance is Provided. 
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Figure E-13.  Jurisdictions Reporting Only Written Language Assistance is Provided. 
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Figure E-14.  Jurisdictions Reporting Only Oral Language Assistance is Provided. 
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Figure E-15.  Jurisdictions Reporting Neither Oral Nor Written Language Assistance is Provided. 
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Figure E-16.  Jurisdictions’ Estimates of Need for Language Assistance Compared to 2000 Census, 
by Type of Assistance Jurisdiction Provides. 
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Figure E-17.   Jurisdictions Reporting Language Assistance Provided for Telephone Inquiries.  
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Figure E-18. Jurisdictions Reporting at Least One Full-Time Worker Fluent in Covered Language. 
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Figure E-19.  Jurisdictions Reporting Bilingual Coordinators Used for Election Activities. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question B-1. 
 
 
 
 
Figure E-20.  Jurisdictions Reporting Consultation with Community Organizations or Individuals. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question G-1. 
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Figure E-21.  Manner in Which Jurisdictions Report Confirming Language Abilities of Part-Time 
Election Workers. 
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Figure E-22.  Type of Training Jurisdictions Report Providing to Part-Time Election Workers. 
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Figure E-23.  Election Activities for Which Jurisdictions Report Oral Language Assistance is 
Provided. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question E-2. 
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Figure E-24.  Election Activities for Which Jurisdictions Report Written Language Assistance is 
Provided. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question F-2. 
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Responding Jurisdictions’ Opinions on Reauthorization 
 

Figure E-25.  Jurisdictions Not Covered by Section 5 that Support Reauthorizing Section 203. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question H-2, and 28 C.F.R. 
Part 55, Appendix (summarizing Section 5 coverage determinations). 
 
   

 
 
Figure E-26.  Jurisdictions Covered by Section 5 that Support Reauthorizing Section 203. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question H-2, and 28 C.F.R. 
Part 55, Appendix (summarizing Section 5 coverage determinations). 
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Figure E-27.  Jurisdictions that Support Reauthorizing Section 203. 
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Source: 2005 ASU/BHC Survey of Minority Language Assistance Practices in Public Elections, Question H-2. 
 

 Figure E-27 demonstrates that a clear majority of all responding jurisdictions 

support reauthorization of the language assistance provisions of the Voting Rights Act.  

Figures E-25 and E-26 show that the percentage of jurisdictions supporting 

reauthorization is approximately the same, regardless of whether the responding 

jurisdiction is covered by Section 5 of the Act.   
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¯ .Kj*1 ¯ L�@N:=<	>u@�Aw@NFSA(3;AK68[�AUI�@�>KJ;A475�2P;7,@�Au6#L®:pIeDS7,W;6�X�W;68:xL8O5:Z[u@N:=75IQG�FS7oI5AyA�O��5§Kµ5�2�Zµ5ª"¬5��µ5¬5�4µ5�z�#�Z�Y�8µ5ª"¨��@M7�PR7�@�A(:=Ie3,W5�;B\:Z[4A�BZA�[u@�:=7RI;Lz]

Ç���¨K�8�Z�5ª}Î/É�Ü	§Kµ,�;ÝÚµ5ª"¬5��µ5¬5�TÞV�#�z�\�8�8µ5ª"¨��

b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b	ß

Á .��212²_F;>u@�f�:=�Ú>CI,DRfk:xL(@NF5A�>U3535687S9;:Z<	>u@�Ao@N7�@�>KB&>�I5I*W�>CB[�72L�@�@M7mDS7,W;6�X�W;68:MLvOR:Z[u@�:=75I¤�N7R64�8�U�\�y��Õ"�5ª"�à�Zª2�Ö"�"�\§#�lµ5�#�#�Z�Y�8µ5ª"¨��4:=IQ@NF5A4[y7SPRAK68A�O�B=>�I,J,W�>KJ;A�^YL�a#]
Ó b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b

b5b5b Æ A�L b5b5b �	7 ^�����IS7�f2L�`;:E3e@N7 � A�[u@N:�7RI � a
¯ .�½"1(�#LÃ�5§Kµ,�2�Zµ5ª"¬5�"µ5¬5�4µ5�#�z�\�Y�vµ5ª�¨y�(35687SP;:�O5A�Oo:=IQ@NFSA4[�7,P;AU68A�OeBZ>CIiJ,W�>KJ;A�^YL�a&>u@2@NFSA(3575BpBxL&75I ¯ B�A�[u@�:=7RI
Á >KD;]

