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Phoenix, Arizona
November 20, 2020 

P R O C E E D I N G S

(Whereupon, the following proceedings 

commenced on Go To Meeting:)

 

THE COURT:  Good morning.  I'm calling 

Number 1 on the calendar, which is CV2020-014562.  And it 

is time set for both oral argument and the evidentiary 

hearing in this matter.  Appearances, please.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, on behalf of 

plaintiffs, Alexander Kolodin, Chris Viskovic, Kolodin Law 

Group, LLC.  Joining us are co-counsel, Sue Becker, Public 

Interest Legal Foundation. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  

MS. CRAIGER:  Good morning, Your Honor, on 

behalf of defendants, the county defendants, and County 

Attorney, Allister Adel, Emily Craiger.  And also in the 

room with me are Joe LaRue and Tom Liddy. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Ms. Craiger, you 

look 100 miles away.  And I can't see Mr. Liddy and 

Mr. LaRue.  I don't need to, but just as an FYI, if any of 

you are doing an examination or whatever, you might want 
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to be a little more visible.  As long as I can hear you, 

it's not really a big deal.  I'm just alerting you what it 

looks like from my end.  

I'm sorry.  I'm seeing Mr. LaRue.  I'm just 

not seeing Mr. Liddy.  Okay, who else is on the line?  

MS. GONSKI:  Good morning, Your Honor.  This 

is Sarah Gonski on behalf of intervenor, the Arizona 

Democratic Party.  And with me are co-counsel, Daniel 

Arellano and Roy Herrera. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Thank you.  

Mr. Herrera is just on the phone line, correct?  

MS. GONSKI:  That's right, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  So folks, let me 

just tell you up front I have read the Maricopa County 

defendant's motion to dismiss, as well as the intervenor, 

ADP's motion to dismiss, and plaintiff's separate 

responses to each of those motions.  There on for oral 

argument as well as the evidence.  

I know we've got a little bit of time 

constraints on the evidence in that, at least, there's one 

witness -- I think it was Mr. Jarrett who has to be done 

this morning.  

Ms. Craiger, I can't see you nodding your 

head or anything because you're so far away.  So just be 

aware if Mr. LaRue needs to do hand signals or something, 
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I'll pay attention to him because he's more visible.  

So in terms of how we use our time, I was 

giving some thought to whether it made sense to do oral 

argument or the evidence first.  We are going to do both, 

just so nobody worries that, hey, if we do one first, that 

may negate the other.  We're going to get all on the 

record.  I've made that determination, if that's 

appropriate procedurally, but does anybody have any strong 

views about which we should do first?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Good morning, Your Honor.  

This is Emily Craiger.  It would be our position that we 

combine the oral argument on the motion to dismiss with 

our closing arguments and do that at the end of the day so 

we can proceed with getting evidence on as soon as we can. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Craiger, that sounds 

like a good approach.  Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Agreed, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Great.  Anybody else have any 

objections to that?  

MS. GONSKI:  No objection from intervenor. 

THE COURT:  Okay, great.  That's what we'll 

do then.  

So folks, I'm familiar with the complaint.  

I'm familiar with what all we've covered in recent 

hearings.  Does anybody feel a need to give me any kind of 
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opening statement to frame the issues, or you just want to 

begin with the first witness?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Let's jump right in.

MS. CRAIGER:  I'm sorry, Your Honor.  One 

housekeeping item.  We would like to invoke the rule, and 

at the moment, I believe Mr. Sneeringer is on the line, 

who has been designated as a witness.  And also 

Mr. Atkinson, who is also designated as a witness in this 

case is also on the line right now.  

THE COURT:  Okay, Mr. Kolodin.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, as a practical 

matter I'm not sure that that's really going to be 

possible.  As the Court knows, there's a public call in 

line.  We also have a relatively small office, and several 

of our witnesses are here in person, so I'm not really 

sure how we would exclude them from hearing the 

proceedings anyway.  

As the county puts on their case after ours, 

this is largely to benefit the county, but practically, I 

just don't see how we could do it.  Especially because, in 

the interest of time, we're going to try to put witnesses 

on deck, the ones who are calling in and have them call 

into the proceeding when the last witness is speaking so 

we can minimize lag time as much as possible.  It will 

just go a lot smoother that way. 
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THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, give me just a 

moment because I'm probably the least knowledgeable 

technology wise of the people in my courtroom, but I 

certainly understood that witnesses could be put in a room 

so that they're not entitled -- we've even done it in a 

prior hearing, an evidentiary hearing -- so that they're 

not listening to anything until they are allowed in from 

that room in which they're waiting.  

Is that not accurate?  Okay.  How do we do 

that?  Do we do it at our end or do they have to do it at 

their end?  

(Inaudible discussion with courtroom 

assistant.) 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, I think you might 

have been the one to raise the question about whether that 

can be done technology wise.  It certainly can.  My 

bailiff is able -- Ana, here in the courtroom, is able to 

do that.  So she's able to send Mr. Sneeringer and 

Mr. Atkinson, the two witnesses, out of the proceedings.  

I think the way I've heard it described is 

basically, they're waiting in a room, you know, a virtual 

room, and then when they're being called, she can allow 

them back in.

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor, but there's 

still a public access point.  So we really have no idea if 
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anybody who's not in that room is listening.  And, of 

course, we have a small office, and I don't know how we 

can avoid some of the witnesses that are waiting in this 

office from hearing the ongoing proceedings given our 

space constraints, especially during Covid.  I can jam 

them all into a small back office or something.  It seems 

impractical from our perspective.  I'm not really sure how 

we would accomplish it.  

If the concern is the expert hearing, that I 

understand.  We'll put them in a different room, but with 

respect to our lay witnesses, I'm just not really sure how 

we would do it.  

THE COURT:  Well, that's a problem I wish I 

had been alerted to beforehand because they need to be -- 

this is an evidentiary hearing.  If the rule is being 

invoked, they need to be out of hearing distance.  It 

doesn't allow them to still sit and listen.  

So I certainly tell Mr. Atkinson, who is a 

-- he's not a lawyer, I guess.  He's a paralegal, isn't 

he?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes. 

THE COURT:  I was guessing he was a lawyer 

for a moment there, and I was thinking I could get him to 

avow to me as an officer of the court that he will 

distance himself so he does not hear.  I don't really have 
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the same ability to rely upon any other witness.  Not that 

others aren't just as trust worthy, but they just don't 

have the same thing on the line as a lawyer does.  

However, the other witnesses, fact 

witnesses, the expert witness, Mr. Atkinson, those people 

need to be in the room not listening.  When the rule is 

invoked, they need to not be hearing the proceedings.

MR. KOLODIN:  Okay.  Sean, what I'll ask you 

to do then, Sean, why don't you go into Alfredo's office.  

That's the farthest away in our office that you can get 

away from the witnesses.  And go to the second desk in his 

office.  That should resolve the problem.  Yeah, that 

should resolve the problem and shut the door.

MR. ATKINSON:  Okay, I'll do that. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, what about other -- 

any witnesses you might have there like lay witnesses?  

MR. KOLODIN:  So we'll have them in our 

reception area, and then we'll have the testimony being 

taken in the back office. 

THE COURT:  Okay, and all the doors will be 

shut so there won't be just noise coming down the hall for 

people to understand?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor.  Sean, I 

instruct you to please shut the door. 

THE COURT:  And you said your office is 
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small.  I don't know how small it is, but if you please 

take any and all measures you can to ensure that no one is 

hearing the proceedings, I would appreciate that.

MR. KOLODIN:  We will do so, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Now what about Mr. Sneeringer?  

Is he not in your office?  Is he elsewhere?  

MR. KOLODIN:  He is elsewhere, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  So I think as to 

Mr. Sneeringer, we don't have any problem with Ana putting 

him in the waiting room virtually.  

Is that right, Ana?  Do you need -- can you 

do that right now, or do we need to accommodate anything 

at our end here?  

Okay.  So Mr. Sneeringer, that is what's 

going to happen, sir.  You won't be hearing the 

proceedings or participating in them until you're called 

as a witness.  Understand, sir?  

(Mr. Sneeringer nods head.) 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  Okay.  

Ms. Craiger, that was your housekeeping 

matter.  Is there anything else we need before the first 

witness gets called?  I don't know.  I just lost Ms. 

Craiger.  Oh, there she is.  

I don't know if this happens at your end, 

folks, but people move around in boxes as people come and 
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go, and it's a little disorienting.  

Ms. Craiger, anything else before we start?  

And then I'll ask Mr. Kolodin and Ms. Gonski as well.

MS. CRAIGER:  Just as a reminder, which I 

think you already stated, we have the time constraints 

with Mr. Jarrett, so he does need to have his testimony 

completed by noon today.  We're ready to take him first or 

could, you know, wait probably as late at 10:30, but after 

that, it would probably not be sufficient time for his 

testimony. 

THE COURT:  So Mr. Kolodin, you're putting 

on your witnesses first, correct, sir?  

MR. KOLODIN:  That's right, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Are you calling Mr. Jarrett?  

MR. KOLODIN:  We are not, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  How do you envision 

us getting Mr. Jarrett done and out by noon?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Well, Your Honor, again, we 

certainly could have accommodated a different date.  I 

understand the urgency here.  We would probably suggest 

that we put on Mr. Jarrett first and hear what he has to 

say, and then we proceed with -- well, I don't know.  

Because we've got witnesses here that are waiting.  

Let's put on -- no.  Let's put on 

Mr. Jarrett first.  That just makes more sense logically. 
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THE COURT:  Okay.  Thank you.  And 

Mr. Kolodin, just so the record is clear, we did discuss 

this on the record yesterday.  And it was in writing, I 

think, perhaps even as well from Ms. Craiger.  I'm not 

certain about that, but she certainly raised it.  And I 

did not understand at that point that it was going to be a 

logistical, you know, order of witnesses problem.  So 

let's hope we can get that done.  

Do you remember, Mr. Kolodin, we discussed 

that briefly yesterday?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, I do, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  So you are going to call 

Mr. Jarrett first as your witness, Mr. Kolodin, or are you 

asking to take him out of order and have Ms. Craiger put 

him on?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Well, no, Your Honor.  I mean, 

we would like to put on all of our witnesses before 

Mr. Jarrett, but if the Court is ordering him done by 

noon, then I think it makes sense to have him go first. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, let me clarify my 

question.  First, this was discussed/raised by the county 

defendants yesterday.  There was no objection or concern 

or issue raised by defendants or anybody else about, hey, 

that's going to mess up how we put on our case.  We don't 

like that.  Let's see if we can figure out a solution.  
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So he does need to be gone by noon.  That's 

basically the implicit commitment we made to the county 

defendants yesterday by nobody saying it was a problem.  

I'm asking you though, would you prefer that 

Ms. Craiger just be allowed to take him out of order 

because it's not defendant case until plaintiffs have 

rested -- take him out of order and put him on first in 

the county defendant's case starting right now, or would 

you prefer to call him yourself in your case?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Okay.  That makes much more 

sense.  We will not be calling him in our case.  We're 

going to be limited to cross for him.  So if Ms. Craiger 

is going to call him, she could call him. 

THE COURT:  Understood.  Okay, so Ms. 

Craiger, you are going to begin with Mr. Jarrett, correct?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Yes.  Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  And none of the witnesses have 

been sworn, have they, Ana?  

All right.  So once we have Mr. Jarrett, 

hopefully visible, we will -- my clerk, you can see up 

there.  Kathy Ballard is our deputy clerk, and she will 

get each and every witness sworn in as they appear.

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, also, if it's 

possible, we would need to have Mr. LaRue be made the 

presenter for our exhibits to be presented. 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

16

THE COURT:  All right, Ana can do that.  

Excuse me one second.  Mr. LaRue, Ana is working on that.  

Give us just a minute.  

MR. LARUE:  Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  We're good.  Mr. LaRue should be 

now enabled as the presenter.  

So Kathy, I think we are ready to swear in 

the witness. 

SCOTT JARRETT,

called as a witness, having been duly sworn, 

testified as follows:

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, Mr. Jarrett is not 

visible to us.  I'm not sure why. 

THE COURT:  Isn't he sitting right next to 

Ms. Craiger?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Oh, that's why.  Thank you.  

Sorry.  

THE COURT:  All right.  Go ahead.

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you, Your Honor.

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MS. CRAIGER:

Q. Thank you, Mr. Jarrett.  Good morning.  

A. Good morning. 

Q. What is your title? 

A. So my title is the Director of Election Day and 
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Emergency Voting for the Maricopa County Election 

Department. 

Q. How long have you held that position? 

A. So I've been in this possession since July of 

2019. 

Q. What are your duties generally in that position? 

A. So I oversee the divisions that provide poll 

worker training, that provide poll worker recruitment, 

that provide warehouse functions.  I oversee election day 

and emergency voting.  Then I have shared oversight for 

early voting.  And I also provide oversight for central 

count calculation as well as calculation in voting 

locations. 

Q. So let's just talk generally a little bit about 

general election day processes and procedures.  When did 

you and your team first start preparing for the 

November 2020 general election? 

A. Well over six months in advance of the November 

election. 

Q. So by you, you have what's marked as exhibit or 

tabbed as Exhibit 41.  Do you recognize that document, 

Mr. Jarrett? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. What is it? 

A. This is the election day and emergency voting 
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plan that I prepared in conjunction with my team and then 

presented to the Board of Supervisors in September for 

their approval. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, excuse me to 

interrupt for just a moment.  I should have asked counsel 

this in the beginning.  I neglected to.  I had it on my 

check list.  Have the parties stipulated to the admission 

of any exhibits, or are we going to have to move in and 

debate each and every one, potentially?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, we were -- I'm 

sorry.  We weren't able to stipulate -- 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, you go first 

because it's your witness I'm speaking about right now.

MS. CRAIGER:  So we were able to stipulate 

to three exhibits.  One is the poll worker training 

manual, which we have marked as Exhibit Number 41.  No.  

I'm sorry.  Number 40.  Exhibit Number 40.  

THE COURT:  Exhibit Number 40, poll worker 

training, November general election.

MS. CRAIGER:  Correct. 

THE COURT:  Is the way it shows on the 

exhibit list.  Do you folks have a copy of the exhibit 

list there, the one I'm looking at, from my clerk.  

Did you say yes, Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  We have a copy of the joint 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

19

witness and exhibit list; is that the same one?  

THE COURT:  No.  This is what it looks like.  

It's a sheet like, you know, you see when you're in trial.  

You don't have that?  Okay.  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, Your Honor.  

MS. CRAIGER:  I can quickly get a printout 

of that, if that would be helpful to the Court. 

THE COURT:  Well, I think it will be helpful 

to the parties.  I've got mine so I'm good to go.  It's 

just whether it will enable you folks to move along, but, 

you know, we're still talking about same tagged exhibit, 

Number 40, and that's being received on stipulation, 

correct, Counsel?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor.  That was 

also Plaintiff's Number 21.  It's the same document. 

THE COURT:  All right.  So 21 I'm going to 

receive as well.  It could be a duplicate, but we're not 

going to spend the time to sort that out right now.  

So Ms. Craiger -- I'm sorry.  I'm 

overlooking Ms. Gonski.  

Ms. Gonski, you jump in any time you either 

need to make a record of agreeing or disagreeing.  In the 

silence, I'll assume you are in agreement; is that fair?  

MS. GONSKI:  Thank you, Your Honor.  We 

weren't party to the any of the stipulations, but we 
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really don't have any objection to the stipulations. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Thanks for clarifying.  

So Ms. Craiger, any objection to 21 and 40 coming in on 

stipulation?  

MS. CRAIGER:  No objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Those are received 

on stipulation.  There were two more, were there?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Yes.  It was plaintiff's and 

-- it was the elections procedure manual.  I'm sorry 

Mr. Kolodin, what number was that?

MR. KOLODIN:  We have the MS23.

MS. CRAIGER:  23 and the addendum to the 

election's procedures manual which -- 

MR. KOLODIN:  24.  

MS. CRAIGER:  -- we also are willing to 

stipulate to those being entered as exhibits. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Kolodin, you wish to 

move those in, yes?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  23 and 24 are 

received on stipulation.  Any others, Counsel, or just 

those few?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Those are the ones we 

discussed, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Kolodin, you 
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agree nothing else has been agreed to yet?  

MR. KOLODIN:  I agree.  Although, as we go 

through the day, there may be certain documents that are 

matters of public record that we stipulate to in the 

interest of time and counsel is agreeable.  So we'll see 

how that goes. 

THE COURT:  Good.  Please, whatever you can 

do to move it along so I have more time to hear you folks 

substantively, I would urge you to think down that road as 

we go.  

Okay, so Ms. Craiger, sorry for the 

interruption.  Back to you and your witness.

MS. CRAIGER:  Well, Your Honor, while we're 

on the topic, this is actually one of those documents that 

is of public record.  So perhaps this may be one that we 

could also stipulate to.  Is that something plaintiff's 

counsel -- 

MR. KOLODIN:  We have no objection to that. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Is it 41?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Correct. 

THE COURT:  41 is received without 

objection.  You can continue, Ms. Craiger. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  All right.  Mr. Jarrett, so I 

believe you were explaining what the purpose of this 

document is.  
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A. So the purpose of this document is to provide a 

plan, detailed plan, for how we will administer the 

election.  And it's to inform the public, as well as our 

department staff.  And it is -- it describes those 

procedures.  It includes plans that outline things for 

poll worker training, items for poll worker recruitment.  

How we're going to communicate information to the public.  

How we will set up our polling locations, as well as how 

we will tabulate in the polling locations, as well as in 

the central count proceedings. 

Q. In the 2020 general election, did the county use 

new equipment to tabulate? 

A. So new equipment as far as different equipment 

from 2016, we've used this equipment in prior elections, 

including in the March presidential preference election, 

and the March jurisdictional elections, the May 

jurisdictional elections, and the August primary election. 

Q. So thank you for that clarification, sir.  This 

is new equipment for the 2020 election cycle? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Okay.  And what was that new equipment? 

A. So it is -- the equipment that we are currently 

leasing from our vendor Dominion, it's Democracy Suite, 

5.5-B.  

Q. I'm going to direct you now to what's been marked 
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as Exhibit 47.  Do you recognize that document, Mr. 

Jarrett?  

A. Yes, I do. 

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, this is also -- 

this document is also of public record.  I don't know if 

Mr. Kolodin is willing to stipulate to its entry.

MR. KOLODIN:  This one I'm not familiar 

with, so I would not stipulate to this.

MS. CRAIGER:  All right. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  Thank you, Scott.  Could you 

explain to me what this document is.  

A. So this is a certification letter from the 

Secretary of State's office certifying that the equipment 

that we were or leasing from Dominion can be used in 

elections in the state of Arizona. 

Q. Just to point to you to -- it's the second line 

of that first paragraph, this is talking about the 

Democracy Suite 5.5-B voting system that you were 

referring to; is that right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. So this document dated November 5th of 2019, this 

certification occurred prior to the 2020 election cycle 

beginning; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. So Scott -- 
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MS. CRAIGER:  So Your Honor, did I move to 

-- I'd like to move the exhibit into evidence. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, any objections to 

the Court receiving 47?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  47 is received without 

objection. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER) Scott, what is logic and 

accuracy testing? 

A. Logic and accuracy testing is a provision set 

forth in state statute as well as the Arizona elections 

procedure manual.  It is -- it occurs before each election 

and after each election.  And this type of testing is 

actually conducted by the Secretary of State's office, as 

well as each county.  And it is the process that the 

Secretary of State's office does and the county do to 

confirm the accuracy of the equipment, the tabulation 

equipment that would be used for each election.  

So an election system report is submitted to 

the Secretary of State's office.  They develop a test deck 

of ballots to come into our central count tabulate -- or 

our ballot calculation center, as well as they also select 

a random sampling of both centers or what we call 

precinct-based tabulators.  And they will run that test 

deck through.  
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We are unaware of what those results should 

look like.  We just know that they brought these test 

decks in.  They run them through.  They know how the 

results should be tallied.  They go through that process.  

It's not our staff that performs that test.  It's the 

Secretary of State's staff, an independent party.  They 

run those ballots through our central count tabulators, 

the random sampling of our precinct-based tabulators.  And 

then they compare the results that are reported based on 

this test to the predetermined tallied amount before the 

test to ensure that it's accurate.  

Then the county, after the Secretary of 

State performs those tests, does its own test on 100 

percent of the equipment.  So every central count 

tabulator, every precinct-based tabulator, we perform this 

test not only on the federal contest, the state contest 

but all down ballot contests as well. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett, to clarify, what's 

the difference between those two referenced tabulators you 

just referred to?  

A. So, Your Honor, the central count tabulators are 

primarily used for just early ballots.  So any ballots 

that would come back to us through the mail that were 

dropped off at one of our drop boxes or vote centers or 

that were voted in person during early voting.  
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The precinct-based tabulator are used on 

election day in the vote centers where voters then insert 

their ballots into that tabulator, and that's where the 

tabulation occurs at the vote center. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  Scott, I'm going to direct you 

to what's been marked as Exhibit 45.  And what is this 

document?  Do you recognize it?

A. So this document is the certificate of accuracy 

that was provided by the Secretary of State's office on 

October 6th.  So the first day -- one day before early 

voting began for the November general 2020 election.  So 

this is a certifying the accuracy of our equipment at that 

time. 

Q. And am I accurate in saying this is the 

certificate that is produced after the logic and accuracy 

testing is completed; is that correct? 

A. That's correct.  So the political parties, as 

well as the Secretary of State are present during this 

testing, and then they sign this document after the test 

is complete, attesting to the accuracy of the equipment. 

Q. On this, there are signatures and designation of 

party or agents.  I think you've already testified that 

there's party representatives, but on this one, there's -- 

I noticed there is no Republican Party representative.  
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Were they invited to participate in this process? 

A. That's correct.  They were invited.  We held a 

meeting on September 10th with all parties.  So the county 

parties, as well as the state parties.  And in that 

meeting, we laid out all the opportunities for being able 

to provide their representatives to observe during the 

voting process.  And at that meeting, the logic and 

accuracy test was listed.  We discussed the importance of 

having representatives there to observe this process, that 

they would play a role in signing off on the certificate 

of accuracy. 

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, I'd like to move 

to enter Exhibit 45 into evidence. 

