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Name City/State Representing Time & Date Subject Comment 

Heather 
Allen 
 

Plains, MT Veterans of 
Foreign 
Wars in 
Montana 

10:46 PM 
5/3/2026 

Veterans should 
not be charged for 
earned benefits. 
CA SB694 

Senate bill 694 that was passed in California explains in 
detail why Veterans should not be charged for earned 
benefits. Montana should follow California's lead and 
create laws preventing companies from soliciting Veterans 
and charging them for services that are available at no 
charge. 
See Attachment 2 

Keegan 
Nashan 

Livingston, 
MT 

Self 3:23 PM 
4/22/2026 

Keegan Nashan 
SoS Public 
Information 
Requests 

Hello All, I have been in touch with most of you prior in 
regard to my PIRs submitted to the Secretary of State’s 
Office. Here is a link to the video of Mr. Leland refusing to 
allow me to view public documents at the Secretary of 
State’s office this last Friday, April 17: 
https://www.icloud.com/sharedalbum/#B2AGY8gBYJYTmC 
I am going to do my best to be up in Helena for the 
meeting on May 4. I have signed up to testify virtually if 
something comes up. If you have clarifications or questions 
about my experience, please feel free to call! Thank you all 
for your time and attention to this matter. 406-931-0275 
See Attachment 1 

 
 
 
 



Attachment 1



Date of Request Request Response

1-14-2026 Request 
at 16:57:47

I would like to submit a formal request to know how much 
the Secretary of State's office spent to design, print and 
send the mailer with Secretary Jacobson next to President 
Trump on it. Thank you for your time and help!

You pose a question that is outside that of a public 
records request. You engaged in direct communications 
with SOS Communications on this subject. That question 
was responded to by the SOS Communications Division, 
with the information available at the time. This invoice was 
not received until after your previous communications with 
the SOS Communications Division. Please see the 
attached document.

Clarifications... I submitted this request through the formal PIR portal on the SoS website 1/14/26. I never received a confirmation that my request 
was recieved. The email I received from SOS Communications Division on Jan. 28th did not direcly address this question. It 
nowhere stated it was intended to be a response to my PIR request, even though I responded immediately asking if it was 
intended as such and further requested additional information about how to submit the following requests. I received no response 
from Comms. I received no communication from Susan Ames in regard to this request until Feb. 5th, when she informed me my 
PIR had returned no responsive records and had been considered closed. This is clearly in violation of MCA 2-6-1006(3)(a)(i) "An 
executive branch agency shall respond to a public information request by acknowledging receipt of the request within 5 business 
days of the agency's designated contact person receiving the request."

2-12-2026 Request 
at 14:24:58

All correspondence regarding the design, printing, and 
mailing of the flyer of Sec. Jacobson & Pres. DJT 
regarding election security. I would like to request all 
emails, phone calls, and text messages between the 
Secretary of State's office and the federal officials in 
regard to the mailer

No responsive documents exist as to “the design, printing, 
and mailing of the flyer of Sec. Jacobsen and Pres. DJT 
regarding election security” between the Secretary of 
State’s Office and Department of Homeland Security, the 
agency providing the tool to the State of Montana.

Clarifications... This is an insufficient response. I asked for correspondence, which is not a particular document. I did not ask particularly about 
communications between the MT SoS Office and the Department of Homeland Security. I asked for all communications regarding 
the design, printing, and mailing in regard to the flyer between the MT SoS Office and any federal officials. This includes 
correspondence between Secretary Jacobson and federal officials on her personal devices in regard to the design, printing and 
mailing of the flyer. It is my Right to Kow.

2-12-2026 Request 
at 14:26:55

All correspondence regarding the memorandum of 
understanding proposed by the Federal government in 
regard to our voter rolls. I would like to request all emails, 
phone calls, and text messages between the Secretary of 
State's office and the federal officials in regard to our voter 
rolls in the last year. 

This request is vague, as it does not clarify what precise 
public document you are seeking. The Secretary of State’
s Office routinely communicates with the federal 
government on a wide variety of matters. With that said, 
please see the following link for documents requested in a 
similar records request.

Clarifications... This is an insufficient response. A letter from Secretary Jacobson to Pam Bondi is clearly not what I am requesting. I asked for 
particular correspondence in regard to the voter rolls. Your generalization of my request is unacceptable, and I have deemed this 
response to be insufficient. I am requesting ALL correspondence, including personal device communications, surrounding 
conversations related to our voter rolls in the past year. Further, the link you provided is a singular document, not a copy of the 
files provided in the previous records request, you appear to be referencing:  https://sosmt.gov/wp-admin/admin-ajax.php?
juwpfisadmin=false&action=wpfd&task=file.download&wpfd_category_id=654&wpfd_file_id=73473&token=&preview=1

2-12-2026 request 
at 14:29:01

A copy of the agreement signed between MT's Sec. of 
State's office and the federal government which makes 
the statewide voter file (public info) available. If there was 
no agreement sogned, a record of the purchase of this 
information by the federal government is requested. 

There are no responsive documents.

Clarifications... To clarify, I want to request any agreements signed between the federal government and the MT SoS office in relation to the voter 
rolls. Please advise if the MT SOS Office provided the Department of Justice with the requested, expanded voter rolls in with no 
agreement. Further, that the MT SoS Office further turned over the publicly avail+ voter rolls in addition to the including additional 
information pertinent to 52 U.S.C. § 20703." with no charge to the Department of Justice.

2-12-2026 Request 
at 14:30:21

Has the federal government ever paid for promotional 
materials to be sent to Montana voters from the Secretary 
of State's office in the past? If so, I would like to also 
request a list of these instances. 

There is no responsive document or list in relation to the 
question that you pose on the federal government paying 
for promotional materials.

Clarifications... I want to confirm that this means the secretary has never spent federal funds, including federal grant expenditures on promotional 
materials?

2-12-2026 request 
at 14:37:32

I request all corespondence in regard to my FOlA 
requests in the last two months and emails recieved by 
the Sos office from me. I request the internal 
communications involved in the processing of my requests 
and inquiries

The public records requests that you submitted to the 
Secretary of State’s Office were already provided to you, 
as such were outside that of a records request (you 
already had possession of such communications as you 
were directly involved in such communications.) No other 
responsive documents exist.

Clarifications... I want to clarify that I want all internal communications in regard to my requests and inquiries.

3-2-2026 Request at 
12:20

I am requesting a copy of the document provided to the DOJ by 
MT Sos on July 31, 2025.

This letter serves as confirmation that your request has been 
received for a copy of the document provided to the Department 
of Justice by this office on July 31, 2025.
It appears you are referring to the statewide voter file. A current 
copy of the statewide voter file is available for purchase here: 
https://sosmt.gov/elections/voter-file/. A list of the fields in the 
report – and the required content within that voter file - are 
available as part of the Montana Administrative Rule 44.3.1101.



Clarifications... What was the additional information the MT SoS Office turned over outside of what is typically included in the voter roll? 
Particularly in reference to, "the electronic copy of the statewide VRL must contain all fields, including the registrant's full name, 
date of birth, residential address, his or her state driver's license number or the last four digits of the registrant's social security 
number." per the August 14th email that Secretary Jacobson said she had sent. Particularly, saying the SoS had sent the public 
voter file, "including additional information pertinent to 52 U.S.C. § 20703."