¯ .��21(s�7SGº>K6vATP;7�@�AK6#L®:EI5�N7R68<	A�O�>K�;7,W,@2@NFSA4>uP;>�:ZB\>K�;:ZBp:n@�DV7�����§Uµ5���Zµ5ª"¬5�"µ5¬5�4µ5�#�#�x�8�8µ5ª"¨���¶º^�[KFSA�[K`	>�BpB@NFS>u@�>K353;BED,a
b5b5b ¯ BZA�[u@�:=7RI�<�>�@�AK68:=>�BML&<	>�:\BZA�OQ@N7eP;7�@�A�6#L b5b5b � BpDRAK6#L
b5b5b � :EJ�I;L&:pIV[�7SPRAK68A�O�BZ>CIiJ,W�>KJ;A�^YL�a&>u@�3575B=B\:=I5J�3�B=>y[�A b5b5b �	AuG	L�3;>K3;AK6&>yOSPRAK6�@N:xL8A�<	A�I�@8L
b5b5b » >�O5:=7?>yO�P;AK6�@�:\LvAC<	A�I�@8L b5b5b  &A�B=AKP;:ML8:�7�I�>�O,P;AK6N@N:MLvA�<?A�I*@8L
b5b5b q @NF5AK6&^N35B=A�>,L8AQL�3;A�[�:\��Dia b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b

¯ .Yg;1(s�7SGt:xL&�5§UµR���\µ5ª"¬5�"µ5¬5�4µ5�#�z�\�8�8µ5ª"¨��(35687,P;:=O5A�Oo:=Ie@NF5A4[y7SPRAK68A�O�B=>�I,J;>uW;J;A�^8L�a&>u@2@NFSA(3;7RB=BxL&75I�A�B=A�[�.@N:=75I�O5>KD;]á^�[KF5A�[U`?>�BZB,@NF5>u@®>K353;BED,a
b5b5b ± :pBZ:=I5J,W�>CB;3;75BpB5GV7R6�`;AU6#L b5b5b ± :pBZ:=I5J,W�>CB5@N68>KI;L8BZ>u@�7,6#L
b5b5b ¯ BZA�[u@N6�7RI5:=[4<	>�[�F5:=I;ATG�:�@�F�7R6v>KB�:=I2LN@N6�W�[~@N:�7RI2L b5b5b ± :pBZ:=I5J,W�>CB;68A�[y7R68O,:=IiJ�L
b5b5b q @NF5AK6&^N35B=A�>,L8AQL�3;A�[�:\��Dia b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b

¯ .�d"1 � 756�G�F5:=[�F�7R�2@NFSA|�N7�B=B=7,G�:=I,J	>�[�@�:EP;:�@�:ZA�L&O57;A�L�D57,W;6�75�N��:Z[*A(35687,P;:=O5A4��§Uµ,�2�Zµ5ª"¬5�"µ5¬5�4µ5�#�#�Z�Y�8µ5ª"¨��*¶^�[UF5A�[K`	>�B\B,@NFS>u@®>K353;B�Dia
b5b5b ¥®75BpB,GV756�`;AK6�68A�[U6�W;:�@N<	A�I�@ b5b5b £ 7�@�AK6�6vAKJ5:xL�@N68>#@N:=75I
b5b5b � >�I5O5:=O;>u@�A4��W�>KB=:\��:Z[�>�@�:=75I b5b5b ¯ BZA�[u@�:=7RIS.�O5>KD�:=I5�N7R68<	>u@�:=75I
b5b5b ¯ >K6�BED	756�<�>�:\B=.�:=IoPR7S@N:=IiJ b5b5b -4�"L8A�I�@�AyATP;7�@N:=I,J
b5b5b £ 7�@�AK6�3,W;6�J;A�L b5b5b ¥®75BpB=:=I5J�3�BZ>�[yA|B=7;[�>u@�:=75I�L&>�ISOo[�FS>CIiJ;A,L
b5b5b � F;A�[K`;:=I5J?:=I�>u@�@NF5A(3;75BpB=:=I5J�3�BZ>�[yA b5b5b £ 7�@N:=I,J?<V>�[�F5:=I;A4:pI2LN@N6�W�[#@N:=7RI;L
b5b5b » A�>�O5:=I5Je@NF5AT�;>�BZB=7S@ b5b5b ¯ 953;BZ>C:=I5:=I5Jo�R>�B\B=7,@®��W�A�L�@N:=75I�L
b5b5b ¯ BZA�[u@�:=7RI�68A�L�W�B�@8L b5b5b q @NF5AK6&^8L�3;A�[�:=�MDSa
b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b
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¯ .�021�²ÒF5>u@�f�:=�(>�I,DRfk:\L(@NFSA�>K3535687,9;:p<	>u@�Ae@N7�@�>KB&>�I5I*W�>CB&[y7�LN@�@N7�DS7SW;6�XNW;6Y:xLvOR:Z[u@�:=75I��N756/�5§Uµ,�4�\µ5ª"¬5�"µ5¬5�µ5�z�#�\�8�8µ5ª"¨��4>u@2@NFSA(3;7RB=BxL&75I�A�B=A�[u@�:=75I�O5>KD;]
Ó b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b