THE COURT:  Just a quick question.  I missed 

what you said was the date, Ms. Craiger, of that meeting?  

September -- I'm sorry -- Mr. Jarrett, September what?  

A. Your Honor, it was September 10th. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  Mr. Kolodin, any 

objection to Exhibit 45 being received?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we have no 

objection to it being part -- 

THE COURT:  I'm sorry.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we have no 

objection to it being part of the record.  Not necessarily 

obviously for the purpose for which it's been offered, but 
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forming part of the record we don't have an issue. 

THE COURT:  So it's either being received, 

or it's not being received, and then people can debate it 

or argue about it or cross examine about it.  My question 

is, do you object to the Court receiving it?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, not at all, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  45 is received without 

objection.  

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you, Your Honor.  

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  I'd like to turn your attention 

now to Exhibit 46.  And Mr. Jarrett, do you recognize this 

document? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. What is that document? 

A. So this is a document provided to the county from 

the Secretary of State's office certifying the accuracy.  

So based on the process I described before, the logic and 

accuracy test.  So certifying the accuracy of the Maricopa 

County tabulation equipment.  So both the central count 

tabulation equipment, as well as the precinct-based 

tabulation equipment based on their testing that occurred 

on Wednesday, November 18th, after the election.  

It was designed to confirm that the system 

and the program that was used on October 6th was indeed 

the same system and tabulated ballots exactly the same way 
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post the election. 

Q. And in this case, also there are several names 

listed and signatures with parties listed.  In this case, 

did both -- were, actually, all parties, political 

parties, represented at this logic and accuracy test? 

A. Yes.  So we invited members of the state party, 

as well as the county party for all three political 

parties; the Libertarian party, the Democratic party, and 

the Republican Party.  And they all sent representatives 

that attended.  At least at the county side of it, and we 

did have some representation from the state parties as 

well.  And they all signed this document.

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, I would like to 

move to have Exhibit 46 entered into evidence. 

THE COURT:  Any objection, Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Can I get a look at the text.  

Could they scroll up just a little bit.  Okay.  No 

objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  46 is received without 

objection.  

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  So getting back to the 

preparation for the 2020 general election.  Did Covid-19 

have any impact on how you prepared for this election? 

A. Yes.  Covid-19 had a significant impact on how we 

were preparing for this election. 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

30

Q. Can you describe a little bit, you know, what 

sort of changes had to be made because of issues related 

to Covid-19.  

A. So going into the March presidential preference 

election, we were conducting election based off of 

precinct voting, and we were encountering significant 

issues with our poll workers as well as our polling 

locations cancelling on us for that election.  We had to 

redesign an election in five days to serve Maricopa County 

voters.  

So we took the lessons that we learned from 

March and applied them to the future elections.  So August 

primary and the November general election.  So in doing 

that, we designed -- we redesigned how we provide voters 

and serve voters in Maricopa County.  We provided a 

100 percent vote center mall.  That required us to 

purchase additional and new ballot-on-demand technology.  

So every one of our vote centers could serve any voter in 

the county, be able to produce that exact ballot for that 

voter.  

We also had to work with and partner with 

the county public health department to establish safety 

protocols for our vote centers.  That required us to use 

much larger facilities than what we used in past so we 

would implement physical distancing.  We also had to 
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procure PPE, all that equipment so we could keep our poll 

workers and voters safe as they progressed through the 

voting process. 

Q. Just to be clear, I think maybe Your Honor 

already covered this, but when you talk about 

precinct-based tabulators, you are describing the 

tabulators that were used in vote centers on election day; 

is that correct? 

A. That's correct.  So that's the name branding of 

-- that's provided by Dominion.  They're calling it 

precinct-based tabulator, and they do tabulate precinct 

ballots.  So every voter is issued a ballot with a 

precinct code on it, but they are programed to accept any 

precinct.  

So they are in our vote centers.  They are a 

vote center tabulator, but the main branding is a 

precinct-based tabulator. 

Q. Okay.  So what does MCTEC stand for? 

A. It's the Maricopa County Elections and Tabulation 

Center. 

Q. And when you're referring to central tabulation, 

is that located at MCTEC? 

A. Yes, it is.  It's in a secured room in the center 

of MCTEC or our elections department, and it has even 

higher access restrictions.  It's under camera 24/7, 365 
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days a year. 

Q. What occurs in the central tabulation? 

A. So that is where all programming of equipment 

occurs.  That is where actual -- the counting of early 

ballots occur, and that is also where we have adjudication 

stations where we hire bipartisan adjudication boards to 

come in and perform adjudication actions on ballots that 

over votes, ambiguous marks.  If there are write-in 

candidates, those adjudication boards perform that.  

If there is duplication of a ballot that's 

needed.  So that would be a damaged ballot that can't be 

read by our precinct-based tabulator or central count 

tabulator, that duplication process occurs in that central 

count tabulation center. 

Q. Is that essential tabulation room visible to the 

public? 

A. Yes, it is.  It's under -- we have several 

different camera views that can observe the entire room, 

including those adjudication stations, our central count 

tabulators, and other areas within that room. 

Q. So you mentioned that there are cameras.  Where 

is the public able to go to view what's being recorded on 

those cameras? 

A. So they can go to the Maricopa County Elections 

Department website, and we have a link available.  So 
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anyone from the public can log on to our website -- 

Maricopa.vote -- and find that link, and then they will 

have different views to able to look at that room and 

observe all the activities going on within that room. 

Q. In the central tabulation room, I assume there 

are election employees working in there, but are there any 

other members or any other individuals that are allowed to 

be in that room also when the tabulation is occurring? 

A. So we do have access restrictions.  So we don't 

just let any member from the public in.  That's why we 

offer the online viewing, but we do also allow party 

representatives into that room.  So these are appointees 

from the political parties, and they can enter as long as 

we can confirm that they are registered to vote in 

Arizona.  And we do that to confirm that they don't have a 

felony or a criminal background before we let them in 

because we hold that room to a high stringent standard of 

security. 

Q. And you had mentioned the word duplication of 

ballots.  Why would a ballot need to be duplicated? 

A. So if that ballot is damaged or defective and 

can't be read by our tabulation equipment -- and this does 

occur.  We will get back ballots to us that have been 

ripped.  So that can't be read by our tabulation 

equipment, or it could be ambiguous marks or stray marks 
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that are made in -- so on every ballot we have on the 

edges of it, we have timing marks.  So these are hash 

marks.  They are what tell the tabulator where each oval 

is, where to read the contest, and how to tabulate that, 

but if there's a stray mark in one those timing marks, it 

cannot be read by the tabulator.  It would have to be 

manually duplicated. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett, could you shift 

your microphone just slightly.  When you're looking at Ms. 

Craiger, I can hear the vast majority of what you're 

saying, but every now and then a word, when you've turned 

your head too far in her direction, I lose. 

A. Your Honor, I'll do a better job of projecting to 

the microphone. 

THE COURT:  That's perfect.  Thank you. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  Thank you.  Scott, we were 

talking before about the cameras, allowing people to view 

the room.  Were there any other restrictions put into 

place due to Covid-19 in terms of access to viewing that 

central tabulation room? 

A. So, yes.  We did make every attempt to implement 

physical distancing requirements within the tabulation 

center as well.  When our adjudication boards performed 

that function, they do have to sit together to perform it.  

We did implement, you know, Plexiglass barriers between 
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each board, but then we also needed to keep them safe from 

-- so those political party observers that did come in to 

observe.  So we asked those political party observers to 

maintain six feet of physical distancing, but if they 

wanted to actually go observe close up, they just needed 

to ask permission from our tabulation manager prior, and 

then they would authorize it. 

Q. So you mentioned earlier about poll worker 

training and your involvement in the poll worker training 

process.  I'm going to direct you to what's been marked as 

Exhibit 40.  

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, I believe this is 

an exhibit that's been stipulated to by the parties. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, that's already 

received.

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you.  

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  So can you explain, Scott, what 

this document is.  

A. So this document is the training manual that the 

Maricopa County training team prepared after my review and 

review of other experts on our staff to provide to all of 

our poll workers that sets out procedures for how early 

voting and election day operations should be conducted in 

our in-person voting locations. 

Q. And in addition to receiving this manual, what 
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other training did poll workers get for the 2020 general 

election? 

A. So they were provided with online training.  So 

we designed customized modules that provided a general 

overview of what the November general election entailed.  

We also provided role-base specific training.  So for 

inspectors and judges -- inspectors are the supervisors of 

our voting locations.  The judges are the backup 

inspectors or supervisors.  They had one set of training.  

Our marshals had another set of training.  Our clerks had 

a different set of training.  So each one of them had 

their own online training module.  

We also provided a third module that 

detailed equipment-specific training.  And then we did 

also in-person training.  The in-person training was 

provided to any person that took on a new role.  So we did 

expand.  So in the August primary, we had 99 voting 

locations.  In the November general election, we had 175.  

So if there was an inspector that worked in 

August, they were only asked to take the online training.  

However, if we promoted one of our poll workers to an 

inspector, we asked them to come into in-person training.  

If they were new, and they did not work in the August 

election, we also asked them to come in to in-person 

training. 
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Q. So can I direct you now -- well, to what's called 

Exhibit 44.  And you'll have to look on the screen for 

this one, Scott.  Do you recognize what that is? 

A. Yes, I do.  This is the PowerPoint slide that was 

provided to poll workers that attended in-person training.  

And it describes how to use the precinct-based tabulator.

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, with permission, 

I'd like to play the video that's embedded in this slide. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Has 44 -- has not yet 

been received.  Mr. Kolodin, any objection?  

MR. KOLODIN:  A clarifying question, Your 

Honor.  Will the video be able to be part of the record?  

THE COURT:  What I'm looking at right here 

on my end, Mr. Kolodin -- I'm not sure what you got -- is 

a CD.  Can you see what I'm holding up?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  And Kathy, my clerk, is there.  

Kathy, I assume what you've got is marked as 

Exhibit 44 is precisely what Ms. Craiger is going to -- I 

guess I should ask Ms. Craiger.  

Ms. Craiger, what you want to run now as the 

PowerPoint presentation, that's on this CD, correct?  

MS. CRAIGER:  That is correct. 

THE COURT:  And Kathy, we have that as the 

-- as one of the -- as a piece of this original exhibit, 
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yes?  

THE COURTROOM CLERK:  I have a CD just as 

you do. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  So Mr. Kolodin, Ms. 

Craiger's confirmed it is here.  It is on the CD which 

means, yes, it's part of the record like all the other 

exhibits.

MR. KOLODIN:  Then we're perfectly happy to 

see it played, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Are you fine with it being 

received in evidence at this time, 44?  

MR. KOLODIN:  We'll pass judgment on that 

after we've seen what's on it. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, the Court cannot 

allow an exhibit to be displayed to the fact finder, i.e., 

me, unless it's been received in evidence.

MR. KOLODIN:  Then, Your Honor, we would 

object to this exhibit because -- on the basis of 

foundation. 

THE COURT:  What foundation is lacking, Mr. 

Kolodin?  I just heard the witness testify about it.

MR. KOLODIN:  We really don't know what it 

is until we see it.

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, this was disclosed 

to plaintiff's counsel with all the other exhibits as 
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required.

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes.  The Court will recall, 

we had some technical issues accessing it.  And so, again, 

I just have to object unless we get to the end of the 

slide. 

THE COURT:  Hold on just one minute.  Mr. 

Kolodin, you said, as I will recall, you had some 

technical -- 

MR. KOLODIN:  Some technical issues where we 

didn't get these until relatively late in the day.  So I 

haven't seen what's on this slide.  I've seen sort of an 

image of it.  So I don't have the foundation to agree to 

it being moved into evidence.  That's really all I can 

say. 

THE COURT:  So your evidentiary objection is 

what?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Foundation of the exhibit. 

THE COURT:  But the foundation is, you 

haven't had a chance to look at it?  

MR. KOLODIN:  The foundation is we haven't 

substantiated what's on it, right?  And so that's my 

objection. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Craiger, you want to 

respond?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Sure.  I believe Mr. Jarrett 
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has already testified that this is the training that was 

used for poll workers, and that this was done in person, 

and that he was part of the process of creating this 

training.  I don't know what other additional foundation 

the Court would need. 

THE COURT:  I don't believe I need any more, 

and I'm not really understanding Mr. Kolodin's objection 

to truly be foundation.  It sounds like it's more he's 

unfamiliar with the exhibit for, you know, lack of time to 

review it, but the witness now has provided me with 

sufficient testimony to establish foundation.  So I'm 

going to overrule that objection.  I'm going to receive 44 

at this time.  

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you, Your Honor.  We'll 

play that video.  Sorry, Your Honor.  Hold on one minute.  

The sound isn't playing. 

THE COURT:  Take your time.  

MS. BECKER:  Your Honor, this is Ms. Becker. 

THE COURT:  Yes.

MS. BECKER:  I would just like 

clarification.  Was it the testimony of the witness that 

this was created and prepared by inhouse -- by himself and 

others?  I just want to confirm this wasn't from the 

voting equipment manufacturer.  If Ms. Craiger could 

confirm that, I'd appreciate it. 
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THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, did the witness 

already testify to that?  If so, can we just confirm or 

clarify. 

A. Your Honor, this was created by the training team 

within the Maricopa County Elections Department.  It was 

not created by the manufacturer. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Thanks for clarifying.

MS. BECKER:  Thank you.

(Video played.)

THE COURT:  We're having trouble with the 

audio there.  

MS. CRAIGER:  Just one minute, Your Honor.  

We'll back it up. 

THE COURT:  All right.  

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, we are trying to 

reload that. 

THE COURT:  Understood.  

(Video played.) 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  Scott, I'm going to ask you 

more -- Mr. Jarrett, I'm going to ask you a few more 

detailed questions about some of the information that was 

provided in there, but does that accurately represent how 

poll workers were trained on the precinct-based 

tabulators? 

A. Yes.  This video is a very similar video that was 
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used in online training as well, but this was the exact 

video that was used for in-person training. 

Q. And the video referenced troubleshooters at the 

end.  Can you explain what the troubleshooters are 

responsible for.  

A. So we hire troubleshooters to serve to provide 

support for about four to five locations.  So they're 

responsible for getting additional supplies.  So if a 

polling location ran out of some affidavit envelopes or 

any paper, or any of those things, they could then go to a 

close-by supply depot to obtain those and bring those back 

to the polling location.  

They're also there to help in case there was 

a situation with a voter, that there needed to be 

additional explanation on exactly a law or procedure.  Our 

troubleshooters are some of our most seasoned and 

experienced poll workers that we promoted into these 

roles. 

Q. How many troubleshooters were employed for 

election day, roughly? 

A. Roughly, 50 troubleshooters. 

Q. I'm going to direct you now to what was marked as 

Exhibit Number 42.  Do you recognize this document, 

Mr. Jarrett? 

A. Yes, I do. 
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Q. What is it? 

A. So as part of our in-person training, we went 

through a slide deck, which included that video as part of 

the slide deck, but the second portion of the in-person 

training included hands-on experience that we provided to 

our poll workers for all of our equipment, including the 

precinct-based tabulator.  

So this is the talking points that our 

training team used as they went through the hands-on 

portion of the in-person training. 

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, I'd like to have 

this Exhibit 42 entered into evidence. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, any objections to 

42?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  42 is received.

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  Scott, I'd like to direct you 

to under tabulator.  It's this thick sort of bullet point 

there.  I'm going to read this to make sure I'm reading 

this accurately.  

Show misread and clear official envelopes 

and discuss what will go inside of each.  Discuss how 

misreads will be counted and spoiled ballots will not.  

Could you just explain a little bit about 
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the process for misread ballots and how those -- how poll 

workers are trained on how to handle those.  

A. So if a voter were to insert their ballot into 

the precinct-based tabulator and got that invalid ballot 

message or another message that the tabulator would not 

accept that ballot, it would then feed that ballot back 

out to the voter.  

Then the poll workers are trained to 

instruct that voter to try to insert that ballot in 

different directions.  Maybe feet first or turn the ballot 

over to see if that would then allow the ballot to be 

accepted by the tabulator.  

If the ballot at that point in time still 

would not be, after those several attempts, then the poll 

workers are trained to ask the voter if they want to spoil 

that ballot, which if they select to do that, then they 

would write spoiled on that ballot.  They would take that 

voter to the check-in station to recheck in and have a 

brand new ballot reprinted.  

If the voter chooses that they want to still 

allow that ballot to go through, be inserted into Drawer 

3, the poll worker explained that that ballot will then be 

counted back at the central count tabulation center, and 

it would potentially need to be duplicated. 

Q. We'll get into some details about that process in 
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a little while here, but this is something that poll 

workers were trained on, correct? 

A. Yes, that's correct. 

Q. So I'd like to sort of direct your attention to 

how a person votes on election day.  So when a voter walks 

into a vote center in this past election, walk into a vote 

center, what was the first step of the process for a voter 

to cast a ballot? 

A. So they would be greeted by one of our poll 

workers and then be offered -- so if they weren't wearing 

a mask, they didn't have gloves, they didn't have any of 

those protective gear that we're providing our poll 

workers and also offering to voters, they would be offered 

those items.  

And then they would wait until then the next 

check-in station -- what we refer to as site books -- were 

open.  They would then progress to a site book to check 

in.  They are self check-in stations up until a certain 

point.  They allow voters to scan their driver's license 

for an ID.  That gets them to start progressing through 

the process, but as soon as it -- as soon as they get to 

where the ID verification has to occur, the site books 

have a blinking light that would come over, and they're 

not allow to progress any further unless an inspector or a 

judge come over.  They verify the ID.  The inspector or 
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judge would then be required to insert into the site book 

what ID they viewed to confirm that voter's identity.  

After they complete that check-in process, 

then they would go to the next station, which is to obtain 

their ballot.  So that would be printed from a ballot on 

demand printer.  There is a control slip also printed.  

That control slip shows the voter's name, the ballot, 

precinct number.  That would then match the precinct 

number on the ballot.  And that's how the poll workers 

marry up to ensure that the voter received the correct 

ballot.  

The ballot has no identifying information on 

it because it is a secret ballot.  That voter would be 

issued that ballot.  They would go to any one of our 

voting booths that were six feet apart to maintain 

physical distancing.  Voters would be able to fill out 

that ballot.  There are instructions in the voting booth 

that tell the voter how they can complete that ballot.  

After they've completed the ballot, they 

would then go to one of the two precinct-based tabulators.  

They would either wait in line if there was a voter that's 

inserting it, or they would progress to that 

precinct-based tabulator, insert their ballot themselves.  

(Audio distortion) if happened over voted, 

then that over voted ballot would -- the precinct-based 
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tabulator would send that alert on the screen.  Two 

buttons would light up.  The poll worker would then 

instruct the voter to look at the screen.  If there was 

more then one -- the precinct-based tabulator tells the 

voter the specific -- the exact contest that was over 

voted.  If it was more than one, it would alert them to 

all the contests that were over voted, and they'd have to 

scroll through the screen to identify.  

Then the voter is provided a choice.  Do 

they want to cast the ballot?  That would be the green 

button, or do they want to return the ballot.  That would 

be the red button.  That ballot would then -- depending on 

the voter's choice, the voter would press those buttons.  

If they did return back out to themselves, 

many times the voter would look to see, okay, which 

contest was it.  Even though the screen told them which 

one.  They'd still want to look at it.  And then they 

might decide to put it back and insert it back into the 

tabulator, and then cast that ballot knowing that the 

contest was over voted.  

If not, then as I described before, they 

would have the opportunity to spoil that ballot, recheck 

in and follow that same process again. 

Q. Okay.  So I'm going to just break down a few 

other things that you said just so we're clear.  When a 
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voter places their ballot into the tabulator and it is not 

rejected and no red or green lights come on, what does 

that mean? 

A. That means that their ballot was accepted by the 

tabulation equipment, and it was counted. 

Q. And what happens -- is there any indication on 

the machine when that occurs? 

A. Yes.  So there's a little check mark that will 

appear.  It's there for just momentarily, and then there's 

a sound that accompanies it. 

Q. And if a ballot is a misread, what occurs after 

the ballot's placed into the tabulator? 

A. So then the -- well, the ballot will then -- 

won't even be accepted by the tabulator.  It will 

immediately feed that ballot and return it to back to the 

voter.  Then there's a screen that appears on the 

tabulator that describes whether it was an invalid ballot 

or a misread ballot.  

Q. And I think you described the direction given to 

poll workers and what they do in an instance when a ballot 

is rejected and comes out of the tabulator.  What happens? 

A. So then the poll worker directs the voter to try 

to reinsert that ballot, whether it be face down, face up, 

feet first, head first, varying different ways to insert 

that ballot to see if the tabulator will accept it.  
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If it doesn't accept it, that's when the 

voter is offered a choice to either put that ballot into 

secure Drawer Number 3 or to go revote the ballot, 

spoiling the first one and getting a new ballot. 

Q. So let's talk about Drawer Number 3.  If I'm 

understanding correctly, those are for ballots that that 

the tabulator for some reason can't read, correct? 

A. Yes.  A damaged or defective ballot. 

Q. So give me some examples of when that occurs.  

A. So that could occur if the voter makes a mark in 

those tiny marks, those hash marks that go down the sides 

of the ballots.  That wouldn't allow it.  If our printers 

were running potentially low on ink and some of those 

timing marks weren't dark enough for the tabulators to 

read, that would also create a time when that ballot 

couldn't be read by the tabulator.  

Sometimes even in our voting locations, 

voters might damage the ballot themselves.  Tear it, or 

they might spill something on the ballot.  Those types of 

things would potentially create situations where a ballot 

couldn't be read by the tabulator.

Q. So if a voter chooses not to spoil that ballot 

that they have in their hand and put it into Drawer Number 

3, what happens to the ballots that are placed into Drawer 

3? 
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A. So as the video showed, there's an insert in the 

tabulator, that brown insert.  That separates those 

ballots from all the ballots that went through the 

tabulator itself and were counted.  

So at the end of the night, the poll workers 

would take those ballots out of Drawer Number 3.  They are 

trained to try to insert them back.  There would be -- so 

if -- let's say the tabulator was inoperable for some 

time.  If someone would have used a ball point pen, and 

that ball point pen had some wet ink on it, that would 

cause our tabulator to be inoperable.  So then we would 

have to replace that tabulator.  