3-25-2026 Request 
at 1:41

I would like to request a copy of all my personal information the 
SoS Office sent to the DOJ on July 31, 2025

This letter is in response to your public records request of March 
25, 2026.
- https://sosmt.gov/elections/voter-file/. A list of the fields in the 
statewide voter
file report and the required content within that voter file are 
available as part of the Montana Administrative
Rule 44.3.1101.
The “Voter File” is a list of voters with a current status of 
“active,” “inactive,” and “provisional.”
The list contains the following data for each voter entered into 
the statewide voter registration
system by the county election administrators: Assigned Voter 
ID; First Name; Middle Name; Last
Name; Name Suffix; Voter Status; Residential Address house 
number; Residential Address street
name; Residential Address street type; Residential Address 
street pre-directional code; Residential
Address street post-directional code; Residential Address unit 
type code; Residential Address unit
number; Residential Address City; Residential Address State; 
Residential 5-digit zip code; Residential
Address complete address; Mailing Address line 1; Mailing 
Address line 2; Mailing Address City;
Mailing Address State; Mailing Address 5-digit zip code; Mailing 
Address plus 4 zip code; Mailing
Address complete; Phone Number; Birth Year; Current County; 
Precinct; Congressional District;
State House District; State Senate District; Absentee indicator; 
City; and Ward.
Montana’s statewide voter registration list was provided, 
pursuant to the demand of the U.S. Department of
Justice and as required by Help America Voter Act to register 
individuals for federal elections. 52 U.S.C.
Section 21083(a)(5)(A)(i).
Election officials are aware of these misinformation campaigns 
that attempt to mislead Montanans by
claiming that data was released that was not, including 
information about how Montanans have voted. These
claims are false. In fact, Montana elections are conducted by 
secret ballot, making this particular
misinformation campaign especially unfounded. Please see the 
video below from Secretary Jacobsen for
further information: https://www.facebook.
com/share/v/1DgqG32Rw5/.
Election officials statewide appreciate your assistance in 
countering these false narratives by sharing accurate
information with others.

Clarifications... This is an insufficient response. I requested a copy my personal information that you shared with the DOJ about *me* in August of 
2025. I did not request information about the voter file or anything regarding SoS Jacobson’s public comment. All communications 
between our elected officials in Montana are public information per the Right to Know clause in our Constitution. Further, I am 
requesting the information from a particular time when your office shared my information with the Department of Justice. The 
current voter file you have sent a link to is not the information I’m requesting, as the voter file has since been updated. Also, 
directing me to pay $1,000 for a copy of the voter file is cost prohibitive for any individual citizen and, again, not an answer to my 
question. Secretary Jacobson said she had provided the Department of Justice with our voter file "including additional information 
pertinent to 52 U.S.C. § 20703." I am very clearly requesting a copy of all of the information of mine, including personal 
information, that you shared with the Department of Justice on a particular day in a particular file. Per MCA 2-6-1501. 
Definitions. (5) (a) "Personal information" means a first name or first initial and last name paired with a drivers license number 
qualifies as personal information. The Department of Justice specifically requested, "the registrant's full name, date of birth, 
residential address, his or her state driver's license number" and per Secretary Jacobson's email, "Montana fully satisfied the 
August 14th request." What information about me did you provide to the Department of Justice?



4-2-2026 Request at 
3:57

I would like to request a copy of all my personal information the 
SoS Office sent to the DOJ on August 14, 2025.

This email serves as a confirmation that your most recent public 
information request of 4/2/26 regarding your personal 
information has been received by the Montana Secretary of 
State’s Office.

 

The information that is contained in the statewide voter file, 
which we already previously pointed you to, aligns with the “my 
voter information” located here: https://voterportal.mt.
gov/WhereToVote.aspx.

 

With that said, as you have previously mentioned, your address 
change made on November 4, 2025, (the date that Park County 
received your change of address form) would not have been in 
DOJ’s possession in August of 2025.  Thus, your previous 
address in August of 2025 would have been the address that 
came into the possession of the DOJ.  No other information of 
yours, outside of that which is in the public voter file, was 
provided to DOJ.

 

Please be advised that by providing this information to you, this 
records request is now closed.

Clarifications... "This is an insufficient response. I requested a copy my personal information that you shared with the DOJ about *me* in August 
of 2025. I did not request information about the voter file or anything regarding SoS Jacobson’s public comment. All 
communications between our elected officials in Montana are public information per the Right to Know clause in our Constitution. 
Further, I am requesting the information from a particular time when your office shared my information with the Department of 
Justice. The current voter file you have sent a link to is not the information I’m requesting, as the voter file has since been 
updated. Also, directing me to pay $1,000 for a copy of the voter file is cost prohibitive for any individual citizen and, again, not an 
answer to my question. Secretary Jacobson said she had provided the Department of Justice with our voter file ""including 
additional information pertinent to 52 U.S.C. § 20703."" I am very clearly requesting a copy of all of the information of mine, 
including personal information, that you shared with the Department of Justice on a particular day in a particular file. Per MCA 2-
6-1501. Definitions. (5) (a) ""Personal information"" means a first name or first initial and last name paired with a drivers license 
number qualifies as personal information. The Department of Justice specifically requested, ""the registrant's full name, date of 
birth, residential address, his or her state driver's license number"" and per Secretary Jacobson's email, ""Montana fully satisfied 
the August 14th request."" What information about me did you provide to the Department of Justice?"

4-2-2026 Request at 
9:45pm

I would like to request copies of the draft coorespondence in 
regard to my PIR requests. I request any internal 
communications about responding to my requests, including the 
drafts of the previous PIR you responded to on April 1, 2026. 
Thank you!

Public information requests are governed by Article II, Section 9 
of the Montana Constitution, and Section 2-6-1001 through 2-6-
1020, MCA. Every citizen has a right take a copy of a public 
writing of the State of Montana except those that are 
constitutionally protected from disclosure or are otherwise 
protected by law or lawful order or process. Public records law 
does not require agencies to provide information or records if no 
responsive information or records exist. New information or 
records do not need to be created or generated in order to fulfill 
any request.
There is no responsive information not protected from 
disclosure fitting within that of the public records law stated 
above that would require agency disclosure in accordance with 
the Montana Code and Montana Constitution. Further, any “draft 
correspondence” or “internal communications about responding 
to my requests” would have already been provided to you 
incorporated as part of the Secretary of State’s Office’s 
responses to your 9+ (now 10) records requests over a span of 
several weeks.
Your request has been fully satisfied and is now closed.

Clarifications... My request is not fully satisfied. Mr. Leland told me he had reviewed a draft of your response to my prior PIR. I am requesting that 
particular draft alongside any email correspondence about those drafts. This is an insufficient response. 
Sorry to have missed you in the office today, Ms. Ames. 
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SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
Senator Thomas Umberg, Chair 

2025-2026  Regular  Session 
 
 
SB 694 (Archuleta) 
Version: June 23, 2025 
Hearing Date: September 9, 2025  
Fiscal: Yes 
Urgency: No 
CK  
 

PURSUANT TO SENATE RULE 29.10(d) 
 

SUBJECT 
 

Deceptive practices:  service members and veterans 
 

DIGEST 
 

This bill provides additional protections for veterans in California in connection with 
fees charged for assistance applying for veterans’ benefits and the privacy of their 
information. The bill requires persons to be federally accredited before preparing, 
presenting, or prosecuting a veteran’s claim for benefits under federal law. 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Veterans’ benefits are a crucial support system for those who have served this country 
in the armed forces. As with other government benefits, applicants may need assistance 
in applying for these critical benefits. To meet this need, federal law establishes a 
process for organizations, attorneys, and additional claims agents to become accredited 
to assist veterans in applying for, preparing, presenting, and prosecuting their claims 
for federal benefits.  
 
Concerns about unaccredited organizations and individuals charging veterans for these 
services, with sometimes exorbitant rates, has continued to persist despite previous 
legislation. This bill seeks to ensure that veterans are not charged unreasonable fees and 
that only federally accredited individuals and organizations are able to carry out this 
important work.  
 
