Allegations of Election Irregularities in Carbon County, Montana, 2022: Focus on Ballot Shredding and Tabulator Anomalies Involving Election Administrator Crystal Roascio
In Carbon County, Montana, during the 2022 election, several suspicious events were reported, including the handling of ES&S DS 200 tabulator tapes and alleged ballot shredding. The attached PDF file, "Copy of ESS DS 200 Tabulator Tapes 2022.pdf"  contains copies of these tapes, which are printed as long, continuous cash register-style rolls rather than individual sheets. Carbon County uses two DS 200 tabulators. Poll watcher Chip Bennett observed one machine being shut down around 1:00 a.m.—approximately 75 minutes earlier than the second machine—while the large final batch of ballots was just beginning to be processed. Despite objections from election judges, Election Administrator Crystal Roascio maintained that this early shutdown would save time overall. The decision seemed illogical at the time, and its purpose was unclear.
Initial speculation was that, since the machines had been used roughly evenly throughout the night, Roascio could monitor the accumulating vote tallies for her boss, County Clerk and Recorder Macque Bohleen, as the tape rolled up, providing a real-time gauge of Bohleen's lead or deficit. This theory gained traction when it became evident that the batch being counted at the time of the shutdown was not the true final one. About 45 minutes later, an additional 200 or so ballots arrived for tabulation, and after they were processed, Bohleen secured a narrow victory by just 87 votes—precisely enough to avoid triggering an automatic recount. In a county with only around 6,000 total ballots, questions arose about why this final group of approximately 200 ballots arrived around 2:00 a.m., separated from the main batch of same-day ballots delivered around 12:30 a.m.
These events raised suspicions, prompting Chip Bennett to request copies of the tabulator tapes from each machine. His initial request was denied, and when County Commissioner Bill Bullock—who was reportedly watching the ballot shredding and appeared to be scouting to ensure no one observed Roascio at the shredder—attempted to make copies, they were intentionally incomplete. Bennett refused to pay for the flawed copies, leading to pushback from the entire Clerk and Recorder staff, who insisted the copies were accurate and accused Bennett of being obstinate. However, Bennett proved his case, and the Clerk eventually permitted him, along with Rick Moser, to produce proper copies.
Upon side-by-side comparison of the tapes, it was evident that someone had carefully removed the first 10 pages' worth of reporting from the machine that remained operational all night. This missing section included critical details: the initial vote count when the machine was activated, whether it was tested with sample ballots, and if those test ballots were properly cleared to zero before live counting began. Without this information, it is impossible to confirm whether the machine had preprogrammed or pre-counted votes stored in memory prior to processing real ballots.
The rationale for shutting down one machine early became clearer upon discovering that the machine left running had processed approximately 1,000 more ballots than the other—a statistically improbable discrepancy. Approximately 75% of ballots in the county are absentee, with the majority received, processed, and counted in the days leading up to and on the morning of Election Day. This leaves roughly 1,500 same-day votes to tally. Precincts were notably busier in the morning than in the late afternoon or evening, and officers collected morning ballots around 2:00–3:00 p.m. for delivery to the Clerk and Recorder's office. Even allowing a slight edge to morning votes, the evening batch arriving after polls closed is estimated at no more than 700 ballots. Thus, for the machine operating just over 90 minutes longer to have counted 1,000 additional ballots defies logical ballot flow.
Further scrutiny of the tapes revealed stark undervote patterns: The machine shut down early averaged around 538 undervotes per 1,000 ballots tabulated. In contrast, the machine that stayed on not only handled 1,000 more ballots but recorded only 117 undervotes for those extra 1,001 ballots—a statistically improbable outcome. This suggests one or a combination of the following scenarios, in addition to the ballot shredding captured on the county's security cameras:
1. Votes were preprogrammed into the machine that remained on all night. Since the two machines were used relatively equally until one was shut off, no undervotes were preprogrammed because the perpetrators could not predict the final undervote rate and chose not to include them.
2. The Clerk realized she needed more votes than initially preprogrammed, so she withheld ballots that were undervoted in the Clerk and Recorder race and manually filled in votes for herself on those ballots. This would explain the dramatic drop in undervotes reflected in the final numbers on the second machine.
Summary of Key Irregularities
1. Unexplained statistical anomalies
· The two DS-200 tabulators show undervote patterns that differ by 14.5 standard deviations, a gap so large it is statistically almost impossible under normal conditions.
· Machine 2 recorded 421 fewer undervotes than expected based on Machine 1’s rate.
· The probability of this happening by chance is effectively zero.
2. Missing portions of the tabulator tapes
· The first 10 pages of the Machine 2 tape — the section showing whether the machine was properly zeroed, tested, and cleared — are missing.
· This missing segment prevents verification of whether the machine began counting from a clean slate.
3. Unequal machine usage
· Machine 2 counted 1,001 more ballots than Machine 1, despite both machines being used evenly throughout the night until one was shut down early.
· With approximately 1,500 same-day ballots available, this discrepancy is mathematically inconsistent with normal ballot flow.
4. Early shutdown of one tabulator
· One DS-200 was shut down around 1:00 a.m., while the other continued counting.
· Election judges questioned the decision, but the Election Administrator insisted it would “save time,” despite no clear procedural justification.
5. Late-arriving ballots
· Roughly 200 ballots arrived around 2:00 a.m., separate from the main batch delivered around 12:30 a.m.
· In a county with only ~6,000 total ballots, the timing and separation of this final batch raise procedural questions.