Well, in going to one of our supply depots 

to replace that tabulator, that could have been 

30 minutes, 45 minutes, an hour that there was no 

operating tabulator in that voting location.  Especially 

if ball point pen were used on both.  

So that means that during that period of 

time, the voters would have the choice to wait inside the 

voting location for that tabulator to be replaced or to 

insert their ballot into Drawer Number 3.  

Q. Are there any other -- other than the place where 

you place your ballot into the tabulator or in Drawer 

Number 3, are there any other slots that you could put a 

ballot into on the tabulation machine? 
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A. Those are the only two slots. 

Q. And so you talked about if the ballots can't be 

read at the precinct-based tabulator at the end of the 

night.  What happens to those ballots?  What's the process 

for tabulating those ballots? 

A. So at the end of the night, the poll workers 

would try to insert them into the tabulator.  If they 

confirm they can't be read, then they would be placed into 

an envelope, the misread ballot envelope.  They count 

those.  They write the number of ballots that were 

misread.  

Those come back to the elections department 

on election night.  And then over the following days after 

the election, we will then -- we hire five partisan 

duplication boards.  Members of different parties to go 

through and to duplicate those ballots.  So they would 

have to duplicate every single contest on that ballot 

looking for voter intent.  

They will write a serial number on the 

original ballot.  They will then have a new serial number 

affixed to the new ballot, so you can audit that and trace 

that back.  Then that new ballot, the duplicated ballot 

that's no longer damaged, that will be run thorough our 

central count tabulation equipment.  

And then it would -- if there are write-in 
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contest that needed to be adjudicated, those would then go 

through our electronic communication, but voters do look 

for intent for those damaged ballots when they're 

duplicated.  They're not voters.  Our central board 

duplicators look for voter intent when they're duplicating 

those ballots on to the new ballot. 

Q. So I'm clear, then a new ballot is created which 

would be the voter intent, correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And then what happens to that new duplicated 

ballot? 

A. It does get counted through our central count 

process. 

Q. What happens if someone puts a ballot into a 

tabulator that's completely blank? 

A. So that would also notify the voter that they 

voted an entirely blank ballot.  And so it would -- those 

red and green buttons would light up.  The voter would be 

instructed to let them know that they voted an entirely 

blank ballot.  And then they would have the choice to 

either cast it or return to themselves and revote. 

Q. And (audio distortion) voted for some but not all 

of the races only? 

A. It would not notify the voter.  There's many 

times where voters do not complete a whole ballot, 
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especially in those judicial contests, or the voter only 

wants to vote for president or senate. 

Q. You've been talking about over votes.  Just to be 

clear for the record, what is an over vote? 

A. So an over vote is when a voter votes for more 

candidates than allowed.  So if it were president, the 

presidential electors, it's a vote for one.  So if they 

would have voted for Trump and Biden or Biden and 

Jorgenson, that would create an over vote situation, and 

that's when the tabulator alerts the voter that they over 

voted and cannot. 

Q. And that's what you're referring to, the red and 

green buttons light up, and the voter can identify where 

the over voted race is; is that correct? 

A. That's correct.

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger.  Let me just 

interject for a moment.  I did not take note of this this 

morning.  I wasn't given any name by anybody, but do we 

have a court reporter?  

MS. CRAIGER:  I believe so.

MR. KOLODIN:  I think Ms. Gonski arranged 

for it, Your Honor.  

THE COURT:  Okay.  Folks, we need to -- 

we're at an hour and a half.  Maybe five minutes shy or 

so, but we need to take a 15-minute break for the court 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

54

reporter.  

Ms. Yeager, that's where we are at this 

point, correct?  

(Off-the-record response by court reporter.) 

THE COURT:  Okay.  We're going to stop for 

15 minutes, folks.  And we will resume in 15 minutes.  

Please don't anybody disappear on me over the break.  We 

don't want to have to send out a mission to track you 

down, but we'll need you all back.  Thank you.  We'll 

stand at recess for 15 minutes.  

(Off the record.)  

THE COURT:  Counsel, we are -- I'm told 

still have everyone that we had previously announce.  So 

we will just continue on.  

Ms. Craiger, just pay close attention to the 

time.  I think, at least, what I wrote down is you started 

about 9:30.  It lasted just shy of an hour, maybe 10:28 or 

so.

MR. KOLODIN:  And Your Honor, on that issue, 

we have a bit of problem because they're going 

significantly over time.  Now, the defendants have put 

down 40 minutes for direct and redirect.  So obviously no 

problem if they take more.  However, when we agreed to 

have Jarrett go first, we didn't realize it was going to 

be this long.  And Ms. Aguilera actually has to leave at 
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1:00 to go to work.  And I know there's a lunch break 

coming up and all that.  

So we would ask the Court to allow direct 

and redirect of Jarrett after we put on -- or cross and 

redirect of Mr. Jarrett after we put on Ms. Aguilera so 

that we can get her out of here by 1:00. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, you said that the 

county defendants had estimated 40 minutes on direct; is 

that what you said?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Direct and redirect. 

THE COURT:  Oh, Ms. Craiger, are you running 

way over?  This is the first I'm hearing about Ms. 

Aguilera having a time constraint.  Hopefully, there are 

no other witnesses because it's not good to hear about it 

piecemeal.  

Let me just ask right now.  Are there any 

other witnesses, anybody who's presenting that have told 

you but I've not been informed, have time constraints?  

MS. CRAIGER:  No, Your Honor.

MR. KOLODIN:  No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  So Ms. Craiger, how much longer 

do you have with Mr. Jarrett on direct?  

MS. CRAIGER:  I would say I have, at the 

most, 15 more minutes.  And I will let you know, Your 

Honor, we've decided because of the time constraints that 
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we were working with here that Kelly Dixon's testimony is 

going to be substantially limited, if needed at all.  So 

that's a little bit of the extra time we're using here, 

but certainly we're within our two-and-a-half hours.  And 

we did inform the Court of this time constraint as soon as 

we become aware of it. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Kolodin, what are you 

asking for specifically having just heard what Ms. Craiger 

had to say?  Just because this time is valuable.

MR. KOLODIN:  Just that we handle cross and 

redirect of Mr. Jarrett after we put Ms. Aguilera on.

THE COURT:  How long is Ms. Aguilera going 

to be start to finish?  

MR. KOLODIN:  We have her -- our estimates 

for Ms. Aguilera are 27.5 for direct and redirect and 10 

minutes for cross.  That was the county's estimate on 

cross.  So substantially less than Jarrett on cross. 

THE COURT:  So about a -- you said roughly 

about 37 minutes total?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  And she needs to be gone by 

when, Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  1:00, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  So Mr. Kolodin, how long do you 

anticipate to cross Mr. Jarrett?  
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MR. KOLODIN:  We had estimated 30 minutes 

for Mr. Jarrett's cross, Your Honor, in, you know, 

scheduling order joint report. 

THE COURT:  So Ms. Craiger, can we get -- I 

don't know.  You folks are giving me a dilemma here.  Can 

we get Ms. Aguilera on and off and then continue on with 

Mr. Jarrett?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Well, Mr. Jarrett has to leave 

by noon, which is what we provided to the Court.  So, I 

mean, we're willing to bleed into the lunch hour to take 

Ms. Aguilera's if that's possible for the Court, but, you 

know, she's the plaintiff in this case and brought this 

suit.  So, you know, and we were not aware of any time 

constraint related to her, but switching around and taking 

Ms. Aguilera before we finish Mr. Jarrett doesn't allow 

for Mr. Jarrett's time constraint that we need at this 

point. 

THE COURT:  So folks, surprises are not easy 

to work with for everybody.  

So Mr. Kolodin, here's what we'll do.  We'll 

-- since your client is available until 1:00 -- I mean, 

she's the plaintiff.  I fully expected her to be here the 

whole proceeding.  And that's a reasonable presumption I 

think most judges would make.  

So just for future reference, absolutely 
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alert the Court if your own client who brought the lawsuit 

is not going to be available the whole time.  It may be a 

good day for her to take off from work if she's able to.  

I'm not pressuring you to do that.  I'm just saying that's 

what I would have just kind of presumed would be 

happening.  

That being said, let's go ahead and finish 

with Mr. Jarrett.  And then if your client can be here 

until 1:00, we will pick up with her as soon as we're done 

with Mr. Jarrett.  

I still have to give the court reporter a 

15-minute break every hour and a half or a five-minute 

break every hour.  So wherever that happens to fall from 

when we started -- Ana, what time did we start?  

Ana says we went on the record at 10:41.  I 

was out here at 10:41?  Okay.  10:49.  I misheard her.  I 

was thinking, no way.  It hasn't been that long.  Okay.  

10:49.  

So let's get Mr. Jarrett done, and then 

we'll take Ms. Aguilera.  If we have to do a break in 

there for the court reporter, we'll have to do that break.  

Mr. Kolodin, that will work, won't it?  

MR. KOLODIN:  I'm sorry. 

THE COURT:  That will work, won't it? 

MR. KOLODIN:  If he's done by noon, that may 
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require the county to not have or severely limit redirect. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Let's go forward.  We're 

trying to put too much into the future because I honestly 

don't know how it will play out.  

Ms. Craiger, you keep track of your time 

constraints, and we will intend -- I think it should work.  

We will intend to get Mr. Jarrett done by noon.  That's an 

hour plus from now, and Ms. Aguilera done by 1:00.  It 

looks feasible to me.  So let's charge forward.  

Ms. Craiger, you want to continue at this 

point?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Yes, Your Honor.  I just want 

to be clear that this discussion that took place related 

to Ms. Aguilera's time frames didn't come out of our time, 

the defendant's -- 

THE COURT:  It did not.  I'm going to start 

your time when you get your witness's first question to 

him.

MS. CRAIGER:  Wonderful.  Thank you. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  Okay.  So Mr. Jarrett, you had 

talked about stray marks.  And I just want to understand 

if there's a stray mark, how much of an oval would need to 

be filled in in order for that stray mark to be read as an 

over vote? 

A. So to be read -- 
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MR. KOLODIN:  Objection.  Foundation.

MS. CRAIGER:  Mr. Jarrett has already 

testified significantly about his role in election day and 

understanding of how the tabulation equipment works.  So 

I'm not clear on the basis for the foundational objection.

MR. KOLODIN:  Are you tendering him -- 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, let me -- always 

give me an opportunity to either rule or give you further 

direction.  I also do not understand, given what the 

witness has already told us about his background, 

experience, job duties, et cetera, what foundation is 

missing.  Identify the missing foundation.

MR. KOLODIN:  There's been no testimony as 

to the witness's technical expertise with these machines 

or his technical background.  This seems like a technical 

question. 

THE COURT:  What's the question again, 

Ms. Craiger?  

MS. CRAIGER:  I asked Mr. Jarrett how much 

of an oval would need to be filled in order for a stray 

mark to register as an over vote. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett, do you have the 

experience and the training to answer that question?  

A. Well, Your Honor, I've had oversight over this 

function and the staff that report to me.  And when we set 
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the parameters for the tabulation equipment, I was 

involved in making those decisions. 

THE COURT:  So is the direct answer yes, you 

do have the experience and the training, knowledge?  

A. Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Kolodin, I'm going to 

overrule the objection.  If you want to cross on that, 

you're welcome to when we get to you.  Go ahead and 

proceed, please. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  All right.  So Mr. Jarrett, how 

much of an oval would need to be filled in in order for a 

stray mark to register as an over vote? 

A. Over 35 percent of that oval would need to be 

filled in.  So first there would need to be the first oval 

in the contest filled in over 35 percent, and then the 

second oval would also need to be filled in that much to 

register as an over vote. 

Q. So we talked a bit the about the option of voters 

to spoil ballots.  So I want to talk about what it means 

to spoil a ballot.  You know, what's the process for a 

poll worker to actually spoil a ballot? 

A. So the poll worker would need to be notified from 

the voter that it's the voter's intent to spoil that 

ballot.  That could happen when the voter is in the voting 

booth and they've made a mistake and -- before they even 
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get to the tabulation equipment, or if the voter has 

inserted their ballot into the tabulation equipment, then 

notified that it's an over vote or a ballot that can't be 

read by the tabulator.  Then they would go and notify a 

poll worker.  The poll worker would then take that ballot, 

that original ballot.  They would need to write spoil on 

it, put it in a clear, official envelope, all other 

spoiled ballots that were voted in that voting location.  

They would then take the voter back to the 

site book check-in location.  The voter would need to 

rescan their ID, check in, and then get a new ballot 

printed so the voter could then vote a new ballot. 

Q. All right.  So I'd like to direct your attention 

back to Exhibit 40, Page 112 of that exhibit.  And so this 

is the page in the manual, the training manual that talks 

about spoiling a ballot; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. On this page, there is a picture -- well, there 

are two pictures.  Just -- when you talk about writing on 

a ballot, is there one of these on this that is what 

you're referencing here, the process? 

A. Yes.  It's the right picture.  Writing on the 

actual ballot itself, not the affidavit envelope. 

Q. This is how the poll workers are trained to spoil 

a ballot; is that correct? 
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A. On election day, that was the process I was 

referring to.  Early voting, they would need to also spoil 

the envelope. 

Q. So and you talked about the ballot.  One of the 

steps of the process is that it's spoiled in the site 

book, correct? 

A. That's correct.

Q. So can you describe to me, I guess are the site 

books and the tabulators connected at all? 

A. No, they are not.  As part of the EAC 

certification and the Secretary of State certification, 

the tabulation equipment cannot be connected to the 

internet or any external device that's not part of the 

system itself.  The site book stand are stand-alone 

equipment that connect to our ballot on demand printers 

but not the tabulation equipment. 

Q. So there is no real connection if it's indicated 

in the site book that a ballot has been spoiled to an 

actual physical ballot.  That's just a tracking mechanism 

for you; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. What if a voter wanted to spoil her ballot after 

it had been inserted into and accepted by the tabulator? 

A. It's not possible to spoil that actual ballot.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Foundation.
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THE COURT:  What foundation is lacking, 

Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Same objection as before.  The 

technical knowledge, Your Honor.  Just putting it for the 

record. 

THE COURT:  I think it's been sufficiently 

established.  Overrule.  You can cross if you'd like, sir, 

later. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  So the question was, what if a 

voter wanted to spoil her ballot after it was inserted and 

accepted in the tabulator? 

A. We cannot spoil that actual ballot because the 

ballot is secret.  So it's gone into the tabulator.  It's 

in the tabulator -- into the ballot box with all the other 

ballots that have been voted that day.  So there's no way 

to identify truly that that was that voter's ballot. 

Q. And if it's been accepted into the tabulator, has 

that ballot been counted? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So what if a poll worker spoiled someone's ballot 

on the site book but realized there was no physical ballot 

to be able to spoil, could that voter get another ballot 

to vote? 

A. They should not get another ballot to vote 

because they've already voted and that would be allowing 
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them to vote twice. 

Q. All right.  I'm going to direct your attention 

quickly to Exhibit Number 43.  And do you recognize this 

document? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. What is that? 

A. It's a document that we prepare to inform the 

poll workers on how to use the tabulator, set up the 

tabulator for election day. 

Q. And where would this document -- how was it 

provided to the poll workers?

A. So it was on a laminated sheet that was provided 

to the poll workers.  We do this for several pieces of 

equipment.  It's just an additional aid to make sure that 

the poll workers have the information readily accessible 

when they're using the (audio distortion). 

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, I'd like to have 

Exhibit 43 marked into evidence, please. 

THE COURT:  Give me just a moment, Counsel.  

Are you folks getting that kind of bubbling sound, almost 

like you're under water?  Ms. Becker is nodding her head 

yes.

MR. LARUE:  Your Honor, I believe it may be 

that Mr. Kolodin is unmuted.  On my screen, it showed him 

as talking but I believe there may have just been some 
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noise. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Craiger, can you just 

repeat the end to make sure we got it on the record 

because it was rough at this end.

MS. CRAIGER:  I had just asked, Your Honor, 

to have Exhibit Number 43 marked into evidence, please. 

THE COURT:  Oh, that's right.  Mr. Kolodin, 

you will have to unmute, sir.

MR. KOLODIN:  No objection. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  43 is received. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  Okay.  I'd like to talk to you 

about the recorder's website briefly.  Are voters able to 

check the status of their voting on the recorders website? 

A. Yes, they are. 

Q. Explain what information is provided for election 

day voters.  

A. So if a voter were to visit a voting location and 

vote and check in through the site book, that would 

reflect that the voter voted on election day and their 

ballot was counted.  

Q. So if a voter checked in and received a ballot 

that day, the website indicates that they voted, correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And why is -- I guess, is there any indication 

that the ballot was actually fed into the tabulator?  Is 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

67

that part of what is the information that's provided on 

the recorder's website? 

A. No.  That's not provided because it's the secrecy 

of the ballot going into the tabulator.  We view that if a 

voter checked in and then that wasn't -- didn't 

subsequently spoil a ballot, then that voter voted on 

election day and their ballot was counted. 

Q. So if a voter informs a poll worker that she 

wants to spoil her ballot but does not want to go through 

the process of getting a second ballot, what would be 

reflected on the recorder website in that situation? 

A. So if the voter did go and sign or check in with 

their ID and spoiled that initial ballot, but then did not 

print out a new ballot, then it would show that that voter 

did not vote on election day. 

Q. Does that happen sometimes? 

A. That can happen sometimes.  That decision lies 

with the voter to make that decision.  If they choose 

after we've already spoiled that first ballot in the 

system, not that was actually counted in the tabulator, 

then that is -- that decision rests with the voter, and 

they can make that decision. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett, let me be sure I 

understood what you said, sir.  You said if a voter 

checked in and spoiled the ballot but then elected not to 
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cast a new ballot, they would show in the system on the 

recorder's website as what, sir?  

A. As soon as that ballot is indicated in site book 

as spoiled, it would show that they have not voted. 

THE COURT:  The fact that they're in the 

site book, does it show that they checked but they didn't 

vote. 

A. No.  It shows that they did -- as they did not 

vote at all that day because the status on our Be Ballot 

Ready site that shows their check in status or their 

voting status is based off their check in.  As soon as 

they spoil their ballot, it's essentially voiding that 

check in, that first check in. 

THE COURT:  And that's consistent then with 

your earlier testimony that if they want to spoil a ballot 

and vote a new ballot, they have to go back through the 

presentation of their identification, et cetera.  That's 

to basically show them, again, checking in.  

A. That's correct.  And then they would need to then 

have that second ballot printed.  And as soon as that 

happens, then the status on the website would then go to 

you voted on election day, and your ballot was counted. 

THE COURT:  I see.  Okay, thank you. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  So let's quickly talk about 

Sharpies.  How did the election department make the 
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decision to provide in-person voters with Sharpie markers 

to mark the ballots? 

A. This decision was made back in February of 2020 

when we were actually testing our equipment and using it 

for its voting.  It identified that other -- our ballot 

marking pens that we've used in prior elections were 

causing issues with our tabulators as far as smudging on 

this mylar film when those ballots were being inserted 

into the tabulator.  

So then we went to our vendor and asked them 

to provide us what was the best instrument.  They had done 

research.  When they had submitted the equipment for the 

EAC certification, a Sharpie fine point pen was the 

recommended ballot marking device or ink to be used on the 

tabulators.  They informed us of that.   

Then we went through and did a test.  The 

elections department did a test of our -- the ballot 

marking pen that we had used for prior elections, the ball 

point pen and the Sharpie, to determine which would be the 

most reliable ink to be used with our tabulators on 

election day.  And it was overwhelmingly the Sharpie pen 

because its ink dried the fastest.

Q. And I just want to be clear when you talked about 

smudging occurring as a result of the ball point pens, 

you're talking about at the precinct-based tabulators; is 
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that correct? 

A. That's correct.  Because a voter within moments 

of completing their ballot would be inserting it into the 

precinct-based tabulator.  If the ink is still wet, it 

could cause smudging on the precinct-based tabulator.  

During early voting, the ballots go into an 

envelope, and it could be days before those ballots are 

received by the election department after the voter voted 

them.  So the ink has been allowed time to dry. 

Q. So I'd like to direct your attention to 

Exhibit 52.  

A. I'm not seeing -- 

Q. Do you recognize this document? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. What is it? 

A. It is a letter that Dominion provided to us in 

February that was stated previously that described what 

was the preferred ballot marking pen to be used with our 

precinct-based tabulators.  And it identifies the Sharpie 

fine point black pen to be that preferred marking device. 

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, I'd like to mark 

Exhibit 52 into evidence, please. 

THE COURT:  Any objection, Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  52 is received. 
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Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  So are there any concerns that 

if the Sharpie did bleed through, that that could cause 

the vote tabulator to register an over vote? 

A. No.  It would not because we off set the ovals on 

the front of the ballot and the back of the ballot.  So if 

bleed through were to occur, it doesn't occur in the 

actual oval.  

As I testified earlier, it would need to be 

35 percent of the oval to be completed to create an over 

vote and two ovals in a single contest.  It's not possible 

when you're filling in the ovals because they're off set.  

They're not overlapping from the front and the back of the 

ballot. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett, do I understand you 

to be then effectively saying -- you know, sometimes 

people will have a random mark somewhere else on the 

ballot just mistakenly there.  So long as the mark is not 

inside an oval, the tabulator reading it will not even 

recognize that?  It will not be viewed as anything related 

to a voter's choice in a contest; is that correct?  

A. Your Honor, you're correct. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  I'd like to direct you to 

what's marked as Exhibit 22.  Do you recognize this 

document? 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

72

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. What is it? 

A. It is an email sent from Ms. Dixon to our 

troubleshooters during the early voting period, 

instructing -- or thanking our troubleshooters for the 

service that they've been providing for Maricopa County 

voters.  And then instructing them to inform the 

inspectors at each of the polling locations that they're 

supporting to use ball point pens during the early voting 

period only, but then to ensure on election day to use the 

markie -- or the Sharpie markers.  

And this email was sent out at my direction, 

because we had heard concerns from poll workers from 

voters that they were concerned about the bleed. 

Q. And who is Kelly Dixon? 

A. Kelly Dixon is the Assistant Director for 

Training and Recruitment for the Maricopa County Elections 

Department.  She reports to me.

