	State
	Requirement
	Acceptable Forms of ID
	Voters Without ID

	South Dakota
§12-18-6.1 and 6.2
	When a voter is requesting a ballot, the voter shall present a valid form of personal identification.
	South Dakota driver’s license or nondriver identification card

U.S. passport

Photo ID issued by an agency of the U.S. government

Tribal ID card, including a photo

Student ID card, including a photo, issued by a South Dakota school
	If a voter is not able to present a form of personal identification as required, the voter may complete an affidavit in lieu of the personal identification.  The affidavit shall require the voter to provide his or her name and address. The voter shall sign the affidavit under penalty of perjury.


	Table 1:  State Requirements for Voter Identification

	States That Request Photo ID
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Indiana 
Louisiana
Michigan
South Dakota

	States that Require ID (photo not required)
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Kentucky
Missouri
Montana
North Dakota
Ohio
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington


A solution without a problem?

Voter identification requirements, while increasingly popular in state legislatures around the country, are a solution without a problem. There is virtually no evidence that voters engage in voter impersonation - the only kind of fraud addressed by additional ID requirements - with any frequency. As noted by the Brennan Center for Justice at New York University School of Law: “This rare kind of fraud is very risky and promises little reward.”

• Nationwide, since October 2002, 52 individuals have been convicted of federal crimes relating to election fraud (including several offenses not remedied by ID requirements), while 196,139,871 ballots have been cast in federal general elections. Statistically, Americans are more likely to be killed by a bolt of lightning.” 
The fact that this crime is almost never committed can be attributed in part to the severe penalties already in place under existing law. Most states and the federal government have criminalized election fraud, and the crime may result in fines up to $10,000 and up to five years in prison.
Conclusion
By passing burdensome laws that address an almost non-existent problem, representatives erode the public’s faith in the electoral system. When the impact of additional identification laws is examined, one sees their dangerous potential to disenfranchise eligible citizens. Americans need more than ever to believe that their government acts truthfully and honorably where their constitutional rights are concerned. Americans have real concerns about the integrity of their election system, given recent controversies about ballot design, vote counting, and the security of new voting machines. By passing burdensome laws that address a non-existent problem, elected officials risk further eroding the public’s faith in their ability to govern with the interests of the voters in mind.
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New Analysis Shows Voter Identification Laws Do Not Reduce Turnout

by David B. Muhlhausen, Ph.D. and Keri Weber Sikich

	OVERVIEW
The 2000 presidential election sparked a fire​storm of debate relating to election reform in the United States. Since then, academics, the media, and elected officials have proffered opinions and implemented policies related to this important political issue. Topics that have been addressed in recent years range from modernizing voting machines and updating voter registration rolls to implementing stricter identification requirements for voting.

In 2002, Congress passed the Help America Vote Act (HAVA).[1] HAVA affects only federal elec​tions and, among other things, requires that the states provide for provisional voting; create a computerized, centralized list of registered voters; and ensure that new voters who register by mail present identification before being allowed to vote in person. HAVA established the Election Assis​tance Commission (EAC) to serve as "a national clearinghouse and resource for information and review of procedures with respect to the adminis​tration of federal elections."[2] Additionally, many state legislatures have enacted their own election reform legislation.[3]
Of the many election reforms currently being considered, one that has incited some of the most cantankerous debate is that of voter identification at the polls. For many, the idea of requiring voters to present identification in order to vote is anath​ema, tantamount to the poll taxes that were once used to prevent African-Americans from voting.[4] They contend that requiring identification at the polls will lead to lower voter turnout, especially among the poor, certain minorities, and the elderly. The standard argument goes that if a person has to show identi​fication to board a plane or cash a check, why shouldn't he have to do the same in order to vote? Additionally, the proponents of stricter voter iden​tification requirements argue that such a policy would bolster the public's faith in the legitimacy of elections and lead to greater voter turnout, not less.




CONCLUSION
Controlling for factors that influence voter turn​out, voter identification laws largely do not have the claimed negative impact on voter turnout based on state-to-state comparisons. The effects are so small that the findings offer little policy significance. White survey respondents in photo identification states are 0.002 percent less likely to report voting than white respondents from states that only required voters to state their name. Afri​can-American respondents in non-photo identifica​tion states are 0.012 percent less likely to report voting than African-American respondents from states that only required voters to state their name.

In other cases, no effect was found. In general, respondents in photo identification and non-photo identification states are just as likely to report voting compared to respondents from states that only required voters to state their name. African-Ameri​can respondents in photo identification states are just as likely to report voting compared to African- American respondents from states that only required voters to state their name. Hispanic respondents in photo identification states are just as likely to report voting compared to Hispanic respondents from states that only required voters to state their name.

South Dakota's 2003 voter ID law disenfranchised Indians, some allege.

Native American Law Report,  July, 2004  

Though the June 1 special elections in South Dakota saw major increases in American Indian turnout, it also gave way to legal controversy over a new state law, passed last year, that required voters to produce photo identification in order to receive a ballot. Though preliminary data from the elections show that some reservations more than tripled their turnout since the last elections, some Indians complained that they were asked to produce driver's licenses without being told that signing an affidavit was a legal alternative if they did not have the ID 

Indians ask for repeal of South Dakota voter I.D. law

AP reports: South Dakota's new voter-identification law should be repealed because it could prevent some Indians from voting, a state legislative committee was told Thursday.

The State-Tribal Relations Committee heard testimony on the new law, which requires voters to show a driver's license or other identification that includes a photograph. But registered voters who do not have photo IDs can vote after signing an affidavit affirming their identity.

Some people in various areas complained after the June 1 election that they had not been informed about the option of signing an affidavit.

Critics of the law argued Thursday that Indians are more likely than white people to be harmed by the identification requirement because many Indians have no driver's license and some tribal identification cards do not include photos. -- Lawmakers asked to repeal voter identification law (AP via AberdeenNews.com)
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