The bill is sponsored by the California Association of County Veterans Service Officers, 
the American Legion Department of California, and AMVETS Department of 
California. It is supported by a variety of groups, including veterans’ advocacy groups, 
labor groups, and legal services entities, including SEIU California. It is opposed by 
several organizations, including businesses that provide veterans’ benefits services, 
including Veterans Guardian. 
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE LAW 
 
Existing federal law: 
 

1) Prohibits any individual from acting as an agent or attorney in the preparation, 
presentation, or prosecution of any claim under laws administered by the 
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) unless such individual has been recognized 
for such purposes by the Secretary of the VA (Secretary), except as provided. (38 
U.S.C. § 5901.) 
 

2) Authorizes the Secretary to recognize representatives of the American National 
Red Cross, the American Legion, the Disabled American Veterans, the United 
Spanish War Veterans, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and such other 
organizations as the Secretary may approve, in the preparation, presentation, 
and prosecution of benefits claims. No fees may be charged in connection with 
services rendered hereby. (38 U.S.C. § 5902.) 
 

3) Authorizes the Secretary to recognize any individual as an agent or attorney for 
the preparation, presentation, and prosecution of claims under laws 
administered by the Secretary and provides that the Secretary shall promulgate 
regulations laying out the necessary qualifications and standards of conduct. (38 
U.S.C. § 5904.) Those attendant regulations lay out the accreditation process, 
continuing legal education requirements, and parameters on reasonable fees. (38 
C.F.R. § 14.626 et seq.)  
 

4) Prohibits a fee from being charged, allowed, or paid for services of agents and 
attorneys with respect to services provided before the date on which a claimant 
is provided notice of the agency of original jurisdiction’s initial decision. (38 
U.S.C. § 5904.) 

 
Existing state law: 
 

5) Establishes the Consumer Legal Remedies Act (CLRA), which prohibits unfair 
methods of competition and unfair or deceptive acts or practices undertaken by 
any person in a transaction intended to result or which results in the sale or lease 
of goods or services to any consumer. (Civ. Code § 1750 et seq.) 
 

6) Designates specified practices as unfair methods of competition and unfair or 
deceptive acts or practices, including charging or receiving an unreasonable fee 
to prepare, aid, or advise any prospective applicant, applicant, or recipient in the 
procurement, maintenance, or securing of public social services, including 
veterans benefits, as provided. (Civ. Code § 1770.) 
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7) Provides that any consumer who suffers any damage as a result of the use or 
employment by any person of a method, act, or practice declared to be unlawful 
by Section 1770 of the Civil Code may bring an action against that person to 
recover or obtain any of the following: 

a) actual damages, but in no case shall the total award of damages in a class 
action be less than $1,000; 

b) an order enjoining the methods, acts, or practices; 
c) restitution of property; 
d) punitive damages;  
e) court costs and attorney’s fees to a prevailing plaintiff. However, 

reasonable attorney’s fees may be awarded to a prevailing defendant 
upon a finding by the court that the plaintiff’s prosecution of the action 
was not in good faith; and  

f) any other relief that the court deems proper. (Civ. Code § 1780(a), (e).) 
 

8) Establishes the Unfair Competition Law (UCL), which provides a statutory cause 
of action for any unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent business act or practice and 
unfair, deceptive, untrue, or misleading advertising, including over the internet. 
(Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200 et seq.)  
 

9) Prohibits a person, in connection with any transaction or any sale of goods or 
services, from electronically accessing a Common Access Card (CAC) issued to a 
service member, placing or requiring the placement of such a CAC in a smart 
card reader, requesting or requesting entry of the personal identification number 
(PIN) associated with such a CAC, or requiring a service member to log in to any 
Department of Defense or, in the case of a member of the Coast Guard, 
Department of Homeland Security computer system. A transaction or sale 
entered into in violation of this subdivision is void. (Mil. & Vets. Code § 401(d).)  

 
This bill:  
 

1) Expands the CLRA prohibition to other veterans benefits and provides that a fee 
charged with respect to federal veterans benefits that exceeds the amount that 
could be charged for those services by an attorney or claims agent accredited by 
the United States Department of Veterans Affairs is unreasonable.  
 

2) Prohibits a person, in connection with any transaction or any sale of goods or 
services, from requiring a service member to share their credentials for accessing 
specified government computer systems; accessing such systems with another 
person’s credentials; and requiring entry of a veteran’s PIN associated with a 
CAC.  
 

3) Prohibits persons from directly or indirectly soliciting, contracting for, charging, 
or receiving, or attempting to solicit, contract for, charge, or receive, any fee or 
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compensation with respect to the preparation, presentation, or prosecution of 
any claim for benefits under the laws administered by the VA, except as 
provided under federal law. 

 
COMMENTS 

 
1. Federal law establishes who may prepare, present, or prosecute veterans’ 

benefits claims 
 
Federal law prohibits anyone from acting as an agent or attorney in the preparation, 
presentation, or prosecution of any claim under the laws administered by the VA unless 
such individual has been recognized for such purposes by the VA Secretary, except as 
provided. The law provides for the recognition of certain organizations for these 
purposes, such as the VFW, the American Legion, and the American National Red 
Cross. However, these organizations are restricted from charging fees for these services. 
The law also authorizes the Secretary to provide for the accreditation of agents and 
attorneys and directs the Secretary to prescribe in regulations the various requirements 
and parameters for providing such services.  
 
The VA describes the process on their website:  
 

The VA accreditation program exists to ensure that Veterans and their 
family members receive appropriate representation on their VA benefits 
claims. VA accreditation is for the sole and limited purpose of preparing, 
presenting, and prosecuting claims before VA.    
. . .  
An individual generally must first be accredited by VA to assist a claimant 
in the preparation, presentation, and prosecution of a claim for VA 
benefits—even without charge. VA accredits three types of individuals for 
this purpose: - Representatives of VA-recognized veterans service 
organizations (VSO) - Attorneys (accredited in their individual capacity, 
not through a law firm) - Claims agents (accredited in their individual 
capacity, not through an organization).1 

 
Here in California, the California Department of Veterans Affairs (CalVet) has a 
network of VSOs:  
 

County Veteran Service Offices (CVSO) are the key agencies in providing 
California’s veterans with assistance and connection to benefits and 
services in local communities throughout the state. CalVet’s relationship 

                                            
1 VA Accreditation Program, United States Department of Veterans Affairs, 
https://www.va.gov/OGC/docs/Accred/HowtoApplyforAccreditation.pdf. All internet citations are 
current as of September 7, 2025.   

https://www.va.gov/OGC/docs/Accred/HowtoApplyforAccreditation.pdf
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with CVSOs ensures veterans and their families are served and 
represented by trained and accredited professionals. CVSOs are a critical 
component in the state’s efforts to work directly with individual veterans 
and their families to ensure our Veterans receive benefits they earned 
through their service to our Nation. CVSOs are on the front lines for this 
important mission and play the key role in ensuring that veterans and 
their families are aware of their benefits, and in fact apply for and receive 
them. Together, the CVSOs, through claims initiation and development, 
and CalVet, through claims development and representation with 
appeals, provide assistance to veterans and their families in preparing and 
submitting claims and in representing claimants before the federal, state 
and local agencies providing veterans benefits.2 

 
The CVSOs reported in 2023 that their officers were able to serve over 600,000 veterans 
and their families and secured $485 million in claims awards.3   
 
The federal regulations governing the accreditation program provide: “The purpose of 
the regulation of representatives, agents, attorneys, and other individuals is to ensure 
that claimants for Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) benefits have responsible, 
qualified representation in the preparation, presentation, and prosecution of claims for 
veterans’ benefits.” (38 C.F.R. § 14.626 et seq.) The regulations lay out the application 
process and detail the necessary qualifications.  
 