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, I'd like to mark 

Exhibit 22 into evidence, please. 

THE COURT:  Any objection, Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, no objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  22 is received 

without objection. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  And just to be clear, ball 
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point -- I'm sorry.  Early ballots are not run through 

precinct-based tabulators, correct? 

A. That's correct.  They are inserted into affidavit 

envelopes and then returned to the election department to 

be tabulated later. 

Q. And that process, am I correct in understanding, 

allows the ball point pen ink to dry so that it won't 

cause any smudges or issues with the tabulation equipment 

at the central tabulation; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. I'd like to direct your attention to Exhibit 

Number 51.  Do you recognize these documents? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. What are they, Mr. Jarrett? 

A. They are correspondence between the Arizona 

Attorney General's office and Maricopa County asking about 

the use of Sharpies during the November general 2020 

election. 

Q. Were you involved in writing of the second letter 

here, that if you turn to the third page of the second 

letter, came from the civil services division of the 

County Attorney's office.  Did you provide anything put 

into that letter? 

A. Yes.  These questions were directed to me from 

the Attorney General's office, and I assisted in preparing 
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the responses working through the Maricopa County 

Attorney's office.

MS. CRAIGER:  I'd like to have Exhibit 51 

marked into evidence, please.

MR. KOLODIN:  We object, Your Honor.  

Specifically with respect to the third letter in the 

series, which is hearsay.  The Attorney General's office 

misstated it was basing that letter on the representations 

made by defendants, who, of course, are party to this 

litigation.  So that letter is hearsay and inadmissible 

and certainly not probative.

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, this is a public 

document, so it's an exception to the hearsay rule. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, respond to that 

exception explanation.

MR. KOLODIN:  Well, certainly.  I would 

still say that admissible evidence has to be relevant.  

Obviously, if a letter that says, okay, well, you've told 

us you did nothing wrong, and we believe you from a party 

it's not probative, right?  It's just saying, well, based 

on your representations.  And the question is, of course, 

whether what defendant's position is is actually true.  So 

it's not probative to the litigation. 

THE COURT:  So you're not objecting that it 

fails to satisfy 803(8) as an exception to the rule 
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against hearsay because it's a public record.  You're not 

saying -- you're not disputing that.  You're just saying 

it's not relevant; it's not material?  

MR. KOLODIN:  You know, Your Honor, I'd have 

to look at 803, but I simply don't have anything more 

intelligent to say on that point at this point, but I'd 

also say in addition to my objection for the record on the 

hearsay question that it's not probative because it's 

basically a letter written accepting defendant's position 

at face value.  We don't have any objection to the other 

two letters.  It's that letter specifically we object to. 

THE COURT:  All right.  I will overrule the 

objection and receive Exhibit 51.  

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you, Your Honor. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  So Scott, I'd like to direct 

you to the third paragraph of the last letter, the letter 

from the Attorney General's office.  I'm going to read 

this to you.  

Having received and reviewed your 

correspondence, AGO is satisfied that the mere use of 

Sharpie brand markers at voting centers in Maricopa County 

did not result in disenfranchisement.  

Did I read that correctly? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Thank you.  
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MS. CRAIGER:  We have no further questions, 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Kolodin, 

cross-examination, sir.

MR. LARUE:  Your Honor, we give control back 

to your courtroom.

MR. ARELLANO:  Your Honor, if I may, 

intervenor will have a few questions for Mr. Jarrett.  I'm 

happy to do those now or on a redirect after Mr. Kolodin 

finishes his cross. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Kolodin, does it 

matter to you whether it's before or after your cross.

MR. KOLODIN:  Yeah.  We'd like to do our 

cross first, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  You won't have the 

benefit of hearing Mr. Arellano's questions before you do 

your cross, just so you're thinking that forward.  If you 

want to do your cross first, that's fine with me.

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor, we'll do our 

cross first. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Arellano, you can hold then 

until after cross?  

MR. ARELLANO:  Yes, Your Honor.  Thank you. 

THE COURT:  Go ahead, Mr. Kolodin.

CROSS-EXAMINATION
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BY MR. KOLODIN:

Q. Mr. Jarrett, you testified earlier that members 

of the public are not permitted to be physically present 

when electronic adjudication is taking place; is that 

correct? 

A. Members of the public that are not appointed by 

the parties, the county parties that are official 

observers that come in.  The members of the public can 

view from our website via the live -- 

Q. We'll get to that in a second.  I just wanted to 

make sure I was clear on that point.  Electronic 

adjudication, that takes place on screens, right? 

A. On computers, yes.  And then it's a computer 

screen that the bipartisan adjudication boards are viewing 

when they're performing the electronic adjudication. 

Q. What displays on that screen? 

A. So the ballot is displayed on that screen and 

overlays that provide assistance to the board to identify 

which specific contest may have been over voted. 

Q. Okay.  So if someone is there watching that 

screen, does that screen give them the information to 

decide for themselves, hey, did these adjudicators 

adjudicate this ballot right? 

A. So -- 

MS. CRAIGER:  Objection, Your Honor.
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MR. KOLODIN:  I'll rephrase the question. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  If I am watching the screen, 

does it show me the basis on which the adjudicator has 

made their decisions regarding the adjudication?

MS. CRAIGER:  Objection, Your Honor.  That 

calls for speculation. 

THE COURT:  Well, if Mr. -- I don't know if 

that calls for speculation.  Mr. Jarrett, I think, has 

indicated that he has knowledge of this process.  

Aren't you asking a process question, 

Mr. Kolodin, what actually displays on the screen?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor.  Whether the 

adjudicators are basing their decision off of what's 

displaying on that screen.  That's what I'm asking. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  All right.  So that was a 

little different than what I understood.  I thought you 

were saying what's displayed.  You're saying does the 

adjudicator decide just based on what's on the screen?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett, are you able to 

answer that?  And perhaps, I don't know if you've ever 

been an adjudicator, but you've talked about training 

people.  So from that perspective, can you answer that 

question, sir?  

A. Yes, Your Honor.  
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THE COURT:  Go ahead, sir. 

A. So the adjudicators would be making decisions 

based off the training we provided and what they're 

viewing on the screen.  An observer, one of the political 

party observers would be able to view what the 

adjudicators are looking at and overhear any conversations 

that the adjudicators are having to make their 

determinations. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Thank you.  Now, the cameras 

that are set up in the room where this takes place, they 

don't display the screen; isn't that right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Okay.  What's the point of having cameras in the 

room for the public to use if they can't see what's going 

on on the screen? 

A. So the public can view what's occurring within 

the tabulator room as a whole, but they cannot look at 

specific ballots that are being adjudicated.  We start 

tabulating 14 days before the election day.  We cannot 

release results to the public until after election day.  

And having cameras viewing those ballots before election 

day and even subsequent to election day would be releasing 

results prior to election day, which is not allowed 

through statute. 

Q. But I thought you had testified earlier that most 
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ballots aren't adjudicated; isn't that right? 

A. I don't recall testifying to that earlier, but 

that is correct.  Most ballots do not go through 

adjudicating. 

Q. Right.  And so adjudication is not necessarily 

going to give you a representative sample of what's going 

on with the overall vote, right? 

A. People can infer from small limited samples of 

ballots of what the results may look like, and we cannot 

release any results, even whether it's one ballot or a 

large grouping of all the ballots to the public. 

Q. Are political parties permitted by statute to 

access results before election day? 

A. So the political parties can observe the process 

that is occurring with adjudication. 

Q. That's not what I'm asking.  The same statute 

that you're referencing, are political parties permitted 

to receive election results prior to election? 

A. Result themselves, no, they are not. 

Q. Thank you, Mr. Jarrett.  Mr. Jarrett, what is 

your education -- educational background? 

A. So have gone to college.  I have a bachelor's 

degree in accounting.  I'm a certified fraud examiner.  

I'm a certified internal auditor, and I am -- background 

mostly accounting and business process, risk mitigation.  
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That's my background. 

Q. Very good.  Do you have any technical training on 

the tabulator machines?  For instance, could you maintain 

one of those machines yourself? 

A. No, I could not. 

Q. Could you troubleshoot one of those machines 

yourself? 

A. The basic troubleshooting that we would provide 

our -- training for our troubleshooters and our poll 

workers, I could, yes.

Q. But you don't have any knowledge beyond what a 

poll worker would have, right? 

A. I think maybe some knowledge beyond what a poll 

worker, but not an extensive amount to troubleshoot more 

technical issues, that's correct. 

Q. Now, you had testified that you're involved with 

setting the parameters for these machines reading an over 

vote, right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Okay.  And you set a 35 percent perimeter, is 

that right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. What is involved with setting that parameter?

A. So it's working with our vendor, Dominion, 

working with our ballot tabulation manager staff, deciding 
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on exactly the ink levels that will be used, whether we're 

using black ink or red ink.  And then that will then 

forward those ballots through adjudication based on those 

thresholds that we set.  We rely on recommendations from 

our vendors to set those parameters. 

Q. Understood, but when you actually set the 

parameter at the end of the day, do you do anything more 

than send an email to the vendor or something to that 

effect, saying, we'd like the parameter to be set at 35 

percent.  Make it happen? 

A. No -- yes.  I do not do anything.  I do not make 

that change specifically myself. 

Q. And you don't have the technical expertise to 

know if those machines are actually following the 

35 percent perimeter or maybe they're actually going off 

36 or 34, and they shouldn't be? 

A. Well, when they go through adjudication, the 

machine actually displays that information.  So the 

adjudication boards can hover over the ovals, and then 

that tells the adjudicators how much that oval is 

completed or filled in. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett, are you saying that 

there would be a number displayed that the adjudicators 

see that would be 20 percent, 50 percent, or are you 

saying they just eyeball it?  
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A. Your Honor, so they could hover the mouse over 

that specific oval, and when they do that a number -- so 

if it's 13 percent or 14 percent, it will show that, just 

as you described. 

THE COURT:  Thank you. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Mr. Jarrett, is -- well, we'll 

get to that.  Mr. Jarrett, what's a logic and accuracy 

test? 

A. So logic and accuracy test is -- there's two 

logic and accuracy tests that are performed at two 

different points in the election process, but the purpose 

of it is to verify the accuracy of the tabulation 

equipment both used at the voting locations, as well as 

central count tabulation.  

And it is running preprinted ballots and 

test ballots through the system, through the program to 

verify that what is run through the tabulators is the 

expected result, and it confirms the accuracy of the 

system. 

Q. Now, do any of those test ballots have stray 

marks on them? 

A. No, they do not. 

Q. What about over votes?  Any of those test ballots 

have over votes on them? 

A. Yes, they do. 
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THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett, sometimes you say 

tabulators.  Sometimes you say tabulator equipment.  Is 

there something beyond the actual tabulator that falls 

under the umbrella of tabulator equipment, or are you just 

using that synonymously?  

A. I am using that synonymously, but we do have the 

tabulator system itself includes the adjudication station.  

So a tabulator itself, that would be the precinct-based 

tabulator or central count tabulator.  The entire 

equipment and system could include the servers, the other 

supporting computers for the system. 

THE COURT:  I see, but the pictures we saw 

in that training manual of the tabulator, generally 

speaking, we're talking about ballots going in and coming 

out, et cetera, that's what you're describing, yes?  

A. Correct, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  Sorry, Mr. Kolodin, 

go ahead, sir.

MR. KOLODIN:  Thank you, Your Honor. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  What happens when you insert a 

ballot into a tabulator before the please insert ballot 

message is shown? 

A. So the tabulator would not accept it.  Usually, 

that's the case when a voter, a prior voter has inserted 

their ballot, is still being fed in and dropped into the 
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ballot box.  So it would not start the feeding process of 

the next ballot.  So a voter would not be able to insert 

that ballot into that tabulator. 

Q. Correct.  Poll workers are county employees, 

right? 

A. Yes, they are. 

Q. Okay.  Your testimony earlier was that a check 

mark and a sound always accompanies an accepted ballot, 

correct? 

A. As the system is designed, that's correct. 

Q. Drawer 3, if I refer to Drawer 3, you know what 

I'm talking about, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  Drawer 3, you testified earlier is for 

damage or defective ballots, correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Okay.  And would you agree with me then that if a 

ballot is not damaged or defective, it should not end up 

in Drawer 3? 

A. Other than if the tabulator was inoperable.  So 

there are instances where a ballot would go into Drawer 3 

if the tabulator was not functioning when the voter was 

there to insert their ballot into the tabulator. 

Q. So let me see if I understand this correctly.  

What you're saying is, the only three circumstances in 
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which a ballot should go into Drawer 3 is if a ballot is 

damaged, the ballot is defective, or the tabulator is 

inoperable; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Now, once the ballots in Drawer 3 go to MCTEC, 

they're duplicated at that point and another attempt is 

made to run them through the tabulators at MCTEC; do I 

have that right? 

A. So we will do a visual assertation of the ballot 

to see if they could be read potentially by our central 

count tabulators before making a determination whether we 

would duplicate them.  

So our central count tabulators are much 

more expensive equipment.  They may be able to actually 

read a ballot that our precinct-based tabulator could not 

read. 

Q. Is that process the same for both early ballots 

and election day ballots? 

A. It is a similar process because when early 

ballots come through, they go through an early ballot 

processing board, and they are inspecting the ballots for 

damage.  And they may manually out stack ballots to be 

duplicated before they go through the tabulation 

equipment. 

Q. Okay.  So an election day ballot is placed in 
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Drawer 3, your testimony is proper procedure is first that 

the poll workers at the polling location try to run it 

through the tabulators at the location again after the 

polls close, right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And then if that's not successful, that ballot is 

taken to MCTEC, right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And then some of those ballots are -- an attempt 

is made with respect to some of those ballots to run them 

through a tabulator again, and others go directly to 

manual duplication, correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Okay.  And that manual duplication process 

involves human beings attempting to ascertain voter 

intent, correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Okay.  And some of the ballots that are attempted 

-- that you attempt to run through the tabulation 

equipment at MCTEC, those end up going to the human 

duplication process as well, correct? 

A. Yes, that's correct. 

Q. And there's a visual inspection of those ballots 

at the time that they're taken in at MCTEC to determine 

whether a third attempt will be made to run them through 
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tabulation equipment, or whether they will proceed 

directly to human duplication; is that correct? 

A. Which ballots are you referring to.

Q. The election day ballots in Drawer 3 that are 

taken to MCTEC.  

A. Yes. 

Q. You said there was a visual inspection of them 

prior to you guys deciding whether there's going to be an 

attempt made to run them through the machines at MCTEC, or 

whether they're going to go into the human duplication 

course; do I have that right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And what do those visual inspectors look for? 

A. They look for if there may be a ballot that was 

printed slightly misaligned.  So that would -- if it is 

misaligned, that would need to go through duplication, but 

if they can't visually determine why the ballot would have 

needed to go to duplication or was not read by the 

tabulator, it would then attempt to run it through our 

central count tabulator. 

Q. So are some ballots -- strike the question.  

Approximately, how many ballots would you say are printed 

misaligned in any given cycle? 

A. I don't have an exact estimate for you but -- 

Q. At least -- sorry I didn't mean to interrupt.  
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Please continue.  

A. So there were just around 2,000 ballots that came 

back to us in misread envelopes, but those could have been 

based off of when tabulators were inoperable.  And just 

when we went through them, we had to manually duplicate 

about 1,000 ballots.  The other 1,000 went through our 

central count tabulators. 

Q. But fair to say that at least a few ballots this 

election cycle were printed misaligned, correct? 

A. Yes, that's correct. 

Q. And the machines wouldn't have been able to read 

those, correct? 

A. That's correct. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett, how many ballots 

altogether in this election cycle came back?  How many 

ballots were voted in this election cycle?  Is a better 

way to put it.  

A. So total ballots were over two million ballots 

voted in this election cycle.  On election day, we had 

167,000 ballots, plus another approximately 18,000 

provisional ballots. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Thank you. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Okay.  Is it your testimony 

that a bleed through can never be read as -- well, strike 

the question.  
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Let me distinguish first.  I'm not asking 

about over votes.  I understand your offset printing 

process with respect to over votes.  Is it your testimony 

that a bleed through on the ballot could never be read as 

a stray mark? 

A. That's not my testimony.  There could be 

instances where bleed through could create, you know, a 

stray mark. 

Q. Okay.  What would those instances be? 

A. If someone were to -- well, bleed throughs will 

always create a stray mark.  It would just not be in the 

over vote if someone was filling out an O.  If someone 

were to write us a letter on a ballot, which voters do, 

those would then create stray marks.  If someone were to 

mark somewhere else on the ballot that wasn't in an oval, 

those would also create stray marks on the front and the 

back of the ballot. 

Q. And that's not all of the examples of instances 

where that could happen.  That's just a few, right? 

A. Yeah.  That's probably not a complete inventory 

of every single instance, but that could happen. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, this time is not 

counting against you but I can't let this pass.  Why do 

voters write you letters on their ballots?  

A. Your Honor, I do not know why voters choose to do 
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that, but sometimes they do.  Instead of voting, they 

would like to send us other messages. 

THE COURT:  Do you respond to those letters?  

A. No, we do not, Your Honor.  

THE COURT:  Okay.  Thank you.  Back to you, 

Mr. Kolodin.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, let me just review 

my notes briefly to see if I have additional questions. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Is there -- do all the voting 

centers in Maricopa County utilize the same type of 

tabulation machines? 

A. Yes, they do. 

Q. You testified earlier that you had to completely 

rearrange this election in five days due to Covid, right? 

A. That's incorrect.  That was referring to the 

March presidential preferential election. 

Q. My apologies.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we'll tender the 

witness. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Redirect.  I'm 

sorry.  Mr. Arellano, you're next, sir.

MR. ARELLANO:  And if Your Honor wouldn't 

mind having your court staff hand me presentation rights, 

I want to show this one exhibit, if I may. 

THE COURT:  Yes.  Just one second, 
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Mr. Arellano.  Okay.  You are good to go.

MR. ARELLANO:  Thank you. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. ARELLANO:

Q. Mr. Jarrett, good afternoon or good morning, I 

should say.  I have up on my screen here what has been 

received in evidence as Exhibit 41.  Do you recognize this 

exhibit? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. What is it? 

A. It's the election day and emergency voting plan 

that I created in conjunction with my team and presented 

to the Board of Supervisors for their approval in 

September. 

Q. I'm going to scroll down to Page 43.  And you're 

welcome to look at your paper copy you have in front of 

you if that might be easier, but I want to direct -- on 

Page 43, I want to direct your attention to Section 7.1.  

And specifically, the third sentence of that paragraph 

that says to assist with meeting this timeline.  

Would you read that sentence for the Court 

and the record.  

A. So could you direct me to where you're referring 

to again. 

Q. Sure.  It's on Page 43.  It's Section 7.1, which 
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is titled, Tabulation Approach and Strategy.  

A. Yes.  The third sentence.

Q. The third sentence that begins with to assist.  

A. To assist with meeting this timeline, the board 

approved the lease of a new tabulation system.  Dominion 

Democracy 5.5-B Suite to replace the prior tabulation 

system purchased in 1996.  The new system will improve -- 

Q. That was the only portion I needed.  Thank you.  

You testified earlier that Maricopa County used the same 

vote center tabulation system throughout the county; is 

that right? 

A. Yes, that's correct. 

Q. Was that the Dominion Democracy 5.5-B Suite? 

A. Yes, that is correct. 

Q. For the avoidance of doubt, Maricopa County did 

not use any other Dominion voting system this election; is 

that correct? 

A. Maricopa County did not use any other voting 

system other than the Democracy 5.5-B Suite. 

Q. Do you know if Dominion voting systems has other 

models of voting systems? 

A. Yes, they do. 

Q. But, again, Maricopa County did not use those; is 

that right? 

A. They -- we did not. 
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Q. Okay.  My next question relates to the hand count 

audit; do you know what that is? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. What is the hand count audit? 

A. The hand count audit is a statutory requirement 

that counties do after an election.  We work with the 

parties.  The parties appoint their individual appointees 

to come in and do a hand count of one percent of -- or 

5,000 early ballots and two percent of both our ballots 

cast in vote centers -- sorry.  Let me rephrase that.  Two 

percent of vote centers in the county and the ballots that 

were cast at that vote centers.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, in the interest of 

time, we'll object to further questioning along this line.  

We don't see the relevance.  The hand count audit.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Arellano, what's the 

relevance?

MR. ARELLANO:  It goes to the accuracy of 

the voting systems which plaintiffs has called into 

question. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  I'm going to allow it, 

Mr. Kolodin.  Go ahead, Mr. Arellano.  

Q. (BY MR. ARELLANO)  So Mr. Jarrett, how many hand 

counts have there been in 2020? 

A. We have had three separate hand counts.  One for 
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each of the federal and statewide election.  So that would 

be the March presidential preference election, the August 

primary election, and the November general election. 

Q. And each of those elections used the Dominion 

Democracy 5.5-B Suite tabulation system; is that right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Were there any discrepancies found in the hand 

count audit, between what was hand counted and what the 

tabulators had registered? 

A. There were no discrepancies identified during 

these hand counts. 

Q. None whatsoever? 

A. None.  You're correct. 

Q. So would you characterize this system as having 

counted with perfect accuracy? 

A. Yes.

MR. ARELLANO:  Thank you.  No further 

questions, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Kolodin, I know 

you crossed before Mr. Arellano.  That was your election.  

Do you want to do any cross on that?  

MR. KOLODIN:  I've got one question.  All 

right.  

THE COURT:  Go ahead, sir.

FURTHER EXAMINATION
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BY MR. KOLODIN:

Q. When you say the hand count audit has perfect 

accuracy, Mr. Jarrett, what you're saying is that of the 

ballots the machines could tabulate, they read those 

ballots the same way as the hand count auditors, correct? 

A. Of all ballots that were tabulated and counted in 

this election and that were selected by the political 

parties to be reviewed, they confirmed that those were 

accurate. 

Q. So that -- sorry.  Then a couple of follow-up 

questions.  So that then is a mixed sample of ballots read 

by tabulators and ballots reviewed by human adjudication 

boards that are being compared to the hand count audit, 

right? 