� .Uj*1 Á 7;A�L�DS7SW;65XNW;6Y:xLvOR:Z[u@�:=75Ie35687,P;:=O5ATã	§U�p���8�yª}�Zµ5ª"¬5�"µ5¬5�4��µ,�8�y§K�ZµR�·�w:=IQ@NFSA4[�7,P;AK68AyOoB=>�I,J,W�>UJ;A�^YL�az]
Ç���¨K�8�Z�5ª}ä�É�ÏÐ§K�=���8��ª�ÝÚµ5ª�¬5�"µ5¬5��å¦µ,�v��§K�Zµ,�Z�

b5b5b Æ A�L b5b5b �	7 ^�����IS7�f2L�`;:E3e@N7	��W�A�Lx@N:=75I � .�{,a

� .Nd"1 � 7,6�G�F5:=[�F�75��@NFSA|�N7;BpB�7SG�:=I5J	O57;A�L�DS7SW;65XNW;6Y:xLvOR:Z[K@N:=75Ie35687,P;:=O5ATã	§U�p���8�yª}�Zµ5ª"¬5�"µ5¬5�4��µ,�8�y§K�ZµR�·�w:=I@NFSA4[�7SPRAK68A�OeB=>�IiJ,W">KJ;Ay^YL�az]á^�[KFSA�[K`	>�B=B,@NF5>u@®>K353;BED,a
b5b5b ��I*@�AK6�ISAu@�756�GVAu�;.M�R>,L8A�O�:pI5�N7568<	>u@N:=75I b5b5b £ 7�@�AK6�6vAKJ5:xL�@N68>#@N:=75Io<	>u@�AU6�:=>�BxL
b5b5b � 75<o<eW�I5:Z[�>u@�:=7RI2L&�x6875<¾A�BZA�[u@�:=7RI;L&7��N��:Z[*A b5b5b � >�<e3;B\AT��>�B=B=7,@8L
b5b5b £ 7�@�AK6#L~æ�6�:EJ;F�@8LÃ7,6�7�@NF5AU6�:pI5�N7568<�>u@�:=75Ie3;>�<o3;F5BZAu@8L b5b5b ¥®75BpB,GV756�`;AK6�68A�[U6�W;:�@N<	A�I�@
b5b5b ¯ >K6�BED�P;7,@N:=I,J	7R6�<�>�:\BZ.�:=IVPR7S@N:=IiJ?<�>u@�AU6Y:�>CBxL b5b5b -4�"L8A�I�@�AyAT�;>�B=B=7S@8L
b5b5b ¥"W5�;B\:Z[�:�@NDe6vAKJ;>K68O5:=I5Jo3;75B=B\:=I5J�3�B�>�[*A|B=7;[�>u@N:�7RI2L b5b5b ¯ BZA�[u@�:=7RIS.�O5>KD�:=I5�N7R68<	>u@�:=75I
b5b5b ¥®75BpB=:=I5J�3�BZ>�[yAQL8:pJ;I2L b5b5b � F;A�[K`;.�:=I�:=I5�N7R68<	>u@�:=7RI
b5b5b ��I;L�@N6�W�[�@N:=7RI;L&75IQW"L8:=I,JoPR7S@N:=IiJ?<�>�[�F5:=I;A4756��;>�B=B=7S@ b5b5b ± >�B=B=7S@8L
b5b5b ��I;L�@N6�W�[�@N:=7RI;L&75Ie35687,P;:\L8:=7�IS>CB5��>�B=B=7S@8L b5b5b ¯ BZA�[u@�:=7RI�68A�L�W�B�@8L
b5b5b ¯ BZA�[u@�:=7RIVO5>yDV�N7R68<?L&^�[CFS>�B\BZA�I,J;A(3;>K3;AK6NG�756�`;f5A#@�[,1Åa
b5b5b q @NF5AK6&^N35B=A�>,L8AQL�3;A�[�:\��Dia b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b