6. Statements made before the shredding footage was known
· On January 4, 2023, Election Administrator Crystal Roascio and Clerk & Recorder Macque Bohleen stated publicly that they “keep everything except maybe a scrap piece of paper.”
· This statement was made before they knew the shredding footage existed.
7. Shredding captured on county security cameras
· County security footage shows material being shredded on election night.
· Montana Attorney General Austen Knudsen has publicly stated that the footage “looks like” absentee ballots being shredded.
8. Barriers to obtaining public records
· Initial attempts to obtain tabulator tapes were blocked or mishandled.
· Copies made by Commissioner Bill Bullock were incomplete, requiring additional effort to obtain accurate records.
9. Broader pattern of irregularities
· Former Commissioner of Political Practices Jeff Mangan has been connected to additional procedural issues in Carbon County.
· Multiple incidents across different stages of the election process point to systemic problems rather than isolated mistakes.
For the numbers people out there, the standard deviation for the difference in undervotes is statistically impossible.  See my analysis here:
Standard‑Deviation Analysis of the Two DS‑200 Machines
Machine 1 (baseline / “normal”)
· Ballots: 2424
· Undervotes: 1304
· Undervote rate p:
p=\frac{1304}{2424}=0.5378
This becomes our “expected” undervote rate.
Machine 2
· Ballots: 3425
· Undervotes: 1421
Expected undervotes for Machine 2
Using Machine 1’s undervote rate:
\mathrm{Expected}=3425\cdot 0.5378=1842
Difference
\mathrm{Difference}=1842-1421=421
Machine 2 shows 421 fewer undervotes than expected.
Standard Deviation (“SD”) Calculation
Assuming undervotes follow a binomial distribution:
SD=\sqrt{np(1-p)}
Where:
· n=3425
· p=0.5378
· 1-p=0.4622
Compute variance term:
p(1-p)=0.5378\cdot 0.4622=0.248
Compute variance:
n\cdot p(1-p)=3425\cdot 0.248=849
Standard deviation:
SD=\sqrt{849}=29.1
Z‑Score (How many standard deviations apart?)
Z=\frac{\mathrm{Difference}}{SD}=\frac{421}{29.1}\approx 14.5
Final Result
Machine 2’s undervote count is approximately 14.5 standard deviations away from what would be expected based on Machine 1’s undervote rate.
In statistics, anything beyond 3 standard deviations is considered extremely unlikely.
14.5 standard deviations is astronomically outside normal variation.
Alright — let’s build the full statistical package:
· Machine 1: 2424 ballots, 1304 undervotes
· Machine 2: 3425 ballots, 1421 undervotes
Everything below is pure math, no interpretation of intent.
1. Baseline Undervote Rate (Machine 1)
p=\frac{1304}{2424}=0.5378
Machine 1 undervotes ≈ 53.78%.
This becomes the “expected” rate for Machine 2.
2. Expected Undervotes for Machine 2
\mathrm{Expected}=3425\cdot 0.5378=1842
Actual undervotes on Machine 2 = 1421
Difference = 421 fewer undervotes than expected
3. Standard Deviation (Binomial Model)
SD=\sqrt{np(1-p)}
Where:
· n=3425
· p=0.5378
· 1-p=0.4622
Step-by-step:
p(1-p)=0.5378\cdot 0.4622=0.248
n\cdot p(1-p)=3425\cdot 0.248=849
SD=\sqrt{849}=29.1
4. Z‑Score (How many standard deviations apart?)
Z=\frac{421}{29.1}=14.5
Final: Machine 2 is 14.5 standard deviations away from expected.
In statistics, 3 SD is extreme.
14.5 SD is astronomically outside normal variation.
5. Probability of This Happening by Chance
Using a normal approximation:
P(Z>14.5)\approx 2.5\times 10^{-48}
That is:
0.000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000025%
Essentially zero.
6. 95% Confidence Interval for Expected Undervotes
CI=np\pm 1.96\cdot SD
1842\pm 1.96\cdot 29.1
1842\pm 57
95% CI = [1785, 1899]
Machine 2 undervotes = 1421, which is:
· 364 below the lower bound
· Far outside any normal confidence interval
7. Chi‑Square Test (Comparing the Two Machines)
We compare observed vs. expected undervotes and non‑undervotes.
Machine 2:
· Undervotes: 1421
· Non‑undervotes: 3425-1421=2004
Expected:
· Undervotes: 1842
· Non‑undervotes: 3425-1842=1583
Chi‑square:
\chi ^2=\frac{(1421-1842)^2}{1842}+\frac{(2004-1583)^2}{1583}
\chi ^2=\frac{421^2}{1842}+\frac{421^2}{1583}
\chi ^2=96.3+112.0=208.3
With 1 degree of freedom, the p‑value is:
p < 10^{-46}
Again, essentially zero.
8. Plain‑English Summary
Using the undervote rate from Machine 1 as the baseline:
· Machine 2 should have had about 1842 undervotes.
· It had 1421, which is 421 fewer than expected.
· Statistically, this is 14.5 standard deviations away from normal.
· The probability of this happening by chance is effectively zero.
· Machine 2’s undervote pattern is far outside any normal statistical range.
· The chi‑square test also shows the two machines’ undervote patterns are not consistent with each other.
This is pure statistical analysis, that points to the need for an in-depth analysis of the 2022 ballots and maybe all elections held in Carbon County Montana. And despite all the above potential cheating, they still had to shred ballots. How badly did Macque Bohleen lose in 2022 that she had to employ all these different levels of ballot manipulation? How many votes did she steal???