A. So every ballot that is counted and then 

submitted to the hand count boards was read through a 

tabulator, whether that be an election day tabulator, one 

of our central count tabulators. 

Q. Okay.  What -- right but some of those ballots 

were read after they were duplicated by humans, right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Okay.  And what percentage of ballots were 

audited in this fashion? 

A. So there were 5,000 early ballots that were 

audited in this fashion, and then there were also a two 
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percent of vote centers that were used on election day 

were audited as well. 

Q. And when you say vote centers, you mean -- No.  I 

understand what you mean.  So even if the machines -- so 

if you had a ballot that the machines couldn't read for 

some reason and then it was duplicated and it was run 

through the tabulators at central, that ballot might 

potentially be in this audit, right? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. Okay.  Thank you.  

THE COURT:  Is that everything, Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right, Ms. Craiger, do you 

have any redirect?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Yes.  Thank you, Your Honor.  

Just a few questions.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MS. CRAIGER:

Q. Do you know how many total ovals were audited? 

A. Yes.  So in the hand count audit there were over 

47,000 ovals that were reviewed.  That included both early 

ballots and the election day ballots. 

Q. And are people allowed to photograph their 

ballots or other people's ballots? 

A. No, not in the voting location.  They are not. 
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Q. And in central tabulation, are people allowed to 

photographic ballots? 

A. No, they were not. 

Q. So the party representatives and other 

individuals involved in the adjudication process, are they 

allowed to photograph or film the ballots in close up? 

A. No, they are not.

MS. CRAIGER:  No further questions, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  That is everyone 

with Mr. Jarrett, I believe.  If I am overlooking anyone, 

speak now or forever hold your peace.  Any objection to 

Mr. Jarrett being released at this time, folks?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Jarrett, thanks 

for your time, sir.  You are free to go.  

All right.  As I understand, folks, 

Mr. Kolodin, you are now to going to proceed with 

plaintiff's case, yes?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes. 

THE COURT:  All right.  You can begin, sir.

MR. KOLODIN:  All right.  Your Honor, 

inquiry, when does the court reporter take her break?  

Because this might be a good time, and then we can run 

straight through Ms. Aguilera. 
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THE COURT:  How long do you think total for 

Ms. Aguilera?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we had estimated 

for Ms. Aguilera approximately 37.5 minutes. 

THE COURT:  Total or just on direct?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Total.  

THE COURT:  Total.  Okay.  With Hope's 

agreement because, Hope, I'm happy to stop right here if 

you want, but it's up to you.  

(Off-the-record response by court reporter.) 

THE COURT:  All right.  Thank you.  

Mr. Kolodin, we are going to proceed then with your 

witness, sir.

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor.  All right.  

We'll call Laurie Aguilera to the stand.  Let me go and 

put her into the -- tell her to go to the right room.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin -- all right.  Now, 

we can see Ms. Aguilera.  

Ms. Aguilera, my clerk is in the top, Kathy 

Ballard.  She's going to swear you in. 

LAURIE AGUILERA,

called as a witness, having been duly sworn, 

testified as follows:

THE COURT:  You can proceed, Mr. Kolodin.

MR. KOLODIN:  Thank you, Your Honor.
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DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KOLODIN:  

Q. Now, Ms. Aguilera, what do you do for a living? 

A. I'm an escrow officer. 

Q. An escrow officer.  How long have you held that 

position? 

A. I've been working for a title company for 

20 years at least. 

Q. Twenty years.  Is being exact important in that 

line of work? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Why is that? 

A. Because we're dealing with other people's money.  

And coming from a real estate, you know, legal aspects of 

real estate transactions, we have to make sure that we 

take care of everything that needs to in a transaction.  

Anything that needs to be reconciled so that the new owner 

doesn't have any title issues. 

Q. Now, you have to fill out a lot of paperwork in 

that job, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And what could the consequences be of making a 

mistake on this paperwork? 

A. Well, could be a multiple -- a number of things.  

Title doesn't transfer properly.  There could be debts 
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that weren't picked up that transferred to the new owner.  

Those are a couple of issues. 

Q. Okay.  I want to take you back in time just a 

little bit to election.  Before I get to that, let me ask 

you, are you a registered voter in Maricopa County? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Are you on the early ballot list? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay.  Did you vote in the general election held 

earlier this month? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  Where did you vote? 

A. At my precinct at the Sheraton Hotel on Dunlap 

and 26th Avenue. 

Q. What city is that in? 

A. Phoenix. 

Q. Do you also live in Phoenix? 

A. I do. 

Q. How did you get to the polling place? 

A. I drove -- well, I rode in the car with my 

husband.  We went together. 

Q. Why did your husband come with you? 

A. We go together every election.  That's been our 

habit.  We go early in the morning. 

Q. Does he also vote? 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

102

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know if he also voted in this past general 

election? 

A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Okay.  About what time did you arrive at the 

polling place? 

A. About 5:30 in the morning. 

Q. How do you know? 

A. Well, when we left the house, we left at 5:30.  I 

knew that because I looked at the clock.  And, you know, 

we got there and waited in line for, I mean, a good 20, 

25 minutes. 

Q. Okay.  Was your husband in front of or behind you 

in line? 

A. He was in front of me. 

Q. Was there anybody between you and your husband? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay.  And your husband's name by the way is 

what? 

A. Damian Aguilera. 

Q. Damian Aguilera, okay.  You get to the polling 

place.  You check in at the pack, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Tell me about that process.  

A. Well, I walked up to the table and handed them my 
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ID, and they looked through their book and then sent me 

through the door to go check in at the kiosk. 

Q. Poll worker there at the kiosk assisting you? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Tell me about the check-in process at the kiosk? 

A. Well, they had me scan my ID and confirm my 

address and my name.  And that was really -- oh, then I 

signed.  And then after that, I proceeded to the table 

where they printed out my ballot. 

Q. Okay.  Did you take a look at that ballot? 

A. I did, yeah. 

Q. Okay.  And the piece of paper that they gave you 

was it -- the ballot, the actual ballot itself, was in 

good condition? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Was there any tears or marks or folds, anything 

like that, wrinkles? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay.  What do you do with the ballot then? 

A. I walked over to a table and proceeded to make my 

selection.  There was a -- 

Q. Well, let me -- before we get there.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo, can I have you put up 

the poll worker manual.  And specifically, the page of the 

poll worker manual that has the instructions. 
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THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, for the record, 

give us the exhibit number, please.

MR. KOLODIN:  Chris, can you give them the 

exhibit number, please.  I think it's 21, Your Honor.

MR. VISKOVIC:  Exhibit 21. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  

MR. VISKOVIC:  What page was that you wanted 

up?  

MR. KOLODIN:  It's the one with the -- I'll 

find it.  38, Page 38.

MR. VISKOVIC:  All right.  Perfect.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Is it possible to zoom in on 

those instructions?  

MR. VISKOVIC:  Of course.

MR. KOLODIN:  Thank you so such.  As big as 

you can get them where they're not off the screen.  

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Okay.  Now, Ms. Aguilera, I'm 

displaying something that's already been marked as an 

exhibit, but a particular portion that says instructions 

at the top.  Have you ever seen -- particularly, the 

document to the left.  It's in the English language, have 

you ever seen that document before? 

A. It looks familiar. 

Q. Okay.  Any idea if you saw it at your polling 

place? 
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A. I'm pretty sure that was on the ballot itself. 

Q. Okay, but suffice it to say, you saw it somewhere 

during the voting process, right?  

A. Yes, correct. 

Q. So now you're at the voting booth.  You're 

filling out your ballot, okay.  Do you fill out the front 

and back side of the ballot? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Okay.  And did you vote for every race? 

A. Well, not for some judges, but every other race, 

yes. 

Q. But and some of the judicial races, you left 

blank, right? 

A. I did. 

Q. Now, are you familiar with what the term over 

vote means? 

A. Not really.  I mean, I've heard it but -- 

Q. Okay.  I'm going to represent to you that the 

term over vote means that you vote for more candidates 

than are allowed in a given race; do you understand that 

description? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  On any of the races on your ballot, did 

you over vote any of those races, either intentionally or 

unintentionally? 
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A. No. 

Q. How would you remember? 

A. Well, I remember reading, you know, the ballot.  

And there were some elections that -- or some position, I 

guess you could say, that allowed for more than one 

selection.  I paid attention to that. 

Q. Okay.  Taking the third instruction out of order 

-- and I apologize for that, but let's start with the 

first one.  

Did you use the pen or marking device, 

whatever it was, provided to you by the poll workers?  

Well, strike the question.  

Did the poll workers provide you with a 

marking device? 

A. Well, they didn't hand it to me, but when I asked 

where the pens were, they said they were on the tables 

so... 

Q. So you didn't bring your own, right? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay.  And the marking device that was provided 

on the table, that was in the booth, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  And that marking device, what was it? 

A. It was a fine point Sharpie. 

Q. Okay.  Now, when you are filling in the ovals on 
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your ballot, did you make any marks outside of the ovals 

or outside of the lines? 

A. No.  I was very careful not to. 

Q. Okay.  And how would you know? 

A. Well, like I said, I was very careful not to.  

That's how I know. 

Q. Did you fill in the bubbles completely on your 

ballot? 

A. Yes.  I would say pretty much completely.  There 

may have been like maybe a little that was not completed 

but no.  Yeah, completely, I would say. 

Q. Did you vote for any write-in candidates on your 

ballot? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay.  After you got done with your ballot, did 

you look it over? 

A. I did. 

Q. Front and back? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And then what did you do with it? 

A. I walked over to where you check out, and I was 

directed to a machine.  And I asked the poll worker about 

the bleeding, if that was going to be an issue. 

Q. Okay.  And was it a he or a she, the poll worker? 

A. It was a he. 
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Q. It was a he, okay.  What did he say? 

A. He said let's try it.  Put your ballot in. 

Q. Okay.  And did you? 

A. I did. 

Q. Okay.  What happened? 

A. Well, the machine took my ballot.

MR. KOLODIN:  Now, Alfredo, I want you to go 

to the page of the poll worker manual that shows the 

tabulators, please.

MR. ALFREDO:  Do you have the page number 

down for that one?  

MR. KOLODIN:  64.

MR. VISKOVIC:  54, all right.  

THE COURT:  Did you say 64, Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  6-4, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  And for the record, this is 

still Exhibit 21, yes?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  

MR. KOLODIN:  That's not the page.  For some 

reason I have that marked.  There's a page with a bigger 

-- can you control F for tabulator -- oh, wait.  No, it 

does.  It's just very small.  Can you zoom in on the 

picture in the bottom left-hand corner, Alfredo.  A little 

bit more.  Okay, yeah.  And fill the screen with that one.  
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Yeah, perfect. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  So taking a look at the image 

on the left of the screen -- and this is the bottom left 

most image on the page -- does that look like the 

tabulator, Ms. Aguilera, into which you attempted to 

insert your ballot? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  Did you attempt to insert your ballot in 

the top most slot? 

A. Yes, I did.  Where the arrows are?  

Q. Yes.  Where the arrows are.  

A. Yes. 

Q. When you inserted your ballot, do you see that 

screen on the top part of the tabulator? 

A. I do. 

Q. When it took your ballot, did anything at all 

display on that screen? 

A. No. 

Q. Were you looking at the screen? 

A. I was looking at the screen, and the poll worker 

also commented about -- he asked me if it displayed 

anything. 

Q. Okay.  Was he looking at it when he -- when you 

put your ballot in?

A. Well, there were people coming in.  He was 
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standing right next to me.  I was surprised that he asked 

me.  He was looking kind of in the direction, but we were, 

you know, standing together so... 

Q. All right.  Did a check mark display on the 

screen --

A. No. 

Q. -- when you inserted your ballot?  I'm sorry.  

Repeat your answer, please.  

A. No. 

Q. No, okay.  Did the tabulator make a sound when 

you inserted your ballot? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay.  After this sort of unusual set of events 

occurred, what happened then? 

A. Well, the poll worker said to another poll 

worker, something's wrong here.  It looks like it's ready 

to receive another ballot.

MS. CRAIGER:  Objection.  This is hearsay.

MR. KOLODIN:  An exception to hearsay, Your 

Honor.  Admission against interest.  As Mr. Jarrett 

testified, the poll workers were defendant employees. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, isn't it a 

statement by a party opponent?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Well, the poll workers don't 

put on the election, Your Honor.  They are temporary 
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employees that work there on election day. 

THE COURT:  I thought Mr. Jarrett testified 

that they were county employees.  He was asked that 

question on cross to my memory.

MS. CRAIGER:  That is correct.  They are 

county employees at the time they are working at the 

polls. 

THE COURT:  And that's the time that's at 

issue here, because it was working at election when the 

person made this statement, correct, Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  That's right, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  I would overrule the 

objection and allow it under that exception. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  So Ms. Aguilera, you were 

telling us what the poll worker said when these events 

occurred.  

A. Right.  He said, hey, I think there's a problem.  

It's acting as if it wants to receive another ballot, or 

it's ready to receive another ballot.  So the other poll 

worker came over.  They looked at the machine for bit, and 

the second poll worker that he called said, she's going to 

have to do it again. 

Q. Okay.  And what happened then? 

A. Well, they put me back in the front of the line 

where you, you know, wait for the next check-in kiosk, I 
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guess, computer, whatever you call it.  And when one 

become available, I was walked up to the computer, and I 

was told to scan my ID, which I did.  And it indicated 

that a ballot or vote had already been cast and asked if 

we wanted to cancel the vote.  The poll worker pushed yes 

and then confirmed yes, and then at that moment, the other 

poll worker came over and said, no, no, no.  I just got 

off the phone her ballot's in the box.  It will be counted 

tonight. 

Q. Okay.  Did you ask for another ballot? 

A. I did. 

Q. So you asked to spoil this ballot cast? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did the pole workers accommodate this request? 

A. No. 

Q. No.  Okay.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo, would you display the 

picture of the ballot that we have as an exhibit, please.  

That would be 19.

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, I'd like to -- I 

don't know whose ballot this is or what the testimony is 

about to be, but it is a Class 2 misdemeanor to take 

photographs of ballots. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Everybody hold on for a 

moment.  First, unless an exhibit is received in evidence 
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it shall not be displayed.  It's improper to do that.  So 

that needs to come off the screen unless it's been 

received.  Up until now, what you folks have been showing 

me have been received in evidence.  This has not even been 

offered yet, Mr. Kolodin.  So you cannot have your 

associate display it until I've received it.  So go ahead 

and offer it first.

MR. KOLODIN:  So Your Honor, we'd like to 

offer 19 into evidence, essentially for Ms. Aguilera to 

testify that it looked like her ballot and the bleed 

through issue looked similar. 

THE COURT:  Exhibit 19, Mr. Kolodin, is what 

exactly.

MR. KOLODIN:  It's a photo of one of these 

completed ballots from election day just to give the Court 

some idea of, you know, what it looks like and what the 

bleed through issue looks like.  We thought it would be 

useful. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Craiger, you have an 

objection.  What is your objection?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Well, it is illegal to take a 

photo of a ballot.  

THE COURT:  I'm sorry.  Ms. Craiger, I'm 

sorry.  You blanked out there.  You said it's illegal to 

what?  
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MS. CRAIGER:  It is a Class 2 misdemeanor to 

take a photo of a ballot.  In order to authenticate this 

ballot, I don't know what testimony Ms. Aguilera is going 

to provide, but certainly she needs to be advised of her 

5th Amendment rights if she's going to attempt to 

authenticate this ballot.  

So I just wanted to raise this objection 

before it's placed into evidence. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, what is the statute 

under -- I assume it's in Title 13 that makes it a 

misdemeanor to take a photo of a ballot.

MS. CRAIGER:  16-515 G and H.  

THE COURT:  Okay.  

MS. GONSKI:  Your Honor, we'd also have an 

objection to the foundation here.  If it wasn't actually 

her ballot, then nobody is available to authenticate it.  

Then it's a foundation issue as well.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, you need to address 

both of those.  They would seem to be hurdles for you at 

this moment.

MR. KOLODIN:  Okay.  Your Honor, first of 

all, it's very upsetting the government is threatening 

criminal sanctions for trying to introduce a piece of 

evidence as unobjectionable as an image of a ballot.  Not 

an imagine of a person but an image of a ballot. 
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THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, before you leave 

that response, are you familiar with the statute that 

counsel, Ms. Craiger, has just cited?  

MR. KOLODIN:  There is a statute that 

prohibits photography within 75 feet of a polling place to 

prevent images of voters from being taken and voters from 

being intimidated.  This is just a picture of a ballot.  

There is no voters in this picture and doesn't show 

anything like that. 

THE COURT:  Hold on one second.  Ms. 

Craiger, read me that statute, please.

MS. CRAIGER:  16-515 G.  A person may not 

take photographs or videos while within the 75 foot limit.  

Any person violating this section is guilty of a Class 2 

misdemeanor, but on election day, voters can't leave with 

their ballots.  They're either spoiled, or they're voted.  

So this photo would have had to have been taken within the 

75 foot limit. 

THE COURT:  Read me the statute one more 

time, please.  I don't want to miss cite it here when I 

have a question for Mr. Kolodin.

MS. CRAIGER:  Not withstanding 

Section 16-1018, a person may not take photographs or 

videos while within the 75 foot limit.  H is any person 

violating this section is guilty of a Class 2 misdemeanor.  
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THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Kolodin, that statute 

does not read that you can't take pictures of people.  

There's no reference to what you're taking pictures of.  

And Mr. Kolodin, this is not a minor issue in the sense 

that there's an ethical issue that the county defendants 

are properly addressing, which is preventing your client 

from testifying about something that could put her in 

criminal jeopardy of a Class 2 misdemeanor if she is not 

advised ahead of time that she stands to put herself at 

risk.  

So it meeds to be taken seriously from the 

Court's perspective in terms of any advise you give your 

client, which would you want to do not front of us, but 

that's not frivolous for your client's personal interests.

MR. KOLODIN:  Understood, Your Honor.  May 

we have a brief recess?  

THE COURT:  Yes.  Thank you.  We will stand 

at recess.  

(Off the record.) 

THE COURT:  Are you ready to proceed?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor.  We'll 

withdraw the exhibit.  It's mainly valuable for 

illustrative purposes to demonstrate potential fraud.  We 

can proceed without it.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, hold on a minute.  
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I just want an answer to that, because I don't know that 

we have everybody back yet.  

Is there anybody we're still missing?  I see 

Mr. LaRue, Ms. Craiger, Mr. Arellano, Ms. Gonski, 

Mr. Viskovic, and plaintiff, as well as Mr. Kolodin.  

There's somebody that we had before.  There's Ms. Becker.  

Is there anyone else we're missing, folks?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, Your Honor, not to my 

knowledge. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, as far as you know, 

do we have everybody?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  So Mr. Kolodin, we are 

now officially back on the record.  What is it is you're 

asking the Court to do with respect to Exhibit 19, sir?  

MR. KOLODIN:  We'll withdraw the exhibit, 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  No objection, Ms. 

Craiger?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Correct, Your Honor.  No 

objection. 

THE COURT:  All right.  The request to move 

Exhibit 19 is withdrawn.  

MR. KOLODIN:  All right.  

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Ms. Aguilera, where was your 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

118

husband when all of this was taking place? 

A. He was waiting for me in the lobby area. 

Q. And was there a view in from the lobby area to 

where you were trying to cast your ballot? 

A. Yeah, I believe so.  It's a double door opening 

that was wide open. 

Q. Okay.  So if he were to testify that he saw you 

standing at the voting machine, you would have no reason 

to disbelieve that testimony? 

A. Yeah.  No reason. 

Q. How long have you been married to your husband? 

A. Twenty-three years. 

Q. Your opinion is that he's -- you believe he's 

generally an honest guy? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. 

MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo, please put up 

Exhibit 2. 

THE COURT:  Exhibit 2 has not yet been 

received.

MR. KOLODIN:  Sorry.  We would offer 

Exhibit 2 into evidence.  This is the material from the 

county defendant's website demonstrating the status of 

election day votes for Ms. Aguilera and her husband. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, any objection or 
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Ms. Gonski, anyone, any objection to Exhibit 2?  

MS. CRAIGER:  No objection, Your Honor.

MS. GONSKI:  No objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Two is received.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor -- 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  So Ms. Aguilera, can you please 

identify this document.  

A. You're scrolling down.  It looks like it's my 

husband's.

MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo, would you please go 

to her part of it. 

A. There we go. 

Q. (BY KOLODIN)  Would you please identify this 

document.  

A. It looks like my voter status from the website. 

Q. Does this document show whether you're on the 

early voting list? 

A. Not on that particular page.  Oh, right there.  

Yes, it indicates no, that I'm not. 

Q. You testified earlier that that's correct 

information, right? 

A. That is correct.

Q. Does this document show whether, according to 

county record, you voted on election day? 

A. Well, it indicates that there is an upcoming 
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election for November 3rd, but it doesn't indicate that I 

voted. 

Q. Okay.  

MR. KOLODIN:  One second, Your Honor.  

Q. (BY KOLODIN)  Before you inserted your ballot 

into the tabulator, you testified you looked it over, 

right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you -- aside from bleed through, did you 

observe any from stray marks on that ballot? 

A. No. 

Q. Now, the message on the screen displayed to the 

poll worker when he was cancelling out your ballot, tell 

me as near as you remember how that message read.  

A. Well, it read something like, do you want to 

cancel this ballot or vote, yes or no.  

Q. Ms. Aguilera, if I were to tell you -- and I'm 

not telling you this is true or false or whatever but I'm 

just -- it's a hypothetical.  If I were to tell you that 

your ballot ended up being counted but counted by human 

beings and not a machine, would that satisfy you as to 

this action? 

A. No. 

Q. Why is that? 

A. Because I have no way of verifying that. 
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Q. Okay.  Versus if the machine had displayed a 

check mark, and you would have known your vote counted? 

A. Well, that would have been an indicator, yes. 

Q. Okay.  One second.  

MR. KOLODIN:  All right, Your Honor.  We'll 

tender the witness for cross. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Ms. Craiger, cross 

examination?  

MS. CRAIGER:  We have no questions, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Arellano, any questions for 

this witness?  

MS. GONSKI:  Your Honor, this is Ms. Gonski.  

Just a few questions. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Gonski, go ahead.