¯ .Yr;1(²_F5:Z[�F�75�2@NF5A4�N7�B=B=7SGV:pI5J;f5:=��>�I,DSf�>U68A4>�O5O5:�@�:�7RIS>CB�[�7�Lx@8L��N756&�"µ5§u�����8�\���(3575B=B,G�756�`;AK6zL�GeFS7o356�7�.P;:ZO5A47568>KB;>�L�L8:xL�@�>UI5[*A|:=IQ@NFSA4[�7,P;AK68AyOoB=>�I,J,W�>UJ;A�^YL�az]Ú^�[�F5A�[K`	>�B\B,@NFS>u@®>K353;B�DSa
b5b5b  �68>K:=I5:=I5J b5b5b » A�[K6NW2:�@�<�A�I�@®^N7�@NF5AK6"@NF5>�I�[�72L�@8L®:EI���W�A,L�@N:=75I � .�{,a
b5b5b � AK6�@N:=�N:Z[�>�@�:=75I b5b5b ¸ L8A475�"35687R�NA*L�L8:=7�I5>�B,@N68>UI�L8BZ>u@�756#L
b5b5b q @NF5AK6&^N35B=A�>,L8AQL�3;A�[�:\��Dia b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b;b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b

¯ .�{21(²_FS7�7R�2@NF5A4�N7�B=B=7,G�:=I,J	<?>KD	>y[�[�7�<e3;>�I,D�P;7,@�A�6#L�G�F57oISA�A�O�>�LzL8:MLN@�>KI;[�A4:=IQ@NF5ATPR7S@N:=I,J��;7;7�@NF5]^�[UF5A�[K`	>�B\B,@NFS>u@®>K353;B�Dia
b5b5b ± :pBZ:=I5J,W�>CB;3;75BpB5GV7R6�`;AU6 b5b5b  �68>KI;L8B\>�@�7,6
b5b5b ¥®75BpB,GV756�`;AK6��x6875<¾A�>�[�F�<	>vXv7R6�3;>K6N@xD b5b5b � >�<e3�>C:ÂJ�IQGV756�`;AK6#L&7,W,@8L�:=O5AT@NF5A(3;75B=BxL
b5b5b � >�<	:\BpDV<?A�<e��AK6&>�[y[�7�<e3;>�I,D;:=I5JeP;7,@�AK6 b5b5b -/O�W�B�@®>�[�[�7;<e3;>�I,D;:pI5JePR7S@�AK6
b5b5b � F5:\BZO�>�[�[y7�<e3;>�I,D;:=I5JoP;7,@�A�6 b5b5b �	7RISA
b5b5b q @NF5AK6&^N35B=A�>,L8AQL�3;A�[�:\��Dia b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b
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� .8g;1|²ÒF5>u@�f5:=��>�I,DRfSã	§U�p���8��ª��K�Z��¨K�8�Z�5ª���µ,�8��§U�\µ5�x��>U68A(I57,@�>uPR>C:ZBZ>y�;BZA4:=IQ@NF5A4[�7,P;AU68A�OoB�>CIiJ,W�>KJ;A�^YL�az](^��8�IS7RISA�f�L�`�:=3e@N7���W�A�LN@N:=75I � .�0,a

� .�{21|²ÒF,D	>K68AT@NFSATã�§U�p���v��ª��U�\�y¨K�8�\�5ª���µ,�8�*§K�Zµ,�x�kIS7S@®>#P;>�:\BZ>K�;BZA|:=IQ@NFSA4[�7SPRAK68A�O�B=>�I,J,W�>KJ;A�^YL�az]

� .�021|sV>uP;A4>KI,D	-/BZ>�L�`;>�I4�	>u@�:�PRA47R6�-/<�AK68:Z[�>�Ie��ISOR:Z>�IeP;7�@�AK6zL�68A���W�A�LN@�A�O(@NF5>u@"ãV§K�=���8��ª��K�Z��¨K�8�Z�5ª���µ,��8�y§K�ZµR�Z�k�;A(35687,P;:=O5A�O�:=IQ@NF5A�:=6&[�7,P;AK68AyOoB=>�I,J,W�>UJ;A�^YL�az]
b5b5b Æ A�L b5b5b �	7