To ensure accredited attorneys and claims agents are best suited to assist with claims, 
the regulations impose a continuing legal education requirement. The regulations also 
govern the fees available, providing that only accredited agents and attorneys may 
receive fees from claimants or appellants for their services provided in connection with 
representation. Recognized organizations are not permitted to receive fees. Agents and 
attorneys may only charge claimants or appellants for representation provided after an 
agency of original jurisdiction has issued notice of an initial decision on the claim or 
claims, except as provided. Fees are required to be reasonable. The regulations establish 
a rebuttable presumption that any fee that does not exceed 20 percent of past-due 
benefits awarded is reasonable and that any fee that exceeds 33 1/3 percent of such 
benefits is unreasonable.  
  

2. Concerns with unaccredited organizations 
 
After a softening of the penalties for acting as an agent or attorney in the preparation, 
presentation, or prosecution of a claim for veterans benefits without accreditation, the 
industry for unaccredited claims representatives expanded: 

                                            
2 County Veterans Service Offices, CalVet, https://www.calvet.ca.gov/VetServices/Pages/County-
Veteran-Service-Organization.aspx. 
3 2023 Annual Report, California Association of County Veterans Service Officers, 
https://www.cacvso.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Veterans-Annual-Report-2023.pdf.   

https://www.calvet.ca.gov/VetServices/Pages/County-Veteran-Service-Organization.aspx
https://www.calvet.ca.gov/VetServices/Pages/County-Veteran-Service-Organization.aspx
https://www.cacvso.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Veterans-Annual-Report-2023.pdf
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For decades, federal law penalized unaccredited actors who charged 
veterans for “preparing, presenting, or prosecuting claims before the VA.” 
While regulations still prohibit such behavior, all criminal penalties were 
removed from federal statutes in 2006, leaving the VA essentially toothless 
to go after bad actors. (Accredited representatives, however, remain liable 
to be investigated and, if appropriate, disbarred when a veteran 
complains.)4 

 
These unaccredited companies and representatives are not subject to the accountability 
measures laid out in federal law or the oversight of the VA.  
 
A subcommittee of the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs held a hearing on the VA 
Accreditation Program in 2022, emphasizing concerns about this unregulated industry. 
Congressman Chris Pappas, Chair of the Oversight and Investigations Subcommittee of 
the House Committee on Veterans,’ Affairs squarely addressed the issue:  
 

For decades, federal law has prohibited anyone from helping a veteran 
prepare or present a VA benefit claim without accreditation. Despite this 
black-letter law, there’s been an explosion in the number of unaccredited, 
for-profit companies who say they’re not preparing or presenting claims . . 
. However, if you read the fine print, they also charge veterans hundreds, 
if not thousands, of dollars. . . . there are many other veterans who have 
complained about exorbitant costs, hidden fees, difficulties canceling a 
contract, aggressive marketing emails, rampant collection calls, and other 
predatory practices that many unaccredited companies employ. Some 
companies even solicit veterans’ eBenefits usernames and passwords, or 
try to gain direct access to people’s bank accounts…Some veterans may be 
willing to pay a fee if the services they receive are worthwhile and a 
company’s business practices are above board. But without adequate 
oversight through the accreditation process, we cannot be assured that 
this is case.5 

 
3. Consumer Legal Remedies Act (CLRA) 

 
The Legislature has long considered consumer protection to be a matter of high 
importance. State law is replete with statutes aimed at protecting California consumers 
from unfair, dishonest, or harmful market practices. These consumer-protection laws 

                                            
4 Jasper Craven, As veteran disability claims soar, unaccredited coaches profit off frustration with VA system (July 
5, 2023) Texas Tribune, https://www.texastribune.org/2023/07/05/veterans-disability-benefits-brian-
reese-va-claims-insider/.  
5 Press Release, Pappas Chairs Joint Hearing on Predatory Claim Sharks Targeting Veterans’ Benefits, Questions 
VA Efforts to Protect Veterans (April 28, 2022) website of Congressman Chris Pappas, 
https://pappas.house.gov/media/press-releases/pappas-chairs-joint-hearing-predatory-claim-sharks-
targeting-veterans-benefits.  

https://www.texastribune.org/2023/07/05/veterans-disability-benefits-brian-reese-va-claims-insider/
https://www.texastribune.org/2023/07/05/veterans-disability-benefits-brian-reese-va-claims-insider/
https://pappas.house.gov/media/press-releases/pappas-chairs-joint-hearing-predatory-claim-sharks-targeting-veterans-benefits
https://pappas.house.gov/media/press-releases/pappas-chairs-joint-hearing-predatory-claim-sharks-targeting-veterans-benefits
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authorize consumers to enforce their own rights and seek remedies to make them 
whole.  
 
The CLRA was enacted “to protect the statute’s beneficiaries from deceptive and unfair 
business practices,” and to provide aggrieved consumers with “strong remedial 
provisions for violations of the statute.” (Am. Online, Inc. v. Superior Court (2001) 90 
Cal.App.4th 1, 11.) The CLRA prohibits “unfair methods of competition and unfair or 
deceptive acts or practices undertaken by any person in a transaction intended to result 
or which results in the sale or lease of goods or services to any consumer,” (Civ. Code § 
1770(a)), and prohibits conduct “likely to mislead a reasonable consumer,” (Colgan v. 
Leatherman Tool Grp., Inc. (2006) 135 Cal. App. 4th 663, 680; internal quotation marks 
omitted.).  
 
Among other things, the CLRA prohibits merchants from “representing that a 
transaction confers or involves rights, remedies, or obligations which it does not have or 
involve, or which are prohibited by law,” or representing that goods “are of a particular 
standard, quality, or grade” when they are of another. (Civ. Code § 1770.) Consumers 
who are harmed by specified unlawful practices have a right of action under the CLRA 
to recover damages and other remedies, including actual damages; an order to enjoin 
the unlawful act; restitution; punitive damages; or any other relief that the court deems 
proper. (Civ. Code § 1780.) Additionally, the statute authorizes courts to award 
attorney’s fees to prevailing plaintiffs and contains mechanisms for securing remedies 
on a class wide basis. (Civ. Code §§ 1780, 1781.) Consumers who are over the age of 65 
are eligible to additionally seek and be awarded, in addition to the above remedies, up 
to $5,000 where the trier of fact finds certain circumstances are met. 
 

4. Protecting veterans by capping fees and requiring accreditation  
 
Relevant here, the CLRA prohibits charging or receiving an unreasonable fee to 
prepare, aid, or advise any prospective applicant, applicant, or recipient in the 
procurement, maintenance, or securing of public social services. “Public social services” 
is defined to mean those activities and functions of state and local government 
administered or supervised by specified state departments, and involved in providing 
aid or services, or both, including health care services, and medical assistance, to those 
persons who, because of their economic circumstances or social condition, are in need of 
that aid or those services and may benefit from them. “Unreasonable fee” is defined to 
mean a fee that is exorbitant and disproportionate to the services performed. The 
section lays out a number of factors to be considered in determining reasonableness.  
 
In response to prior concerns about unscrupulous companies preying on veterans, SB 
180 (Corbett, Ch. 79, Stats. 2011) expanded the definition of public social services to 
explicitly include “activities and functions administered or supervised by the United 
States Department of Veterans Affairs or the California Department of Veterans Affairs 
involved in providing aid or services, or both, to veterans, including pension benefits.” 
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This bill expands this prohibition by ensuring that “other veterans benefits” are 
included within that definition, but more importantly, it deems as unreasonable a fee 
charged in connection with federal veterans benefits that exceeds the amount that could 
be charged by an accredited agent or attorney.  
 