MS. GONSKI:  Sure.  

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MS. GONSKI: 

Q. Ms. Aguilera, I'm going to direct you to the 

exhibit that's on the screen right now.  Did you take this 

screen shot? 

A. I did. 

Q. And when did you take it? 

A. I don't remember the date.  A couple of weeks 

maybe.  A week -- I don't know.  A couple of weeks ago. 
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Q. Have you -- did you check, recheck the ballot 

status that's displayed on the screen before the hearing 

today? 

A. Not today, no, but I've checked it since I took 

that screen shot. 

Q. When was last time that you checked it, 

approximately? 

A. I don't know.  Maybe a week ago. 

Q. Okay.  So it's possible that it displays 

something different today; is that right? 

A. Well, yeah.  I didn't check it today.

MR. KOLODIN:  Object to foundation. 

THE COURT:  How could there be a foundation 

objection?  It's your client testifying as to whether she 

checked it.

MR. KOLODIN:  Well, they asked if it could 

be possible to display something different today.  I don't 

know how Ms. Aguilera could be expected to know the answer 

to that question. 

THE COURT:  So your objection is 

speculation, but I think she said, essentially, she 

doesn't know what it says today because she didn't check 

today.  That's all I'm taking away from her answer.  So I 

would overrule it on that basis.

MS. GONSKI:  Thank you, Your Honor.  
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Q. (BY MS. GONSKI)  Ms. Aguilera, you are aware that 

ballot tabulation is available for public observation 

through cameras; isn't that right? 

A. I'm not sure what you mean. 

Q. The ballot tabulation processes in Maricopa 

County, you are aware that those are available for the 

public to view on camera? 

A. Like what I'm seeing on the screen?  

Q. Well, let me ask it this way.  So have you ever 

gone to the Maricopa County website and attempted to watch 

videos of ballots being tabulated? 

A. No.  I have never done that.

MS. GONSKI:  Your Honor, I have no further 

questions. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Arellano, you said no 

questions, correct, sir?  

MR. ARELLANO:  That's right, Your Honor.  

Ms. Gonski is covering.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, any redirect, sir?

REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KOLODIN:

Q. Ms. Aguilera, would you like to be able to -- 

would you like to have the option to observe the 

adjudication process of ballots in person? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. Now, this exhibit, the documents on this exhibit 

that you accessed, you accessed those on computer, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Could you check again right now and see if it 

says anything different?  You're in front of a computer, 

right?  

A. Sure.  Yes. 

Q. Let me know when you've got it up.  

A. Oh, you want me to -- okay.  Hang on.  

MS. GONSKI:  Your Honor, we object to this.  

What the witness is doing is looking up a new document 

that hasn't actually been disclosed.  Certainly there was 

opportunity before the hearing for her to check her status 

or to update it, but if she hasn't done so then doing it 

mid hearing seems like it's inappropriate to say the 

least. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, isn't it sort of 

the equivalent of sending a witness who is sitting on the 

witness stand out to find a document somewhere in a box 

outside the courtroom and then come in with it?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, what the other 

side is doing implicitly is setting up a sort of silly 

standard, oh, you have to check this every day and provide 

with us with a copy of this exhibit for every day, right, 

for us to know.  A week ago, that's not good enough.  
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And so in order to sort of circumvent this, 

oh, you don't know as of exactly now, it is of exactly 

now, but we sent a very recent copy of this document over 

to the other side. 

THE COURT:  Is that this exhibit that's been 

introduced, Exhibit 2?  You said you've sent a very recent 

copy.  Is that what --

MR. KOLODIN:  Yeah.  That's Exhibit 2.  It's 

within the past week. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, nobody directed me 

to any date on here.  Is there a date on here?  Because I 

was wondering that very thing.

MR. KOLODIN:  No.  We're going off 

Ms. Aguilera's testimony when she pulled it up.

MS. GONSKI:  And, Your Honor, to point out, 

as I think Ms. Aguilera's testimony just established, this 

is the same -- this document was from at least a week ago, 

she said, and this is the same exhibit that was submitted 

with plaintiff's complaint which was filed on 

November 12th, which at this point, is over a week ago. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  So Mr. Kolodin, I'm going 

to sustain the objection.  Your client says she hasn't 

checked today.  She doesn't know what it would say today.  

There's been no disclosure of what it does say today.  

That's something -- I agree with you, it could have been 
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done a week ago, and it could have been disclosed then or 

four days ago or whatever, but I also follow your logic 

that is sort of silly -- your word -- to expect her to 

necessarily to have checked every day.  

So in all of that context, I don't think 

it's appropriate for her to be looking up something that 

then you're going to ask me to admit in evidence during 

the course of the trial.  That sounds to me highly 

improper, so I'm sustaining the objection on that basis.

MR. KOLODIN:  Okay.  I wouldn't ask for it 

to be admitted.  I'd just ask for her to testify as to 

what it says. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, do you have more 

questions?  Or are you making another motion?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No.  I just wanted to make 

sure that that was clear before the objection was 

sustained. 

THE COURT:  So, again, Mr. Kolodin, I see it 

as somebody sort of sitting on the witness stand being 

asked a question and being told -- them, you know, 

honestly answering I don't know, as I sit here today, I 

just don't know.  And somebody coming up and whispering 

the answer in their ear and saying, now I knew.  Because 

that's what she's doing.  She doesn't know.  She hasn't 

looked previously.  
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This sort of evidence being created live in 

front of us as she's testifying, in the Court's view, that 

is improper.

MR. KOLODIN:  Very good, Your Honor.  We 

have no further questions at this time. 

THE COURT:  All right.  And Ms. Aguilera can 

then be released; is that right everyone?  

MS. CRAIGER:  No objection, Your Honor.

MS. GONSKI:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Aguilera, we were 

told by your lawyer that you needed to leave for work.  Of 

course, you're welcome to stay as long as you like, as 

you're a party in the action, but if you need to go, then 

you're being released at this time.  

A. Okay.  Thank you.  

THE COURT:  Thank you.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, our next witness 

is Damian Aguilera, or does the Court want to take its 

lunch recess now?  

THE COURT:  Yes.  I think the issue really 

is the court reporter who's been going now straight since 

when?  10:49.  We did have a brief break there while you 

went and talked with your client about the misdemeanor 

issue, but, Hope, we need to stop at this point for a 

lunch break, correct?  
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(Off-the-record response by court reporter.) 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Let's determine that.  

We're going to stop and give Hope and everybody else time 

to eat so nobody keels over on us.  

Mr. Kolodin, Ms. Craiger, other folks, we 

were scheduled to start again at what time?  You know, 

folks, we were scheduled to start at 1:30.  That's less 

than hour from now anyway.  So I think we should just stop 

right here and start up again at 1:30.  People can eat, 

and we will be back on the record at 1:30.  

So we'll stand in recess until then.  Thank 

you, everyone. 

(Lunch recess.)

-- oOo --

(Whereupon, the following proceedings 

commenced on Go To Meeting:)

 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, are you ready to 

call your next witness, sir?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor.  We call 

Damian Aguilera to the stand. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Aguilera, my clerk 

will swear you in first, sir. 
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DAMIAN AGUILERA,

called as a witness, having been duly sworn, 

testified as follows:

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, you can proceed.

MS. GONSKI:  Sorry, Your Honor.  Before we 

get going, I wanted to say one thing before we had another 

witness.  Sorry about that.  I just wanted to say that for 

everybody's -- just for everybody's knowledge, as far as 

we know, we've been keeping time over on our end, and it 

seems like plaintiffs and defenses have both used about 

90 minutes of time.  I think each have about an hour of 

time by our calculations left.  Just wanted to let 

everybody know that's at least what we're looking at on 

our side. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, why are you shaking 

your head, sir?  Is yours different?

MR. KOLODIN:  That doesn't comport with our 

calculations.  We've calculated that we've used slightly 

less than an hour.  Actually, I was about to inquire what 

the Court's calculation is.  

THE COURT:  Well, as I told you, I am not 

the time keeper.  I write down rough estimates, but as I 

warned parties yesterday, that's up to you and your staff 

to keep tabs.  So if you want me to take a moment.  You 

tell me first, what do you have, Mr. Kolodin, for 
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yourselves?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Mr. Chris Viskovic, please 

tell the Court what we have.

MR. VISKOVIC:  I had a little under an hour.  

I haven't been keeping time on a stop watch so I might be 

off on that. 

THE COURT:  Sir, giving it as close as you 

can minute wise.

MR. VISKOVIC:  About 56 minutes, I believe. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  And what do you have for 

defendants?  

MR. VISKOVIC:  I have not been keeping track 

of defendants. 

THE COURT:  I'm sorry.  I meant to say 

defendants and intervenor.

MR. VISKOVIC:  I have not been tracking time 

of defendants and intervenor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Craiger, what do the 

county defendants have?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Hold on one moment.  

Mr. LaRue.

MR. LARUE:  Your Honor, I have not been 

keeping time.  We had talked with the democratic party 

attorneys this morning, and they're at a large firm, and 

have some resources that we don't.  They had offered to 
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keep time for our side. 

THE COURT:  I see, okay.  So Ms. Gonski, 

back to you, give me your split again, please.

MS. GONSKI:  Your Honor, I have that we have 

each used up 90 minutes of time so far.  So that we are 

each down to one hour left. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Let me take a look 

here, folks.  

I don't have any of this totaled up amongst 

the different examinations of the couple of witnesses 

we've heard from.  So it's going to take me a moment.  

Okay.  Folks, don't hold me to this.  If I 

wasn't put on the spot, I could do it more calmly, but 

what I come up with looking through the numbers is, 

defendants and intervenors 90 minutes.  So one-and-a-half 

hours on the nose.  And I came up with plaintiffs, 

58 minutes.  

I'm certainly willing to double check that 

later, but what I do is each time a witness is direct, 

cross, redirect, I put the start time and the end time.  

And I think I even included in there, 

Mr. Kolodin, the time that you took out to go and counsel 

your client, Ms. Aguilera.  I think I included that in 

your time.  So I think that 58 minutes attributes that 

break time for you to talk with your client.
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MR. KOLODIN:  Thank you.  And thank you, 

Chris.  All right.  Ready to resume for Damian?  Chris, 

get us back on the clock.  And all right.

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KOLODIN:  

Q. Mr. Aguilera, are you married to Laurie Aguilera? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. How long have you been married to her? 

A. Twenty-three years last October. 

Q. What's your opinion of her degree of honesty? 

A. Very high. 

Q. Okay.  Mr. Aguilera, are you a registered voter 

in Maricopa County? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. Okay.  On election day earlier this month, did 

you go in person to vote with your wife? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Okay.  Did you observe your wife throughout 

voting process? 

A. Not throughout, but I was busy voting, but I did 

see her at the tally machine after I had voted. 

Q. So you had her -- you saw her standing at the 

tabulator? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. 
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MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo, the exhibit, please.  

This is one that's already been admitted into evidence. 

THE COURT:  What exhibit number?  

MR. KOLODIN:  This would be back to 

Exhibit 2.  

MR. ALFREDO:  I need screen sharing.

MR. KOLODIN:  Mr. Viskovic needs control 

over the screen sharing, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  She's working on it.  Okay.  

Good to go.  

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Mr. Aguilera, could you please 

identify this document.  

A. Yup.  That's the Be Ballot Ready verification on 

the county recorder website. 

Q. Mr. Aguilera, does this document show whether you 

were on the early voting list? 

A. It shows that I was not. 

Q. Okay.  You testified you voted on election day 

with your wife, correct? 

A. Yes.  Yes, I did. 

Q. Does this document show whether your vote was 

counted? 

A. Yes, it does.

Q. And was it? 

A. Yes, it was. 
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Q. It says you voted on election day.  Your ballot 

was counted, right? 

A. Yes, it does. 

Q. Did you access this, this information for 

yourself at the same time your wife accessed her 

information? 

A. I accessed mine after she had accessed hers and 

saw that she had not voted, and it wasn't counted.  I 

accessed mine to see if it said anything different.  And 

it did.  It said mine had been counted, and I did vote.

Q. When you say after though, after but on the same 

day, right?

A. On the same day but after she had looked.  She 

asked me to jump on and check my status, and I did. 

Q. So you were trying to compare with her your 

statuses? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  Very good.  Now, Mr. Aguilera, when you 

inserted your ballot into the machine on election day, did 

the machine take it? 

A. Yes, it did. 

Q. Did the machine display a check mark? 

A. Yeah.  I believe it was a check mark, or it said 

accepted, and it made a little (indicating sound) kind of 

sound.
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MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we have no further 

questions for the witness. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, before you leave 

with your witness on Exhibit 2.  Direct me to the page -- 

I could find it easily for this witness, but he's 

testifying about Exhibit 2, which page says Ms. Aguilera's 

vote did not count or was not counted?  

MR. KOLODIN:  So Your Honor, it's the 

comparison.  Mr. Aguilera's page says, you voted on 

election day, and your vote counted.  Ms. Aguilera's page 

does not display that information.  It doesn't say that.  

THE COURT:  Which page?  Where would you 

expect me to find that if it were here?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Go to where it says it for 

Damian, Mr. Viskovic.

MR. VISKOVIC:  I could clarify.  Without the 

cover sheet, Ms. Aguilera's status is on Page 7.  With the 

cover sheet, it's eight.  And then Damian's status without 

the cover sheet is on Page 4.  With the cover sheet, it's 

on Page 5.  

THE COURT:  All right.  So what I'm 

understanding is on Page -- these are not numbered pages, 

but given what Mr. Viskovic just said, Page 7 states, view 

all voting locations.  And underneath it it says, my 

ballot status.  And then there's a blank area in there 
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where it doesn't say anything.  And you're comparing that 

to the fact that on Page -- I think it was 4 -- 

Mr. Aguilera's portion, it shows view all voting 

locations.  My ballot status, and then it reflects, 

11/3/2020, you voted on election day.  Your ballot was 

counted.  It's the comparison you're contrasting, yes?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay, thank you.  Now, that I've 

asked those questions, anything further for Mr. Aguilera, 

Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, Your Honor.  Sorry.  One 

more question. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Mr. Aguilera, did ink bleed 

through your ballot? 

A. Yes, it did.

MR. KOLODIN:  No further questions, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Ms. Craiger?  

MS. CRAIGER:  I have no questions, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Gonski, any questions for 

this witness?  

MS. GONSKI:  No questions, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  I'm not overlooking 

anyone, am I, folks?  Okay.  Anyone object to Mr. Aguilera 
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being released?  

MS. CRAIGER:  No objection. 

THE COURT:  Thank you, Mr. Aguilera.  You 

are finished, sir.  Thank you for your time, and you are 

free to go. 

A. Thank you.  

THE COURT:  You're welcome.  Mr. Kolodin, 

your next witness, sir.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we would call 

Mr. Drobina to the stand. 

THE COURT:  We have Mr. Drobina out there.  

Mr. Kolodin, we're still not seeing anybody, at least, 

identified as Mr. Drobina.

MR. KOLODIN:  He was just walking over 

there.  I don't know what's going on.  I will find out.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, you might have to 

get up one more time because it looks likes he's muted, 

and there's no camera turned on.  Okay.  Now he's on video 

as well.  All right.  

Mr. Drobina, my clerk on the screen right 

above you with swear you in, sir. 

DONOVAN DROBINA,

called as a witness, having been duly sworn, 

testified as follows:  

THE COURT:  Go ahead, Mr. Kolodin.
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DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KOLODIN:  

Q. All right.  Mr. Drobina, let's start with this.  

Mr. Drobina, what do you do for a living? 

A. I currently work for Amazon, but I'm a mechanic 

by trade. 

Q. Mechanic by trade.  What's your vocational 

experience as a mechanic? 

A. I was a mechanic for six years in the Navy.  

That's where I was trained, and I've done some other stuff 

for other companies since I've gotten out. 

Q. Okay.  And when you were a mechanic with the 

Navy, what specifically did you do? 

A. I worked on the 20-milimeter Gatling gun weapon 

system called CIWS close-in weapon system.  It's the 

Gatling gun that shoots down missiles and slow-moving 

aircraft and boats. 

Q. And you maintained that system as a mechanic? 

A. Yes.  Maintained and operated. 

Q. Okay.  When you maintain that system, did you 

have to work with small parts? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  And what could be -- strike the question.  

What would happen if you didn't work with these small 

parts in the right way? 
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A. If the weapons system did not function properly 

when it was needed, a missile could hit the ship and 

multiple of my crew members would die.  It was a last line 

of defense for a missile attack. 

Q. Fair to say then that attention to detail was 

pretty important in that line of work? 

A. Paramount. 

Q. What about manual dexterity, making sure that you 

did things just so with your hands? 

A. The same.  Incredibly important.

MR. KOLODIN:  Mr. Viskovic, would you please 

display Exhibit Number 3 for Mr. Drobina.  

THE COURT:  It hasn't been admitted yet.

MR. KOLODIN:  Sorry.  We would like to offer 

Exhibit Number 3 for Mr. Drobina, Judge.  The same ballot 

status information that we just displayed for the 

Aguileras, his version. 

THE COURT:  Any objection.

MS. CRAIGER:  No objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Gronski?  

MS. GONSKI:  No objection. 

THE COURT:  All right.  I just misspoke.  I 

said Gronski.  It's Gonski.  Three is received without 

objection. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  All right.  Mr. Drobina, can 
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you please identify this document.  

A. That's the screen shot that I took from my phone 

of the -- basically, the confirmation that my ballot was 

counted. 

Q. Okay.  And when did you access this? 

A. I've accessed it on two separate occasions.  If I 

remember right, this one was two days ago, but it could 

also have been about a week ago.  I don't see a date on 

there.  So it could be one or the other. 

Q. Okay.  Did it look the same on both occasions? 

A. It did. 

Q. Okay.  Does this exhibit provide any information 

as to whether you are on the early voting list? 

A. Yes, it does. 

Q. What does it say? 

A. It says I am not on the permanent early voting 

list. 

Q. Okay.  Is that information correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you receive a ballot by mail this election 

cycle? 

A. I did not. 

Q. Okay.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, I only have two 

pages to Exhibit 3, and I'm not seeing that information.  
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Can you direct me to it.

MR. KOLODIN:  Chris, Alfredo, help me out 

here.

MR. VISKOVIC:  I actually supplemented that 

because after the original ones went through, it was 

brought to my attention that I did not include all three 

pages.  So I sent out the email to chambers and parties 

with this one.  And then I re-uploaded this one to the 

shared box that was provided by the court's website for 

submitting exhibits. 

THE COURT:  Well, this one and this one is a 

little imprecise because for the Clerk of the Court's 

record and my records, I need to know what numbered 

exhibit.  It looks like Exhibit 3 is lacking the 

information that he just testified about, the witness did.  

So is there a further exhibit that provides 

that supplemental information?  Has that been marked as an 

additional exhibit?  

MR. VISKOVIC:  When I uploaded it back into 

the shared box, the new one was titled Exhibit 3 updated.  

I'm not sure how they put that into the exhibit list, but 

that's how it was uploaded into the exhibit list on the 

electronic filing. 

THE COURT:  Just understand that what I'm 

looking at is the bench copy of the exhibits that the 
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parties provided me.  So I'm looking at the plaintiff's 

Exhibit Number 3 in the plaintiff's exhibit provided 

binder.  Should I be looking somewhere else?  

MR. VISKOVIC:  My apologies.  I believe I 

gave my paralegal this new one to throw into the exhibit 

binder that was provided to -- I guess that got lost in 

translation.  I believe I sent it out via email to JJ and 

Ana. 

THE COURT:  Let me inquire of my clerk 

because the official exhibit is whatever has the green tag 

on it.  

THE COURTROOM CLERK:  Judge, I believe the 

first Exhibit 3 that we received was a one-page document, 

excluding the cover page.  The updated one is two-page 

document, which is what you have in your notebook.  That 

is all that has been provided.  I don't know about a third 

revised version. 

THE COURT:  So, folks, Kathy is verifying -- 

Kathy, let me be clear.  What you show as Exhibit 3 has a 

cover page that says Exhibit C, as in cat, and then the 

next page is the very, very top 1005 b+HTTPS 

recorder.Maricopa, and then the next page starts at the 

top, upcoming elections?  That's what I have in my binder 

provided by plaintiff's counsel.  Is that what you're 

seeing as the tagged Exhibit 3?  
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THE COURTROOM CLERK:  No.  My tagged 

Exhibit 3 is a screen shot.  It doesn't have the 

recorder's address on top.  It says 942.  It says voter 

registration status registered.  It has Mr. Drobina's 

name.  The second page, again, has the screen shot with 

the 942 up top.  Upcoming election.  It has on there, my 

ballot status later on on that page.  That's the totality 

of the exhibit that I have.  That was what was in the box 

from the clerk's office as the revised Exhibit 3. 

THE COURT:  I think I found it.  I think I 

found it.  It looks like a different presentation than I 

saw on the other one, but it does appear on the last page.  

My ballot status, 11/3.  We are good, folks.  Thank you. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  All right.  Mr. Drobina, so 

this contains information as to whether you were on the 

early voting list.  And you testified that the information 

that you are not is correct, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  So this also shows whether you voted on 

election day, right? 

A. The page that I'm currently seeing doesn't, but 

the second page that they've shown a couple of times, yes. 

Q. Okay.  So we're going to talk about your vote on 

election day.  First of all, did you vote in person on 

election day? 
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A. I did. 

Q. Okay.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, I'm sorry to bring 

us back to this, but I've really got two duplicate pages 

back to back.  I do not have anything that talks about 

every voter status.  That was a question that you asked 

Mr. Drobina that I was struggling to find.  I think 

there's something missing.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we're happy to 

stand on the testimony in the interest of time that he is 

not on the early voting list, and he voted in person on 

election day.  I don't think that's a disputed point.  We 

just wanted to establish it.  

THE COURT:  Fine, Mr. Kolodin.  Go ahead 

sir. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  So Mr. Drobina, when you voted 

on election day, you were handed a ballot, correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. You were not handed an envelope with that ballot, 

right? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay.  

MR. KOLODIN:  And the Court can take 

judicial notice that in the manual, he would receive an 

envelope if had it been provisional.  
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Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Mr. Drobina, when you got the 

ballot, did you look at it? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  Did it appear to you to be unmarked? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Not even like a from stray accidental pen mark 

that some poll worker put on it? 