À .Kj*1 Á 7�A�L�D57,W;65X�W;68:xL8O5:Z[u@�:�7RI�[y7RI;L�W�B�@"G�:�@NF�[�7;<o<eW�I5:�@xDV7R6�J;>UI5:p¿i>u@N:�7RI2L&>UI5O��N756�:=I5O5:EP2:ZO�W�>�BxL&>K�;7,W5@�3i6�7;.P;:ZO5:pI5J	>�LzL8:xL�@�>�I5[�A4:=I�A�BZA�[u@�:=7RI2L&:=IQ@NFSA4[�7SPRAK68A�O�B=>�I,J,W�>�J;A�^YL�a8]

Ç���¨K�8�Z�5ª�è�É?Î��Z��¨K�8�Z�5ª���ée�K�Zµ,�8�y«lÞV¨K�8�E©��p�8�Z���

b5b5b Æ A�L b5b5b �	7 ^�����IS7�f2L�`;:E3e@N7	��W�A�Lx@N:=75I À .Nd5a

� .N½"1C²³FS>u@�f�:=��>�I,D;f�:xL�@NFSA4>K3535687,9;:\<	>u@�AT@N7�@�>UB;>CI5I*W�>�B2[*72LM@�@N7VDS7,W;6�XNW;6Y:xLvOR:Z[u@N:=75I��N7R6�356v7SP;:=O5:=I5Jeã	§K�=���8��ª�K�Z��¨U�8�\�5ª���µ,�v��§U�\µ5�Z��:pI/@NF5A4[�7,P;AK6vA�OoB=>�IiJ,W">KJ;Ay^YL�az]
Ó b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b  �68>KI;L8B\>�@�:=75I � 72L�@8L Ó b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b ¥"6�:=I�@�:=I,J � 7�LN@8LÓ b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5bêq @NF5AK6 � 72Lx@8L&^�35B=A�>*L8AQL�3�A�[�:=��D5a b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b

� .��21|²ÒF57?75�2@NF5A(�N7�B=B=7,G�:=I5J	>K68A4:=I,P;7�BEP;AyOo:=IQ@N68>KI;L8BZ>u@N:=I5JVão§K�=���8��ª��K�Z��¨K�8�Z�5ª���µ,�8��§U�\µ5�x���x6875< ¯ I,J;B\:xL8F@M7|@NF5A4[�7,P;AU68A�OoB�>CIiJ,W�>KJ;A,Lz]á^�[KFSA�[K`	>�BpB,@NFS>u@®>K353;B�DSa
b5b5b ± :pBZ:=I5J,W�>CB�[�7;7,68O,:=I5>u@�756#L b5b5b ¯ BZA�[u@�:=7RIV7R�N��:Z[*A4A�<e3;B=7RD;AyASL
b5b5b £ 7RBnW2I*@�A�AK6�@N6v>KI�L8BZ>u@�7,6#L b5b5b ¥�6�7R�NA,L#L8:�7�I5>�B5@N68>KI�L8BZ>u@�:=75I?L8AU6�P;:Z[�A*L
b5b5b � 75<o<eW�I5:�@ND�756�J;>KI5:=¿*>u@�:=75I2L
b5b5b q @NF5AK6&^N35B=A�>,L8AQL�3;A�[�:\��Dia b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b
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À .�d,�"1?²ÒF5>u@�f2:=�&>�I,DSf�:xLk@NFSAe>K35356�7S9;:=<	>u@�A(@N7�@�>KB">�I5I*W">�B"[�72L�@"@M7oD57,W;62X�W;68:xL8O5:Z[u@�:=7RI��N756�3i6�7,P;:=O5.:=I5Jeã	§U�p���8�yª}�Zµ5ª"¬5�"µ5¬5�4��µ,�8�y§K�ZµR�Z��:=IQ@NF5A4[�7,P;AU68A�OoBZ>�I5J,W�>KJ;A�L&�N756&AKB=A*[u@N:=75I5.N68A�B\>�@�A�O�>�[u@N:EP;:�@�:=A,Lz]
Ó b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b5b

Ç���¨K�8�Z�5ª}ìíÉoÞ�«"«"�p�8�Z�,ª"µ,��Ù~�#�z���*�
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