The bill also codifies in state law the federal prohibition on preparing, presenting, or 
prosecuting claims for benefits unless accredited pursuant to federal law. Specifically, 
the law states that, except “as provided in Sections 1984 and 5904 of Title 38 of the 
United States Code, a person shall not directly or indirectly solicit, contract for, charge, 
or receive, or attempt to solicit, contract for, charge, or receive, any fee or compensation 
with respect to the preparation, presentation, or prosecution of any claim for benefits 
under the laws administered by the United States Department of Veterans Affairs.” 
 
It should be noted that federal law does not allow for the charging of fees, even for 
accredited agents and lawyers, for the preparation of initial claims for benefits.  
 
The bill also bolsters existing protections for veterans by prohibiting a person, in 
connection with any transaction or any sale of goods or services, from requiring a 
service member to share their credentials for accessing specified government computer 
systems and from accessing such systems with another person’s credentials. 
 
According to the author:  
 

Senate Bill 694 strengthens California’s commitment to protecting veterans 
from exploitation in the federal claims process. More importantly, it 
reaffirms our responsibility to ensure that veterans are not misled, 
manipulated, or taken advantage of when seeking the benefits they have 
earned through military service. While current federal law prohibits 
unaccredited agents from charging for assistance with initial claims, the 
lack of enforcement, and penalties has allowed this unregulated industry 
to flourish on the backs of our veteran community. These unaccredited 
agents often present themselves as helpful peers or advocates, when in 
fact they are operating outside the law.  
 
The state and our counties have invested in County Veterans Service 
Officers who offer accredited, no-cost claims assistance. These officers are 
trained, certified, and held to strict ethical standards. SB 694 protects our 
investment and ensures veterans are not steered away from trusted, 
lawful services into the hands of unregulated actors. 

 
SB 1124 (Menjivar, 2024) was identical to this bill. It passed through this 
Committee, but died in the Senate Appropriations Committee.  
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5. Stakeholder positions  
 
The American Legion Department of California and AMVETS Department of 
California, cosponsors of the bill, write:  
 

As co-sponsors, we view this bill as more than technical alignment with 
federal standards, it is a line in the sand. It is California saying 
unequivocally: 
 

 These veterans are not a business model. 

 That their initial disability ratings should never be monetized. 

 Navigating the VA claims process should not expose them to 
misleading contracts, data privacy violations, or financial risk. 

 
This is not a hypothetical issue. Real veterans in our communities have 
signed away portions of their benefits without fully understanding they 
were paying for services that should have been free. Federal enforcement 
is currently limited. Without state-level protections, California veterans 
remain exposed. 

 
A wide coalition of groups, including the Peace Officers Research Association of 
California, Public Counsel, and the VFW, write in strong support:  
 

SB 694 builds on the framework of SB 1124 (Menjivar, 2024) and addresses 
the alarming rise in unaccredited and often predatory actors—commonly 
known as “claim sharks”—that charge excessive or illegal fees for 
assisting veterans with benefit claims. These bad actors, who lack VA 
accreditation and oversight, pose serious risks to vulnerable veterans by 
promising guaranteed outcomes, pressuring veterans into dubious 
contracts, and compromising access to sensitive personal data. 
 
SB 694 will: 
 

1. Prohibit unaccredited individuals from charging for the 
preparation, presentation, or prosecution of VA benefit claims; 
2. Enhance penalties for unauthorized access to veterans’ data on 
secure VA systems; and 
3. Codify reasonable fee standards by clarifying under the 
Consumer Legal Remedies Act that fees exceeding those allowed 
for VA-accredited representatives are unlawful. 

 
California’s veterans deserve transparent, qualified, and accountable 
representation when navigating the VA benefits process. This bill ensures 
that only individuals who meet federal standards and adhere to strict 
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ethical requirements can charge for these services—protecting veterans 
from exploitation and reinforcing existing legal frameworks. 

 
Writing in opposition, Veterans Guardian, a veteran disability benefits company, 
argues:  
 

Trapping Veterans in a backlogged appeals system only benefiting a 
handful of attorneys is something Veterans Guardian aims to avoid by 
focusing on getting claims done correctly the first time. The current US 
Department of Veterans’ Affairs (VA) disability benefits system is at best 
cumbersome and adversarial, and at worse broken to a point where it 
harms the Veterans for the benefit of a small number of powerful boutique 
law firms. In fact, in recent US Congressional testimony, Kenneth Arnold, 
Acting Chairman of the Board of Veterans’ Appeals testified under oath: 
 

“The [VA] courts clerk annually approved 6,500 to 7,300 attorney 
fee requests each year, almost all for remanded cases. This 
generates $45 to $50 million in attorney’s fees each year, with the 
majority going to a small number of boutique law firms with 
relatively few Veterans receiving any increase in their monthly 
compensation.” 
 

If passed, SB 694 will only exacerbate the problems with the current 
system and will add to the ever growing backlog of claims processed 
through VSOs and perversely incentivized attorneys. SB 694 would rob 
Veterans of the opportunity to seek expert help with a wide variety of 
claims and would force them into the Veterans Administration appeals 
trap. 

 
SUPPORT 

American Legion - Department of California (sponsor) 
AMVETS - Department of California (sponsor) 
California Association of County Veterans Service Officers (sponsor) 
1 Method 
AARP 
California Association of Veteran Service Agencies 
California Enlisted Association of the National Guard 
California Highway Patrolmen 
California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce 
California Professional Firefighters 
Disabled American Veterans, Department of California 
Homefirst 
IBEW 1245 
Korean War Veterans Association 
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Latino Caucus of California Counties 
Long Beach Area Veterans Collaborative 
Los Angeles County 
Los Angeles County Department of Military and Veterans Affairs 
Los Angeles Veterans Collaborative 
Military Veterans Affairs County of Los Angeles 
Militaryengagement.com 
National Veterans Foundation 
Nevada County Veterans Service Officer 
Paralyzed Veterans of America 
Public Counsel 
Rural County Representatives of California 
San Bernardino County 
SEIU California 
Vetfund Foundation 
VFW 
Village for Vets 

OPPOSITION 
Black Veterans Empowerment Council 
Purple Heart Homes 
United Veteran Benefits Agency, LLC 
Veterans Guardian 
 

RELATED LEGISLATION 
Pending Legislation: None known.  
 
Prior Legislation:  
 
SB 1124 (Menjivar, 2024) See Comment 4.    
 
AB 684 (Ta, 2023) would have, upon appropriation by the Legislature, provided a 
stipend to counties that host an active United States military base for the purposes of 
maintaining a county veterans service officer, at least part time, at each such base, 
subject to base approval. This bill died in the Assembly Appropriations Committee.  
 
SB 180 (Corbett, Ch. 79, Stats. 2011) See Comment 4.     

 
PRIOR VOTES: 

Assembly Floor (Ayes 68, Noes 0) 
Assembly Appropriations Committee (Ayes 14, Noes 0) 

Assembly Judiciary Committee (Ayes 11, Noes 0) 
Assembly Military and Veterans Affairs Committee (Ayes 6, Noes 0) 

Prior Senate votes not applicable to current version of the bill. 
************** 
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Veterans Guardian 
Montana Clients’ 
Prior VSO Utilization

1.VSO Name Count %

American Legion 50 36%

Disabled American Veterans 31 22%

MT Veterans Affairs Division 23 16%

Veterans of Foreign Wars 23 16%

www.VetsGuardian.com

Total VG Clients in MT (2018-Current)
2177

Total Clients: 2177

85.5% 
Verified Previous 

Utilization of  VSOs



Myth: The only way to protect Veterans is to pass the GUARD Act

Myth: The VA does a good job of identifying, treating, and compensating Veterans’
specific disabilities without any extra assistance. 

Myth: It is illegal for anyone to assist a veteran, for a fee, on their initial VA
disability claim.