A. No.  It looked clean. 

Q. Looked clean.  Did you look front and back? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did the ballot appear to you to be undamaged? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  No wrinkles, no tears, no folds? 

A. It looked brand new. 

Q. Okay. 

MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo -- this has already 

been admitted, Your Honor.  Alfredo, would you please put 

the poll worker manual back up. 

THE COURT:  You've got to give us the 

exhibit, sir, for the record.

MR. KOLODIN:  For the record, this is.

MR. VISKOVIC:  It's Exhibit 21.

MR. KOLODIN:  Twenty-one, all right.  And 

specifically, put the page back up with the instructions.

MR. VISKOVIC:  Do you know what page that 
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was?  

MR. KOLODIN:  It would have been 38.

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Okay.  Looking at the English 

language version of these instructions, top left-hand 

corner, image in the top left-hand corner of this page.  

Have you ever seen that before? 

A. Speaking to me?  

Q. Yes, Mr. Drobina.  

A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Where did you see that? 

A. I believe it was on the top of the ballot. 

Q. Okay, but suffice it to say, somewhere at the 

polling place on election day, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Let's look at the first one of these 

instructions.  Only use the pen provided.  Did you use the 

pen provided by the poll workers? 

A. Well, they gave me a Sharpie so I guess it wasn't 

a pen, but, yes.  I used the writing utensil that was 

provided. 

Q. Very good.  And you used that to complete your 

ballot, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  Mr. Drobina, did you fill in the ovals 

next to your selection? 
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A. Yes. 

Q. Did you fill in those ovals completely? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you mark outside the lines when you're 

filling in those ovals? 

A. No, I did not. 

Q. Not on any of them? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay.  Mr. Drobina, are you familiar with what 

the term over vote means? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  What does that term mean? 

A. So that term over vote means that in some cases 

on the ballot you're able to vote for more than one person 

for a position.  And it states at the top how many you're 

able to vote for.  And an over vote would be if you voted 

for more than the maximum amount you're allowed to vote 

for for that position. 

Q. Mr. Drobina, when you were voting your ballot, 

did you make any over votes, intentional, unintentional? 

A. No. 

Q. How do you know? 

A. I very carefully read the ballot.  In the first 

case, I saw that there were multiple people running for 

both major parties, which confused me for a second.  So I 
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made sure to read it again, and that's when I saw you vote 

for two and no more.  So I just voted for two and then 

moved to the next. 

Q. Okay.  Mr. Drobina, after you had completed your 

ballot, you testified you looked it over after you 

complete our ballot; is that right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  After you completed your ballot and you 

looked it over, did you see any stray marks on the ballot? 

A. There was some bleed through from the marks that 

I'd made on the opposite side of the page, but no marks 

that I wrote came through any of the bubbles that I 

marked. 

THE COURT:  I'm sorry.  The what that you 

marked?  

A. Your Honor, when I filled the bubbles in, I did 

not draw outside the circles, but there was bleed through 

on the other side of the page. 

THE COURT:  And then you said but none of 

them -- what was the rest of that answer. 

A. None of marks that I marked actually went outside 

of the circles. 

THE COURT:  No.  Something about the bleed 

throughs but none of them -- 

A. I didn't say none of anything about the bleed 
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through, ma'am.  That might have been a slip of my tongue, 

but I didn't. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  No worries. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  So other than this bleed 

through though, no stray marks, Mr. Drobina? 

A. No. 

Q. What about write-in candidates?  Did you write in 

any candidates on your ballot? 

A. No. 

Q. Mr. Drobina, after you had your ballot and you 

looked it over, did you -- were there any tears, wrinkles, 

folds on it at that point? 

A. No. 

Q. Okay.  What did you do with your ballot then? 

A. I picked it up, and I got -- went over to walk 

towards the line.  At first, I mistook where the front of 

the line was because everyone was spaced out six feet 

apart, but I got to the back of the line to wait to put my 

ballot in the tabulating machines. 

Q. What happened then? 

A. When I got to the front of the line, I didn't 

want to make any mistakes.  I haven't voted in person in a 

while.  Yeah.  So I just wanted to make sure I did 

everything right.  I was looking at the ballot trying to 

see if there were any instructions on it for which way to 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

150

feed it in.  

One of the poll workers came to help me out 

because she saw I was struggling.  She explained how to do 

it.  She just said I put it in.  I fed it into the 

machine, and it spat it back out.  And the poll worker who 

was helping me said that it didn't read it and to feed it 

in again.  She said that they had been having problems 

with the markers bleeding through and the machines weren't 

reading them maybe.  So she had me feed it through again.  

It fed through the second time, and it came 

back out.  Same thing.  It didn't read.  So she told me 

just to put it into the slot down, further down in the 

machine and then said thank you for voting, and I walked 

out. 

Q. All right.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Mr. Alfredo, would you please 

put up the page that has a picture of the tabulators on 

it.  I think that's 64. 

THE COURT:  The page of Exhibit 21?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor.  Would you 

blow up that image, please.  We're looking at the image, 

the bottom left most image on this page.  

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Mr. Drobina, when you initially 

attempted to insert your ballot into the tabulator, was it 

on the top -- the top slot or the bottom slot on this 
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image? 

A. The top slot with the white arrows. 

Q. You tried to insert it once and it didn't work.  

Was it the poll worker who tried the second time, or was 

it you? 

A. No.  I was the only one that touched my ballot. 

Q. Did the poll worker tell you to try the second 

time? 

A. She did. 

Q. When you inserted your ballot the first time, did 

a message display on the screen on the top of that 

tabulator? 

A. Yes.  A message did display. 

Q. What was the message? 

A. I didn't get a good look at it.  It looked kind 

of red to me, but because the poll worker was there, I was 

taking my cues off of her.  I wasn't really looking at 

what the machine said.  She said that it didn't read, and 

that I needed to scan it again.  So that's what I did. 

Q. And it didn't read the second time.  Was there 

another red image? 

A. Yes.  The same thing appeared to come up again, 

and she said that it didn't read again. 

Q. And then did poll worker drop your ballot in the 

slot marked three on that machine? 
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A. No.  She told me to do that.  She didn't touch my 

ballot. 

Q. She told you to do it, and then you did it, 

right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay.  Mr. Drobina, if I were to tell you that 

the -- if I were to represent to you that the ballots in 

Tray 3 are taken downtown to be duplicated by humans who 

attempt to figure out your intent, would that satisfy your 

concerns? 

A. No. 

Q. Why is that? 

A. Well, everyone else's got -- get counted by a 

machine.  Why does mine have to be counted by a person?  

Why does it have to be interpreted by a person?  That's 

not even the same thing as counted. 

Q. Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Drobina.  Mr. Drobina, 

would you like to have the opportunity to observe the 

electronic adjudication process in person? 

A. I would. 

Q. Okay.  

MR. KOLODIN:  I'm remembering.  Your Honor, 

I am trainable.  I'm just slow.  I plan to have my 

associate, Chris Viskovic display Mr. Drobina's 

declaration and to offer that.
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THE COURT:  So you'd like to offer exhibit 

which?  What number?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Exhibit 4. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger or any one else, is 

there an objection to Exhibit 4 being admitted?  

MS. GONSKI:  Your Honor, we object on the 

basis of hearsay.  This is Mr. Drobina's declaration?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes. 

THE COURT:  Yeah.

MS. GONSKI:  Well, (audio distortion) is 

testifying now so we withdraw the objection. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Exhibit 4 is not 

objected to as I understand.  So I would receive Exhibit 4 

without objection.  

MS. CRAIGER:  I believe the defendants 

object.  He's here to provide his testimony today, which 

is the best evidence that can be provided to the Court.  I 

don't know why his hearsay declaration needs to be 

admitted into evidence. 

THE COURT:  Who's speaking?

MS. GONSKI:  Your Honor, I think that's 

right.  I think I withdraw my withdrawal.  Sorry.  This 

took me by surprise because I thought we had already 

talked about declarations before, but yes.  I think it's 

still hearsay even if it's an out-of-court statement.  
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He's here, and he can obviously testify to whatever facts 

needs to be put in evidence. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Gonski, that's you speaking, 

correct?  

MS. GONSKI:  That's right. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Gonski, go ahead and give me 

the rule of evidence that would preclude a testifying 

witness's declaration from being received in evidence.

MS. GONSKI:  Well, Your Honor, I think it's 

as Ms. Craiger just said.  I think there's a best evidence 

rule issue here.  If the witness is right here and able to 

testify live, there's certainly no reason to have an 

out-of-court statement be introduced for the truth of the 

matter. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Gonski, too much argument.  

I just want the rule.  Give me the rule that you're 

relying on so I can be on the same page with you before I 

hear any argument about it.  

MS. GONSKI:  It's rule 801.  It's just the 

rule against hearsay.  

THE COURT:  You directing me just to rule -- 

I'm sorry.  We're getting feedback here.  Hold on 

everybody for a moment.  

Okay.  Folks, let me just see if we're 

getting that feedback.  We sound good now.  Okay.  I think 
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we've solved the problem on our end.  

Ms. Gonski, look at 801, if you would.  

801(d), statements that are not hearsay.  The statement 

that meets the following conditions is not hearsay.  

1. A declarant witness's prior statement.  

The declarant testifies and is subject to 

cross-examination.  

Obviously, his declaration is a prior 

statement of his.  He's testifying.  He's subject to 

cross-examination about the prior statement, and the 

statement, it must satisfy one of the following 

requirements.  

MS. GONSKI:  That's right.  And I think --

THE COURT:  Ms. Gonski, hold on.  Are you 

saying it does not satisfy any of (a), (b), or (c)?  

MS. GONSKI:  That's right, Your Honor.  I 

think that they would have to establish that it's either 

inconsistent or that it is consistent and is offered for 

the particular -- to rebut an expressed or implied charge 

or fabrication, or there's a credibility issue; neither of 

which are at issue here.  

So I think it's inadmissible under 801, 

which defines hearsay, and under 802, which says hearsay 

is not admissible unless an exception applies, and I'm not 

aware of what exception they are saying applies here. 
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THE COURT:  Before I hear from Mr. Kolodin 

to see how he believes it fits under 801(d)(1) or under 

803.  801, I will just note for the record, folks, are 

what statements are excluded from hearsay.  Whereas, 803 

are exceptions to hearsay.  So they're really different 

rules.  Frequently, people confuse them, but one is 

non-hearsay and one is an exception to the hearsay rule.  

Ms. Craiger, is the anything that the county 

defendants want to add to that objection?  I don't want to 

bounce back and forth like a ping pong here.  So anything 

you want to add to what Ms. Gonski just argued?  

MS. CRAIGER:  No, we do not. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Kolodin, go ahead and 

address what Ms. Gonski just argued.

MR. KOLODIN:  Well, Your Honor -- 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, let me put a fine 

point on the question for efficiency sake.  Under what 

section of Rule 801 (d)(1) does Mr. Drobina's declaration 

fit?  What subsection does it satisfy?

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, our argument would 

be Rule 801 simply doesn't apply because it's not hearsay 

since he's here to testify as to it. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, what I just 

explained was 801 are exclusions from hearsay.  So nobody 

is saying it's hearsay because 801 are non-hearsay versus 
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803, which are exceptions to hearsay.  We have two 

different rules at play here potentially.  

801(d) is statements that are not hearsay.  

And if it satisfies, it says the statement that meets the 

following conditions is not hearsay.  A declarant 

witness's prior statements -- this clearly is 

Mr. Drobina's prior statement.  It's a declaration he 

previously swore out.  And he's here.  He's testifying.  

He's subject to cross-examination, but it must either be 

(A) inconsistent with his testimony today.  

So you have to impeach your own witness 

because he's not telling you the light was green.  He 

previously said it was red.  That's inconsistent with his 

prior testimony, or it's consistent with his testimony, 

and it's offered for one of those purposes, little Roman 

i, little Roman ii.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we're willing to 

withdraw the exhibit.  If there's no -- if there's not 

going to be any sort of question about whether his 

testimony is consistent, then we're perfectly happy to 

withdraw it.  

THE COURT:  So that's for you decide, but if 

you're withdrawing offer of exhibit -- which was it, 

Mr. Kolodin?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Four, Your Honor.  In the 
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interest of time, since we've got a lot evidence to get 

through, and he is here to testify as to it. 

THE COURT:  All right.  The offer of 

Exhibit 4 is withdrawn.  Go ahead, sir.

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  All right.  Mr. Drobina, the 

tabulator machine -- we're still on now exhibit --

MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo, what exhibit are we 

on?  

MR. ALFREDO:  Twenty-one.

MR. KOLODIN:  Twenty-one. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  So we are still on 

Exhibit 1[verbatim].  We are looking at a picture of the 

tabulator machine that is found on Page 64.  

THE COURT:  To correct the record, 

Exhibit 21.  Twenty-one, Mr. Kolodin.

MR. KOLODIN:  Twenty-one, Your Honor. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  A picture of the tabulator 

machine from Page 64.  Does this look like the tabulator 

machine into which you attempted to insert your ballot? 

A. Yes, it does. 

Q. Okay.  

MR. KOLODIN:  We have no additional 

questions at this time, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Cross-examination of 

Mr. Drobina?  
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MS. CRAIGER:  We have no questions, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Gonski?  

MS. GONSKI:  We have no questions, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  You said none?  

MS. GONSKI:  No questions. 

THE COURT:  All right.  May Mr. Drobina be 

released?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Let me check with my 

co-counsel really quickly, just to make sure she doesn't 

have anything.  

Yes, we are happy to have Mr. Drobina 

released, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Drobina, you are 

released, sir.  As a party to the case, you are welcome to 

stay and watch, but you are no longer required to be 

present as a witness. 

A. Thank you, Your Honor.  

THE COURT:  You're welcome.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we would now call 

Mr. Banko to the stand. 

THE COURT:  All right.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Can someone get Mr. Banko for 

me.  We have Mr. Banko.  I don't know why the name still 
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displays as Donovan Drobina, but batter up.  

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. -- I'm going to call 

you Mr. Drobina because that's the name under your face, 

and I know you're not Mr. Drobina, but my clerk is going 

to swear you in, sir.  So listen, please, to Kathy. 

JOSHUA D. BANKO,

called as a witness, having been duly sworn, 

testified as follows:  

THE COURT:  Go ahead, Mr. Kolodin.

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KOLODIN: 

Q. Mr. Banko, what is your occupation? 

A. I'm currently the chief technology center for a 

local company in Arizona. 

Q. What kind of company? 

A. It's a technology IP commercialization company. 

Q. Okay.  And on election day, did you have a 

different job? 

A. Yes.  I was a clerk in the elections department 

for Maricopa County serving at the Paradise Valley mall 

location. 

Q. Okay.  As a clerk, were you paid by the county? 

A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Okay.  What does an elections clerk do? 

A. Elections clerk has various job responsibilities.  
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Primarily, they're support staff, main support staff to 

the poll site.  One instance can be to hand the ballots at 

the On Demand ballots printers to voters.  Another one is 

to be a registration clerk to sign people in to vote.  

Another is to observe and assist people dropping off early 

or provisional ballots and do whatever the site inspectors 

requires you to do. 

Q. Okay.  Mr. Banko, before you became a clerk, an 

elections clerk, did you receive any training? 

A. I did.  I was required to complete an online 

training series of modules over the course of 

approximately four hours. 

Q. And tell me, what did these modules entail? 

A. They share basically video summaries and summary 

questions of things that are contained in the elections 

poll worker manual.  And at the end of certain modules, 

you are tested on competency.  You need to pass a certain 

requirement to be able to be certified to work in the 

poll. 

Q. So we still have Exhibit 21 up on the screen.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Would Mr. Viskovic please show 

the first page.  There we go.  The first page of the 

actual document.

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Is this the poll worker manual 

that you're talking about? 
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A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Okay.  You receive any particular training on 

tabulator machines? 

A. Only insofar as what was covered in the modules 

and any details associated with operating tabulators or 

replacing paper in the -- some of the paper roll.  There's 

also details in the manual with regard to opening and 

closing the polls.  That some of those things are 

restricted to the site poll inspector only. 

Q. Okay.  Mr. Drobina[verbatim], so your testimony 

is that you received some training on operating the 

tabulator? 

A. Yes.  And it's Mr. Banko. 

Q. I'm sorry.  The name on the screen, it's got me 

too.  Mr. Banko.  I apologize.

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, let me interject.  

My bailiff is advising me that the individual sitting at 

the screen has to change his name on the screen.  We can't 

do it from here.  I say that only because I know you've 

got 13 witnesses.  So if everybody is going to sit at that 

screen, we don't want them all showing Mr. Drobina's name 

because we'll have a confused record.  So maybe someone 

can fix that for Mr. Banko right now.

MR. KOLODIN:  We're working on it, Your 

Honor. 
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THE COURT:  Good.  Thank you.  

MR. KOLODIN:  My associate, Chris Viskovic 

is highly efficient. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  Go ahead. 

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  All right.  Mr. Banko, you 

testified that you worked at which polling location on 

election day? 

A. It was the Paradise Valley mall Entrance Number 

4. 

Q. That's in Maricopa County, right? 

A. It is. 

Q. Okay.  From what time to what time did you work 

at the polls on election day? 

A. We're required to be at the polls 30 minutes in 

advance.  The polls open at 6:00 so we were there at 5:30.  

And we stayed through the end until we were released, 

which was about 8:15 in the evening on the 3rd. 

Q. So you're not actually allowed to leave until the 

day is done and all of the closing stuff is taken care of, 

right? 

A. No, we're not.  And it's explicitly stated in the 

manual and in the instructions provided by the Maricopa 

County, that we need to stay on site so bring our food and 

water and anything we need throughout the day. 

Q. Okay.  Mr. Banko, did you observe any problems on 
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election day?  Let me just put it that way.  

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Okay.  When did these problems start in relation 

to when the polls opened? 

A. The problem began before the polls open.  There 

were issues with the tabulation machines within the site 

where the site inspector was not able to zero out the 

tabulators and was not able the access the tabulators, the 

tabulators that provided the passwords.  And so there was 

a mad rush, as, you know, people had been lined up for at 

least an hour before polls opened.  For us to open the 

polls efficiently, the tabulators weren't able to be 

operational at the start of the day. 

Q. And then after the polls opened, were there any 

further problems? 

A. Yes.  Within the first few minutes when the first 

voters attempted to tabulate their election day ballots, 

they had issues being able to be accepted and cast without 

any interaction by the voter. 

Q. Okay.  Let's get to that in a second.  How many 

tabulator machines were on site? 

A. There are two tabulator machines on site. 

Q. Okay.  

MR. KOLODIN:  And Mr. Viskovic, can we go 

back to the page with the machines, 64, I believe.  I 
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think I'll have that memorized by the end of the day.  

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  That photo on the bottom 

left-hand corner of the set of photos, is that what those 

tabulators look like? 

A. Yes.  The black electronic machine. 

Q. The voters who came through the door, were they 

provided marking devices by the county employees? 

A. Yes, that is correct. 

Q. And those -- what kind of devices were they? 

A. On election day, if they're for election day 

ballots, they are provided Sharpies.  And for provisional 

ballots, they're provided ball point pens. 

Q. But everybody who voted a regular ballot on 

election day, they were given Sharpie? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. Okay.  And the provisional ballots, those aren't 

run through the tabulator, right? 

A. No, they're not.  They're explicitly folded in a 

W shape, and they're folded and signed on an affidavit 

envelope that is sealed and dropped in one of these blue 

bins, and it's tabulated off site. 

Q. And you didn't observe anybody voting a regular 

ballot use a ball point pen, right? 

A. I didn't observe, but throughout the day, I did 

observe some people use ball point pens on their ballot 
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marking. 

Q. But not right at the beginning of the day, right? 

A. No.  There were ballots that were issued by the 

pens, the Sharpies that were provided by the clerks. 

Q. And then within the first, would you say, five 

minutes, there started being problems with the read? 

A. Yes, that's correct. 

Q. What were those problems? 

A. The tabulators wouldn't accept the ballots.  They 

were causing errors, and they were required to make 

multiple attempts to install the ballots in the different 

orientations provided by the manual.  So they were 

inserting from the top edge, from the bottom edge of the 

front side of the ballot and again on the back side of the 

ballot, top and bottom edge.  And in many cases, the 

ballots were then tried in the second tabulator but with 

the same issues. 

Q. Okay.  And when you say they inserted, are you 

referring to the voters? 

A. Yes.  The voters inserted the ballots in the 

tabulators. 

Q. Okay.  Would you say that these problems 

increased, decreased, or stayed fairly consistent 

throughout the day? 

A. They stayed consistent throughout the day. 
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Q. Okay.  Approximately, what percentage of voters 

would you say experienced these issues at your polling 

place? 

A. I think greater than 80 percent experienced 

issued with their ballots being read. 

Q. Did you say 80 percent, 8-0? 

A. 8-0, correct. 

Q. Did you get a good look at any of these ballots 

that the machines couldn't seem to read? 

A. Yes.  In the beginning of the day, I was 

stationed approximately two to three feet away from the 

tabulation machines, manning the drop box that's for the 

early voting ballots.  And I can see as people would 

extract their ballots to inspect them, that there was no 

extraneous votes.  No extraneous lines.  The bubbles 

seemed to be marked in completely and appropriately. 

Q. Okay.  Now, speaking of, you know, no extraneous 

votes, would you have known where, you know, what race is 

on this ballot, you know, where the voter was supposed to 

make a single selection versus what race a voter was 

supposed to choose a couple? 

A. Yes. 

Q. How would you have known that? 

A. Well, I voted a ballot that was provided to me in 

early voting ballot.  And I live in proximity to this 
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polling location. 

Q. So you would have had similar races to other 

people who lived in proximity to that voting location? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Did you happen to make an observation with 

respect to the people who came in that day whether there 

was any sort of pattern and where they came from 

geographically?  

A. The majority of the people were in close 

proximity to this polling site. 

Q. Okay.  And so would have had similar races on 

their ballot to you? 

A. Correct. 

Q. You would have seen ballots with a lot of the 

same races over and over again throughout the day? 