Fact: This is blatantly false. 38 USC 5901 & 5904 specifically state that ONLY if you are acting as the
Veteran’s “agent or attorney” can you not accept compensation on assisting with an initial claim.
Veterans Guardian never completes VA Form 21-22A giving agency over the Veteran, does not present
before the VA, act on the Veteran's behalf, nor prosecutes before the VA. We consult with the Veteran
on the preparation of their claim in a legal, ethical, and transparent manner. Further, the courts have
ruled restrictions on this are “likely unconstitutional.” 

Fact: The GUARD Act would eliminate all private expert support for initial claims; leaving the Veteran to
only use the VSO or an attorney on the appeal (who charges up to 33.3% of the Veteran’s ENTIRE back-
pay). The GUARD Act was only voted on once in the 5+ years of introduction (in Spring of 2025) and was
defeated in the full HVAC Committee. Further, a federal court recently ruled that these types of restrictions
are “likely unconstitutional.”

Fact: Anyone who has filed a disability claim with the VA knows that the system is extremely onerous and
time-consuming. Look no further than the VA disability claims backlog: There are nearly 100,000
pending claims that are backlogged, or older than 125 days since the submission. Additionally, the
system is purposefully adversarial since Veterans have to prove existing conditions.” 

Fact: The VA requires that claimants provide proof of their disability, proof of eligibility for VA disability
benefits, proof that their disability is related to military service, and medical evidence for all the above.
This is why Veterans Guardian only consults on “fully developed claims.” We do not rely on the VA “duty to
assist” which is why we have a 90% success rate with an average of 85-day initial claim return timeline.
Many disabled Veterans need assistance. To argue that the VA is an ally in this process is akin to arguing
that the IRS is helpful in tax preparation.

Learn more at www.vetsguardian.com Contact: Brian Johnson brian.m.johnson@vetsguardian.com |

Separating Fact from Fiction
VA Disability Claims Assistance

Myth: Currently these services are free, so why should any Veteran ever pay?

Fact: No veteran ever “has to pay.” Using an expert service to try and get it right the first time is a choice,
a choice that no one should take away from our Veterans. Further, the VA admits that these services are
not free, and that the VA uses taxpayer money to pay private boutique law firms approximately $30
million every month in attorneys fees. That is not free. That is money that should be going to our Veterans. 

Myth: The Department of Veterans Affairs is nonavdersarial, easy to navigate, and most
often results in the proper level of disability benefits.



Myth: If you oppose GUARD, you oppose accountability.

Myth: The GUARD Act will not harm Veterans or limit anyone’s rights.

Myth: GUARD-style fee bans are passing all across the country.

Fact: This is very simple to answer: private claims companies can not become accredited by the VA as
the rules are currently written. Current rules state if you are an accredited agent, you can not charge a
fee for the initial claim. Allowing professional help for a fee the first time avoids fees of hundreds of
thousands of dollars of the Veterans’ backpay going to appeals attorneys. We want to get accredited,
which is why we support HR 3231 which has protections for the Veterans and provides a pathway for
accreditation for private companies. 

Fact: You can be pro-enforcement and pro-choice by supporting legislation that requires written
disclosures, bans guarantees and deception, protects privacy, and imposes serious penalties for
bad actors all while preserving Veterans’ ability to seek, and pay for, lawful assistance. 

Fact: The strict fee-ban approach has been enacted in only four states: New Jersey, Maine, Utah, and
California.  These laws are being challenged or revisited, including through active litigation in Maine and
New Jersey.

Fact: The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit held that New Jersey’s GUARD law likely burdens
protected speech and sent the case back for First Amendment scrutiny.  When a law bans compensation
for speech-based help, it can chill lawful assistance and reduce access for Veterans. Many versions of
the GUARD Act restrict the service itself by banning compensation for “advising or assisting” on Veterans
benefits matters.  As such, it can function as a broad limit on compensated speech.

 

 
Separating Fact from Fiction

VA Disability Claims Assistance

Contact: Brian Johnson brian.m.johnson@vetsguardian.comLearn more at www.vetsguardian.com |

Myth: Assistance provided by VSOs for benefits claims is widely available to Veterans
nationwide at an expedited speed.

Fact: While well-intentioned, VSO groups can be understaffed and under-resourced in many areas of the
country. This leads to bureaucratic slowdown and limited offerings for Veterans. Local representatives
and members of VSOs don't solely focus on disability claims and simply don't have the time or expertise
to focus on individual disability claims.

Myth: All claims consultants are “claim sharks” by definition and could just become
VA-accredited, but they choose not to.
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Date of Request Request Response

1-14-2026 Request 
at 16:57:47

I would like to submit a formal request to know how much 
the Secretary of State's office spent to design, print and 
send the mailer with Secretary Jacobson next to President 
Trump on it. Thank you for your time and help!

You pose a question that is outside that of a public 
records request. You engaged in direct communications 
with SOS Communications on this subject. That question 
was responded to by the SOS Communications Division, 
with the information available at the time. This invoice was 
not received until after your previous communications with 
the SOS Communications Division. Please see the 
attached document.

Clarifications... I submitted this request through the formal PIR portal on the SoS website 1/14/26. I never received a confirmation that my request 
was recieved. The email I received from SOS Communications Division on Jan. 28th did not direcly address this question. It 
nowhere stated it was intended to be a response to my PIR request, even though I responded immediately asking if it was 
intended as such and further requested additional information about how to submit the following requests. I received no response 
from Comms. I received no communication from Susan Ames in regard to this request until Feb. 5th, when she informed me my 
PIR had returned no responsive records and had been considered closed. This is clearly in violation of MCA 2-6-1006(3)(a)(i) "An 
executive branch agency shall respond to a public information request by acknowledging receipt of the request within 5 business 
days of the agency's designated contact person receiving the request."

2-12-2026 Request 
at 14:24:58

All correspondence regarding the design, printing, and 
mailing of the flyer of Sec. Jacobson & Pres. DJT 
regarding election security. I would like to request all 
emails, phone calls, and text messages between the 
Secretary of State's office and the federal officials in 
regard to the mailer

No responsive documents exist as to “the design, printing, 
and mailing of the flyer of Sec. Jacobsen and Pres. DJT 
regarding election security” between the Secretary of 
State’s Office and Department of Homeland Security, the 
agency providing the tool to the State of Montana.

Clarifications... This is an insufficient response. I asked for correspondence, which is not a particular document. I did not ask particularly about 
communications between the MT SoS Office and the Department of Homeland Security. I asked for all communications regarding 
the design, printing, and mailing in regard to the flyer between the MT SoS Office and any federal officials. This includes 
correspondence between Secretary Jacobson and federal officials on her personal devices in regard to the design, printing and 
mailing of the flyer. It is my Right to Kow.

2-12-2026 Request 
at 14:26:55

All correspondence regarding the memorandum of 
understanding proposed by the Federal government in 
regard to our voter rolls. I would like to request all emails, 
phone calls, and text messages between the Secretary of 
State's office and the federal officials in regard to our voter 
rolls in the last year. 

This request is vague, as it does not clarify what precise 
public document you are seeking. The Secretary of State’
s Office routinely communicates with the federal 
government on a wide variety of matters. With that said, 
please see the following link for documents requested in a 
similar records request.

Clarifications... This is an insufficient response. A letter from Secretary Jacobson to Pam Bondi is clearly not what I am requesting. I asked for 
particular correspondence in regard to the voter rolls. Your generalization of my request is unacceptable, and I have deemed this 
response to be insufficient. I am requesting ALL correspondence, including personal device communications, surrounding 
conversations related to our voter rolls in the past year. Further, the link you provided is a singular document, not a copy of the 
files provided in the previous records request, you appear to be referencing:  https://sosmt.gov/wp-admin/admin-ajax.php?
juwpfisadmin=false&action=wpfd&task=file.download&wpfd_category_id=654&wpfd_file_id=73473&token=&preview=1

2-12-2026 request 
at 14:29:01

A copy of the agreement signed between MT's Sec. of 
State's office and the federal government which makes 
the statewide voter file (public info) available. If there was 
no agreement sogned, a record of the purchase of this 
information by the federal government is requested. 

There are no responsive documents.

Clarifications... To clarify, I want to request any agreements signed between the federal government and the MT SoS office in relation to the voter 
rolls. Please advise if the MT SOS Office provided the Department of Justice with the requested, expanded voter rolls in with no 
agreement. Further, that the MT SoS Office further turned over the publicly avail+ voter rolls in addition to the including additional 
information pertinent to 52 U.S.C. § 20703." with no charge to the Department of Justice.

2-12-2026 Request 
at 14:30:21

Has the federal government ever paid for promotional 
materials to be sent to Montana voters from the Secretary 
of State's office in the past? If so, I would like to also 
request a list of these instances. 

There is no responsive document or list in relation to the 
question that you pose on the federal government paying 
for promotional materials.

Clarifications... I want to confirm that this means the secretary has never spent federal funds, including federal grant expenditures on promotional 
materials?

2-12-2026 request 
at 14:37:32

I request all corespondence in regard to my FOlA 
requests in the last two months and emails recieved by 
the Sos office from me. I request the internal 
communications involved in the processing of my requests 
and inquiries

The public records requests that you submitted to the 
Secretary of State’s Office were already provided to you, 
as such were outside that of a records request (you 
already had possession of such communications as you 
were directly involved in such communications.) No other 
responsive documents exist.

Clarifications... I want to clarify that I want all internal communications in regard to my requests and inquiries.

3-2-2026 Request at 
12:20

I am requesting a copy of the document provided to the DOJ by 
MT Sos on July 31, 2025.

This letter serves as confirmation that your request has been 
received for a copy of the document provided to the Department 
of Justice by this office on July 31, 2025.
It appears you are referring to the statewide voter file. A current 
copy of the statewide voter file is available for purchase here: 
https://sosmt.gov/elections/voter-file/. A list of the fields in the 
report – and the required content within that voter file - are 
available as part of the Montana Administrative Rule 44.3.1101.



Clarifications... What was the additional information the MT SoS Office turned over outside of what is typically included in the voter roll? 
Particularly in reference to, "the electronic copy of the statewide VRL must contain all fields, including the registrant's full name, 
date of birth, residential address, his or her state driver's license number or the last four digits of the registrant's social security 
number." per the August 14th email that Secretary Jacobson said she had sent. Particularly, saying the SoS had sent the public 
voter file, "including additional information pertinent to 52 U.S.C. § 20703."

3-25-2026 Request 
at 1:41

I would like to request a copy of all my personal information the 
SoS Office sent to the DOJ on July 31, 2025

This letter is in response to your public records request of March 
25, 2026.
- https://sosmt.gov/elections/voter-file/. A list of the fields in the 
statewide voter
file report and the required content within that voter file are 
available as part of the Montana Administrative
Rule 44.3.1101.
The “Voter File” is a list of voters with a current status of 
“active,” “inactive,” and “provisional.”
The list contains the following data for each voter entered into 
the statewide voter registration
system by the county election administrators: Assigned Voter 
ID; First Name; Middle Name; Last
Name; Name Suffix; Voter Status; Residential Address house 
number; Residential Address street
name; Residential Address street type; Residential Address 
street pre-directional code; Residential
Address street post-directional code; Residential Address unit 
type code; Residential Address unit
number; Residential Address City; Residential Address State; 
Residential 5-digit zip code; Residential
Address complete address; Mailing Address line 1; Mailing 
Address line 2; Mailing Address City;
Mailing Address State; Mailing Address 5-digit zip code; Mailing 
Address plus 4 zip code; Mailing
Address complete; Phone Number; Birth Year; Current County; 
Precinct; Congressional District;
State House District; State Senate District; Absentee indicator; 
City; and Ward.
Montana’s statewide voter registration list was provided, 
pursuant to the demand of the U.S. Department of
Justice and as required by Help America Voter Act to register 
individuals for federal elections. 52 U.S.C.
Section 21083(a)(5)(A)(i).
Election officials are aware of these misinformation campaigns 
that attempt to mislead Montanans by
claiming that data was released that was not, including 
information about how Montanans have voted. These
claims are false. In fact, Montana elections are conducted by 
secret ballot, making this particular
misinformation campaign especially unfounded. Please see the 
video below from Secretary Jacobsen for
further information: https://www.facebook.
com/share/v/1DgqG32Rw5/.
Election officials statewide appreciate your assistance in 
countering these false narratives by sharing accurate
information with others.

Clarifications... This is an insufficient response. I requested a copy my personal information that you shared with the DOJ about *me* in August of 
2025. I did not request information about the voter file or anything regarding SoS Jacobson’s public comment. All communications 
between our elected officials in Montana are public information per the Right to Know clause in our Constitution. Further, I am 
requesting the information from a particular time when your office shared my information with the Department of Justice. The 
current voter file you have sent a link to is not the information I’m requesting, as the voter file has since been updated. Also, 
directing me to pay $1,000 for a copy of the voter file is cost prohibitive for any individual citizen and, again, not an answer to my 
question. Secretary Jacobson said she had provided the Department of Justice with our voter file "including additional information 
pertinent to 52 U.S.C. § 20703." I am very clearly requesting a copy of all of the information of mine, including personal 
information, that you shared with the Department of Justice on a particular day in a particular file. Per MCA 2-6-1501. 
Definitions. (5) (a) "Personal information" means a first name or first initial and last name paired with a drivers license number 
qualifies as personal information. The Department of Justice specifically requested, "the registrant's full name, date of birth, 
residential address, his or her state driver's license number" and per Secretary Jacobson's email, "Montana fully satisfied the 
August 14th request." What information about me did you provide to the Department of Justice?



4-2-2026 Request at 
3:57

I would like to request a copy of all my personal information the 
SoS Office sent to the DOJ on August 14, 2025.

This email serves as a confirmation that your most recent public 
information request of 4/2/26 regarding your personal 
information has been received by the Montana Secretary of 
State’s Office.

 

The information that is contained in the statewide voter file, 
which we already previously pointed you to, aligns with the “my 
voter information” located here: https://voterportal.mt.
gov/WhereToVote.aspx.

 

With that said, as you have previously mentioned, your address 
change made on November 4, 2025, (the date that Park County 
received your change of address form) would not have been in 
DOJ’s possession in August of 2025.  Thus, your previous 
address in August of 2025 would have been the address that 
came into the possession of the DOJ.  No other information of 
yours, outside of that which is in the public voter file, was 
provided to DOJ.

 

Please be advised that by providing this information to you, this 
records request is now closed.

Clarifications... "This is an insufficient response. I requested a copy my personal information that you shared with the DOJ about *me* in August 
of 2025. I did not request information about the voter file or anything regarding SoS Jacobson’s public comment. All 
communications between our elected officials in Montana are public information per the Right to Know clause in our Constitution. 
Further, I am requesting the information from a particular time when your office shared my information with the Department of 
Justice. The current voter file you have sent a link to is not the information I’m requesting, as the voter file has since been 
updated. Also, directing me to pay $1,000 for a copy of the voter file is cost prohibitive for any individual citizen and, again, not an 
answer to my question. Secretary Jacobson said she had provided the Department of Justice with our voter file ""including 
additional information pertinent to 52 U.S.C. § 20703."" I am very clearly requesting a copy of all of the information of mine, 
including personal information, that you shared with the Department of Justice on a particular day in a particular file. Per MCA 2-
6-1501. Definitions. (5) (a) ""Personal information"" means a first name or first initial and last name paired with a drivers license 
number qualifies as personal information. The Department of Justice specifically requested, ""the registrant's full name, date of 
birth, residential address, his or her state driver's license number"" and per Secretary Jacobson's email, ""Montana fully satisfied 
the August 14th request."" What information about me did you provide to the Department of Justice?"

4-2-2026 Request at 
9:45pm

I would like to request copies of the draft coorespondence in 
regard to my PIR requests. I request any internal 
communications about responding to my requests, including the 
drafts of the previous PIR you responded to on April 1, 2026. 
Thank you!

Public information requests are governed by Article II, Section 9 
of the Montana Constitution, and Section 2-6-1001 through 2-6-
1020, MCA. Every citizen has a right take a copy of a public 
writing of the State of Montana except those that are 
constitutionally protected from disclosure or are otherwise 
protected by law or lawful order or process. Public records law 
does not require agencies to provide information or records if no 
responsive information or records exist. New information or 
records do not need to be created or generated in order to fulfill 
any request.
There is no responsive information not protected from 
disclosure fitting within that of the public records law stated 
above that would require agency disclosure in accordance with 
the Montana Code and Montana Constitution. Further, any “draft 
correspondence” or “internal communications about responding 
to my requests” would have already been provided to you 
incorporated as part of the Secretary of State’s Office’s 
responses to your 9+ (now 10) records requests over a span of 
several weeks.
Your request has been fully satisfied and is now closed.

Clarifications... My request is not fully satisfied. Mr. Leland told me he had reviewed a draft of your response to my prior PIR. I am requesting that 
particular draft alongside any email correspondence about those drafts. This is an insufficient response. 
Sorry to have missed you in the office today, Ms. Ames. 



| |

Exclusive: New records show paper trail of DOGE voter
data pact with election deniers

Social Security Administration posts notice on front door of its Queens based offices regarding impact on services due to the

Government Shutdown, in the Queens borough of New York City, NY, October 7, 2025. (Photo by Anthony Behar/Sipa USA)(Sipa via AP

Images)

Newly obtained documents show a clear paper trail of Trump administration officials planning to

share sensitive voter data with an outside political group trying to overturn elections, as part of a

secret agreement.

The records — first obtained by Democracy Forward* through public record requests and ongoing

litigation, and shared exclusively with Democracy Docket — include heavily redacted emails
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between government employees and the external group. They also include the signed voter data

agreement and discussion of how data would be transferred between parties.  

In a statement, Democracy Forward President and CEO Skye Perryman said the administration

continues to withhold critical information from the public.

“The Trump-Vance administration continues to hide what it is doing with Americans’ personal data,

who it has unlawfully shared it with, and why,” Perryman said. “This is why we are seeking

discovery in our case – to ensure that we hold this administration accountable to the American

people. We will not stop until we know exactly how far this unlawful assault on our privacy, and

potential threats to free and fair elections, go.”
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Still, the documents provide the clearest evidence to date that Department of Government

Efficiency (DOGE) personnel engaged with an outside political group seeking to analyze voter rolls

in an effort to challenge election results.

Earlier court filings  the group’s goal was to find evidence of voter fraud and overturn election

results in certain states. 

Internal communications included in the files show discussions about executing a data-sharing

agreement and coordinating the transfer of information once finalized, though key details —

including the identities of the outside entity and other officials involved — remain blacked out. 
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One email included in the records offered a glimpse into the tone of the outside group’s outreach,

with a sender writing that they had spent extensive time analyzing specific elections and were

eager to share data and “theories.”

The records also include referrals for potential violations of the Hatch Act — a federal law that

restricts partisan political activity by government employees — suggesting concerns that Trump

administration staff may have used their positions and government resources for political purposes.

Despite the new disclosures, major questions remain unanswered. 

The government has redacted the names of most individuals involved and has not publicly

identified the outside group that signed the agreement.

The documents come as part of a broader legal battle over DOGE’s access to Social Security data —

including highly sensitive personal information such as Social Security numbers, financial records

and medical data on millions of Americans.

That case has intensified in recent weeks. A federal appeals court recently  the

government’s conduct as “alarming” and directed a lower court to reconsider the case in light of

newly disclosed evidence, including the voter data agreement. A district court has since 

described

allowed
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discovery to move forward, meaning plaintiffs can now seek internal government records and

communications.

Even with large portions blacked out, the records show that government officials moved forward

with plans to exchange sensitive data in connection with election-related activity — and that more

details may soon come to light as the case proceeds.

*Democracy Docket Founder Marc Elias is the chair of Democracy Forward’s board.
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Exclusive: New records show paper trail of DOGE voter data pact with election deniers
By Yunior Rivas

April 29, 2026

Social Security Administration posts notice on front door of its Queens based offices regarding impact on services due to the Government 
Shutdown, in the Queens borough of New York City, NY, October 7, 2025. (Photo by Anthony Behar/Sipa USA)(Sipa via AP Images)
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Share on Bluesky
Newly obtained documents show a clear paper trail of Trump administration officials planning to share sensitive voter data with an outside 
political group trying to overturn elections, as part of a secret agreement.

The records — first obtained by Democracy Forward* through public record requests and ongoing litigation, and shared exclusively with 
Democracy Docket — include heavily redacted emails between government employees and the external group. They also include the signed 
voter data agreement and discussion of how data would be transferred between parties.  

In a statement, Democracy Forward President and CEO Skye Perryman said the administration continues to withhold critical information from 
the public.

“The Trump-Vance administration continues to hide what it is doing with Americans’ personal data, who it has unlawfully shared it with, and 
why,” Perryman said. “This is why we are seeking discovery in our case – to ensure that we hold this administration accountable to the American 
people. We will not stop until we know exactly how far this unlawful assault on our privacy, and potential threats to free and fair elections, go.”

Still, the documents provide the clearest evidence to date that Department of Government Efficiency (DOGE) personnel engaged with an outside 
political group seeking to analyze voter rolls in an effort to challenge election results.

Earlier court filings stated the group’s goal was to find evidence of voter fraud and overturn election results in certain states. 

Internal communications included in the files show discussions about executing a data-sharing agreement and coordinating the transfer of 
information once finalized, though key details — including the identities of the outside entity and other officials involved — remain blacked out. 

One email included in the records offered a glimpse into the tone of the outside group’s outreach, with a sender writing that they had spent 
extensive time analyzing specific elections and were eager to share data and “theories.”

The records also include referrals for potential violations of the Hatch Act — a federal law that restricts partisan political activity by government 
employees — suggesting concerns that Trump administration staff may have used their positions and government resources for political 
purposes.

Despite the new disclosures, major questions remain unanswered. 

The government has redacted the names of most individuals involved and has not publicly identified the outside group that signed the 
agreement.

The documents come as part of a broader legal battle over DOGE’s access to Social Security data — including highly sensitive personal 
information such as Social Security numbers, financial records and medical data on millions of Americans.

That case has intensified in recent weeks. A federal appeals court recently described the government’s conduct as “alarming” and directed a lower 
court to reconsider the case in light of newly disclosed evidence, including the voter data agreement. A district court has since allowed discovery 
to move forward, meaning plaintiffs can now seek internal government records and communications.

Even with large portions blacked out, the records show that government officials moved forward with plans to exchange sensitive data in 
connection with election-related activity — and that more details may soon come to light as the case proceeds.

*Democracy Docket Founder Marc Elias is the chair of Democracy Forward’s board.

Full text of article
URL is: https://www.democracydocket.com/news-alerts/exclusive-new-records-show-paper-trail-of-doge-voter-data-pact-with-election-deniers/
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