A. Correct. 

Q. So you're sitting two feet away from the 

tabulator.  How many of these ballots would you say that 

experienced this issue would you say you got a look at? 

A. I think I got at least a look at -- a good look 

at 10 ballots.  Obviously, I was doing other tasks but, 

yes, at least 10. 

Q. Okay.  A really good look at 10.  And how about, 

did you get a look at any others? 

A. Yes.  I believe I got a look at least another 15 
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as I was stationed throughout the polling center. 

Q. Okay.  And in what context did you get a look at 

these ballots?  How did it come to be that you got a look 

at these ballots.  

A. A lot of times it came to be where a voter would 

be evaluating their ballot because it had an issue in the 

tabulator, and they'd be inspecting to make sure there was 

no extraneous marks or something that they would need to 

do to cure a ballot.  So in the midst of my duties that 

you see a lot of information, you see what people vote.  

You see when you check them in, you see anything. 

Q. Would voters ever hold their ballots up after 

they had issues feeding them into the tabulator? 

A. Yes.  They'd hold them up to show them to the 

marshal or the site inspector, look at both sides, and 

then be evidence of anybody around in close proximity. 

Q. While they're holding them up, you're two feet 

away, right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Why would they hold them up?  Why not give them 

to the site inspector?

MS. CRAIGER:  Objection.  Calls for 

speculation.

MR. KOLODIN:  Well, I think he knows 

actually. 
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THE COURT:  Hold on.  Everybody stop.  

Ms. Craiger, what is your objection?  

MS. CRAIGER:  He asked why voters held the 

ballots up to the light.  And that calls for speculation. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, respond to the 

objection.

MR. KOLODIN:  So I proffer the following 

testimony.  It's not speculation what's in the voter's 

head.  It's because of a rule that the county has the poll 

workers are trained on. 

THE COURT:  All right.  I'll allow it on 

that basis.  Go ahead, Mr. Banko. 

A. So we're not allowed to touch the ballots unless 

it's a ballot that's going to be spoiled, or there's some 

condition where the inspector needs to review the ballots.  

And so we're instructed not to touch the ballots.  

So if there's an issue they would hold the 

ballot up to the associated poll worker, and the one in 

most close proximity and the one responsible for the 

tabulators is the marshal.  So it would be the marshal and 

then the inspector, but the ballots are visible to anybody 

in proximity. 

Q. And did you -- 

MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo, put the instructions 

back up, please.  Those would be on Page 38.  Let's blow 
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those up.  

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Mr. Banko, during the course of 

your training, did you ever come across these 

instructions?  Are you familiar with what these are? 

A. Yes.  These the voting instructions that are to 

be placed in every voting booth and in the polling 

location.  And it's also contained in multiple locations 

in the voters -- the poll worker's manual. 

Q. Okay.  And fair to say as a poll worker, you're 

fairly familiar with these instructions, right? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. Okay.  Of the -- I think you testified 25 or so 

ballots that you got a look at that experienced this 

issue, did you observe a failure to follow these 

instructions on any of them? 

A. Yes.  I saw one instance where a gentleman put Xs 

in the bubbles instead of filling them in completely. 

Q. Okay.  Other than that one instance, did you 

observe any failures to follow these instructions? 

A. No, I did not. 

Q. What about stray marks on the ballots? 

A. I did not see those either. 

Q. What about rips, tears, folds on the ballots? 

A. No.  The ballots were in pristine condition. 

Q. Okay.  Now, when you -- now, the ballots that 
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experienced these issues, did those ballots end up in Tray 

3?  

If I talk about Drawer 3 or Tray 3, is it 

familiar to you what I'm talking about? 

A. Yes.  That's considered the misread bin. 

Q. That's not the slot on the top of the tabulator, 

but the slot in the middle of the tabulator, right? 

A. In the front in the lower metal section below the 

marking of three is the misread bin. 

Q. So we're displaying the picture of the tabulator 

from the manual back up on the screen.  Of course, that 

will be page 64.  Would the misread slot be the slot below 

the Number 3 on that tabulator? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, at the end of the day, what's supposed to -- 

sorry.  Strike the question.  In your training, did you 

ever come to learn what is supposed to happen to the 

ballots in Tray 3 at the end of the day? 

A. Yes.  In the closing of the polls after the polls 

were closed and the process of tearing down the site, 

these ballots that are in the misread bin are supposed to 

be run through the tabulation machine again to see if any 

are accepted. 

Q. Okay.  And to your knowledge, did that happen at 

your polling location? 
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A. I did not see that take place.  However, I did 

see a large -- essentially, the size of a ream of paper of 

misread ballots being put into the clear misread envelope 

that would be sent to the elections department and 

tabulated off site. 

Q. Could you approximate how many ballots that would 

have been? 

A. It's hard to say.  I mean, I don't know the exact 

thickness, but a ream of paper is probably close to 100 or 

more.  So it would be probably greater than 50. 

Q. Okay.  In your training, did you -- were you ever 

-- were you ever trained -- well strike the question.  You 

see the screen on the tabulator, on the top of the 

tabulator? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Were you ever trained on the various ways or in 

the various messages this screen might display? 

A. Yes.  It tells us in the poll worker's manual 

what happens when a ballot is read effectively and then 

what happens if the ballot is not read effectively. 

Q. Okay.  And isn't it true as -- isn't it true that 

the way that a voter knows whether their ballot was 

properly read is that this screen displays a check mark 

and makes a sound? 

A. Yes.  It illuminates the green button.  A green 
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check mark is displayed and the sound is -- an audible 

sound is emitted.

Q. And that's the sign of a successfully cast 

ballot, right? 

A. As far as I know, it is, yes. 

Q. Okay. 

MR. KOLODIN:  One moment.  I need to review 

my notes.  

Q. (BY MR. KOLODIN)  Let's go to Page 112 of the 

manual.  This on this page, it says -- strike the 

question.  I'm sorry.  Page 120 of the manual.  That's 

what I'm looking for.  

All right.  On this page, it says if a 

ballot -- if a ballot has not been cast successfully, the 

ballot is likely blank or over voted; is that right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Of the ballots that you saw experience this issue 

on election day, did you observe any blank ballots? 

A. No, I did not.

Q. The instructions to try to place the ballots in 

Drawer 3 through the tabulator again, that's on Page 127, 

correct? 

A. I don't know the exact location, but it's part of 

closing down the polls.  It's in that section of the 

manual. 
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MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo, can you go to Page 

127, please.  

A. Yes.  The upper left-hand corner in the box where 

it says to try them again into the tabulator.  If misread 

again, then place them in the misread ballot and then 

affix it with all the details so they're protected.  And 

then --

MR. KOLODIN:  Sorry.  No further questions 

for right now. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Cross-examination.

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you, Your Honor.

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MS. CRAIGER:

Q. Thank you, Mr. Banko.  I just have a few 

questions for you.  Were the tabulators ultimately zeroed 

out so the voters could begin using them on election day? 

A. I believe so. 

Q. Well, were there ballots run through the 

tabulators during election day while you were there? 

A. They were, yes, but -- 

Q. Did any voters show you their ballot? 

A. Some voters did show me their ballots, yes. 

Q. I want to -- can you tell me again where you were 

stationed during election day.  

A. I was stationed all throughout the location of 
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the site.  So I worked in -- I started out working 

adjacent to the tabulators at the drop off bin, as well as 

roaming throughout the site being a registration clerk and 

then also back at the On Demand ballot printers. 

Q. Were you -- you were never stationed at the site 

book, right, checking people in at the site book; is that 

right? 

A. Yes.  That's what a registration clerk does.  I 

was at multiple site books, registered voters. 

Q. You were checking voters in at the site books? 

A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Okay.  Did you check in every voter at the site 

book? 

A. No.  That would be impossible to do. 

Q. So you understand that these were vote centers, 

correct, where people were voting on election day? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. And because they're vote centers, that means that 

anyone, as long as they live in Maricopa County and are a 

registered voter can vote there that day; is that right? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. So you didn't know the address of every voter 

that voted there election day, right? 

A. No, I do not. 

Q. So it's not possible for you know that the ballot 
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that they were voting necessarily that you were looking at 

was the ballot, the same ballot that you voted, correct? 

A. I can't with certainly, no, but there are 

addresses that are local to the polling location that 

would fall within the same precinct that I live in. 

Q. And you were never stationed at the tabulator, 

correct? 

A. No.  Only the marshal was operating it.  I was 

adjacent to it. 

Q. And it's the marshal's responsibility to assist 

people with putting their ballots into the tabulators; 

that's how you were trained, right? 

A. Yes, or the inspector, or a troubleshooter if 

there's a problem.

MS. CRAIGER:  I have no further questions, 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Gonski, any questions?  

MS. GONSKI:  No questions from us, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Any redirect, 

Mr. Kolodin?  

REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KOLODIN:  

Q. Mr. Banko, besides what was on your own ballot, 

did you gain a familiarity with what was on the ballots in 
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the local area? 

A. Yes, I was. 

Q. How did you gain that familiarity? 

A. Just by understanding in certain locales they 

have different propositions that are on it or different 

things that are related to the local areas. 

Q. And you'd see the ballots from voters who lived 

in the area over and over again throughout the day, 

correct? 

A. Yes.  So the majority of the ballot is consistent 

across localities. 

Q. Okay.  Have you ever worked -- have you ever 

worked at the polls before? 

A. I have not.  Besides the day before, where I 

worked on the 2nd at the same location.

MR. KOLODIN:  No further questions, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  May this witness be released?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor.

MS. CRAIGER:  No objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Banko, you are 

free to go, sir.  Thank you.  Have a good day. 

A. Thank you.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, we'll now call our 

expert witness who will be examined by co-counsel, Sue 
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Becker, who's now been admitted pro hac vice. 

THE COURT:  Give us that person's name 

you're calling, please.

MR. KOLODIN:  Sue.  You're muted.  

MS. BECKER:  Plaintiff would call Dr. 

Sneeringer.  And I believe, Your Honor, I need to get him 

to log in, as he was one of the witnesses we had first 

thing this morning. 

THE COURT:  All right.  

MS. BECKER:  So I will contact him quickly. 

THE COURT:  Yes.  

MS. BECKER:  I will not be starting with the 

exhibit that's currently on display.  

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, this individual is 

being referred to as an expert, but he has not been 

qualified as an expert yet, and we'd like the record to 

reflect that until that occurs, he shouldn't be designated 

as an expert. 

THE COURT:  Well, what I'm going to do is 

simply hear from the witness.  We, in Arizona, don't 

declare people to be experts.  Basically, testify, give 

their credentials.  It's either the Court or the fact 

finder gives it all the weight they determine the 

witness's testimony merits.  

So unlike states where someone is designated 
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an expert, since we don't do that, I won't be concerned 

about that.  Of course, Ms. Becker will have to establish 

his qualifications to give the opinions that he's 

offering.

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you, very much, Your 

Honor.  

MS. BECKER:  Okay.  Your Honor, it looks as 

if Dr. Sneeringer has been able to get into the hearing.  

THE COURT:  Okay.  Dr. Sneeringer, if you 

would please pay attention to my clerk, she will swear you 

in.  

WILLIAM JAMES SNEERINGER,

called as a witness, having been duly sworn, 

testified as follows:

THE COURT:  You can proceed, Ms. Becker.

MS. BECKER:  Thank you, Your Honor.

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MS. BECKER:

Q. Good afternoon, Dr. Sneeringer.  

A. Good afternoon. 

Q. Could you please tell the Court and counsel what 

is your profession.  

A. I'm a retired software engineer. 

Q. Okay.  And you provided a CV to me upon my 

request; is that correct? 
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A. That's correct. 

Q. Okay.  

MS. BECKER:  Your Honor, I would intend to 

offer plaintiff's Exhibit 32, which is Dr. Sneeringer's 

CV, provided -- already previously provided to all 

counsel. 

THE COURT:  Any objection to the Court 

receiving Exhibit 32?  

MS. CRAIGER:  No objection, Your Honor.  

MR. ARELLANO:  No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Thirty-two is received. 

Q. (BY MS. BECKER)  Dr. Sneeringer, could you please 

tell us a little bit about your background and 

qualifications with regard to your work as a -- 

specifically as a voting systems examiner.  

A. Okay.  I have been a voting system examiner for 

the state of Texas for 20 years, examining probably two, 

three systems a year.  

Q. Okay.  And have you ever examined Dominion 

systems in your work as an examiner? 

A. Yes, I have. 

Q. And who hired you to do that? 

A. I work for the Attorney General of Texas. 

Q. What did he hire you to do exactly?  I know 

you're an examiner, but perhaps you could tell us a little 
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bit of what an examiner does and what an examination 

entails.  

A. Okay.  An examination involves inviting the 

vendor to come in, show us the equipment, show how the 

software is loaded and configured, and things like that.  

Ask questions, both from software people and from 

attorneys -- I'm sorry -- answer questions from those 

people.  And then run the test stack and see how it votes 

and make an evaluation, a written evaluation from each 

examiner, which are then reviewed by the Secretary of 

State to make a final determination. 

Q. Okay.  And so that's what you've done for the 

past 20 years; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. When did you most recently examine any type of 

voting machine? 

A. I'm thinking about that.  I think it was in the 

Spring of this year. 

Q. Okay.  

A. Close enough.  I know it was this -- 

Q. That's fine.  Who did you review that for? 

A. You mean which voting system?  

Q. No.  I mean who hired you.  Was it also for the 

state of Texas, or do you have other -- 

A. Also for the state of Texas.  Only the state of 
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Texas. 

Q. Okay.  How long does an examination of voting 

equipment system take on average? 

A. Usually takes two days. 

Q. Okay.  And then are there guidelines that have to 

be followed?  And if so, who makes up those guidelines? 

A. Well, the statute determines what the 

requirements are for the voting systems.  The examiner, 

some of them will be attorneys and some will be engineers 

of one type or another.  

And obviously, the attorneys tend to focus 

on whether the information is exactly the way the state of 

Texas wants it, and the hardware people try to evaluate 

usability and whether the system actually works. 

Q. Okay.  And do you recall examining a Dominion 5-5 

system for the state of Texas last year? 

A. Yes, I do. 

MS. BECKER:  Your Honor, plaintiff would 

like to offer and discuss the report that Dr. Sneeringer 

helped prepare.  It's Exhibit 30.  

THE COURT:  This is a report of what, Ms. 

Becker?  

MS. BECKER:  It's a report that Dr. 

Sneeringer prepared for the state of Texas on the 5.5 

Dominion system equipment. 
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THE COURT:  Any objection?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, I object on the 

grounds of relevance.  This is not our system that's used 

here.  And this was done for the state of Texas and not 

the state of Arizona. 

THE COURT:  We are getting a lot of noise 

here.  Mr. Arellano, can you mute for a moment.  Let's see 

if we can narrow this down.  

Ms. Craiger, try that again.  I could not 

hear you.

MS. CRAIGER:  We object on the grounds of 

relevance.  This isn't the system that we use here in 

Maricopa County.  And this report was done for the state 

of Texas, not the State of Arizona.  It's different 

equipment. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, when you say it's 

not the system used here in Arizona, tell me what the 

difference is.

MS. CRAIGER:  5.5 system, not the 5.5-B 

system, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  How is that different?  Isn't 

that, in fact, different, Ms. Craiger?  Is that what 

you're saying?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Yes.  They are two different 

systems. 
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THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Becker, I heard 

someone else chiming in.  I'm not sure who it was.  

Ms. Becker, what's your response to that?  If it's a 

different system, why is this relevant?  

MS. BECKER:  Well, Your Honor, Dr. 

Sneeringer is indeed an expert in this field.  And he will 

tell you that the 5.5 is the main version of the Democracy 

Suite.  He's prepared to discuss of the slight 

modification.  In fact, if you look at Dominion, its own 

literature calls the 5.5-B a modification.  There's also a 

5.5-A, which is a modification specific for Pennsylvania, 

for example.  

So this is the same system.  And, in fact, 

you know, looking through it, the county's own literature 

in an exhibit that they've got admitted, you can tell that 

the equipment is the same because there's various 

similarities, but I'd let Dr. Sneeringer be examined on 

that. 

THE COURT:  Well, I'm going to determine 

something about admissibility here in the first instance.  

So it's your burden.  He's your witness you're offering.

MS. BECKER:  Well, Your Honor, first of all, 

besides the fact that the 5.5-B is just merely stating 

that there is an addition to the system, it's the same 

system.  And Dr. Sneeringer is willing to -- he'll talk 
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about that.  So you can -- he has already explained that 

it's substantially similar, if not the same, but more to 

the -- 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Go ahead.

MS. BECKER:  It does go to the weight of the 

evidence in that plaintiffs have identified an actual 

expert, someone who has examined this same system built -- 

not the modification, but he's examined Dominion systems 

for 20 years.  

And at this time, the county brought their 

election supervisor, Mr. Jarrett, and yet he was allowed 

to give sort of a quasi-expert testimony about the 

technicality of the percentage of marks on the ballot and, 

you know, I don't think he graduated college.  So we're 

bringing -- as far as the evidence that the Court is 

considering, I would like to -- Dr. Sneeringer has 

reviewed these systems for 20 years, and he can tell you 

-- we're not going to get into the weeds, but it's 

relevant enough, and it goes to the weight of the evidence 

that we'd like to present. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Here's what I'm going to 

do.  

Ms. Craiger, you can voir dire the witness 

to establish that, in fact, this is a different system, 

and let me determine whether it's not going to be relevant 
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because it's a different system.  

If that's your objection to his testimony -- 

Ms. Becker is saying it's -- she's making it sound like 

it's a slight modification.  I'm putting that gloss on 

what she said, but that was the gist of what I was 

understanding her comments to be.  

So if you want to ask the potential expert 

on those questions to illustrate that it's too different 

for it to be relevant, then go ahead and do that, Ms. 

Craiger.

MS. CRAIGER:  Certainly, Your Honor.  First, 

I would like to just clear the record here.  Mr. Jarrett 

went to college, and he testified to that in his 

testimony.  As well as all the other additional 

certifications that he's received, and he was presented as 

a fact witness as the Director of Election Day and Early 

Voting, that he's worked for at the county developing that 

expertise and that knowledge of this system through his 

work here.  So I just want the record to be clear on that. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, let me clarify 

something there.  Are you saying that Mr. Jarrett, because 

it's what Ms. Becker put a fine point on, he did, in fact, 

graduate from college.

MS. CRAIGER:  Yes.  He testified to that 

today.
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THE COURT:  All right.  And I certainly 

would agree with you that the capacity which he testified 

was as a fact witness knowledgeable from his experience 

and interactions with all of this equipment specifically.  

So that's not of a concern to the Court.  

Go ahead and do your voir dire of the 

witness, please.

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you, Your Honor.

VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION

BY MS. CRAIGER:  

Q. So Mr. Sneeringer, I understand that you -- this 

report that's being offered into evidence here relates to 

the 5.5 system; is that correct? 

A. That's -- what's the date on that report?  

MS. BECKER:  I believe you misspoke.  It 

says the 5.5, not 5.5-B.  

MS. CRAIGER:  That's what I said, 5.5.  

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  This report relates to the 5.5 

system; is that correct?  

A. Okay.  Well, my report, the January, for the 

January exam, is for the version 5.5.3 or mostly, at 

least.  And then for the precinct counter, it's 5.5.3.002.  

We examined it again in October of the same year.  And 

that year there was no change to the image cast precinct.  

At least it has the same version number. 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

189

Q. You have never examined the 5.5-B; is that 

correct?  And the reports have nothing related to 5.5-B 

system; is that correct?

MS. BECKER:  Objection.  Asked and answered.  

You just gave her the exact same equipment. 

THE COURT:  Overruled.  I'm not clear what 

the witness is telling me on this point.  Because the 

exhibit you directed us to, his report, Exhibit 30, he's 

talking about the 5.5.3, but the report, as I'm looking at 

the first page, doesn't say three anywhere.  It just says 

5.5.  So I don't know what I'm dealing with here.

MS. BECKER:  Your Honor, he was trying to 

point counsel to the equipment that is the same, as 

opposed to the title of the report. 

THE COURT:  As opposed to what, Ms. Becker?  

MS. BECKER:  As opposed to the title of the 

report.  

THE COURT:  Okay.  I'm not talking about the 

title.  I'm talking about the content in the first 

paragraph, but where is -- Dr. Sneeringer, where in your 

report do you talk about the 5.5.3 system?  Again, I don't 

even know the difference between that and a 5.5 or 

anything else yet, but that's what you just told us is 

what you examined.  I don't see any reference to 5.5.3 in 

this report on just a quick skim of the first couple of 
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pages; is it there?  

A. Yes.  I'm sorry to be confusing.  What's 

typically done is you add more decimal points as you make 

new versions of things, and the components of the system 

are listed in the report about halfway down the page, each 

with its own version number. 

THE COURT:  Which page, sir?  Second page?  

A. Page 1.  

MR. ARELLANO:  Your Honor, may I note a 

quick clarifying point that I think may be helpful.  

THE COURT:  Yes.

MR. ARELLANO:  What plaintiffs has labeled 

as Exhibit 30 actually appears to be numerous reports 

compiled together.  I don't think it's just one.  For 

example, the first three pages is a preliminary statement 

by the Secretary of State of the State of Texas that is 

signed by a Deputy Secretary of state of Texas, not Dr. 

Sneeringer.  Dr. Sneeringer report -- 

THE COURT:  You're right, Mr. Arellano.  

Thanks for pointing that out.  So where are we in 

Exhibit 30, Mr. Arellano?  Hold on, Ms. Becker.

MS. BECKER:  It's -- 

THE COURT:  I'm just trying to let 

Mr. Arellano finish.

MR. ARELLANO:  I'll just note, Your Honor, I 
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don't know what plaintiffs are trying to get admitted 

precisely within the report.  I'll just note that as best 

I can tell, Dr. Sneeringer's report are the last few pages 

-- and I have a paper copy I'm looking at.  I apologize.  

I don't have the PDF number page, but it is the last five 

pages of the document.  The first one of which says, 

voting system examination, Dominion voting systems, 

Democracy Suite 5.5-A.  It says prepared for as the 

Secretary of State of Texas by James Sneeringer, Ph.D. 

THE COURT:  I see that now.  Thanks for 

pointing that out.  That was not made clear.  

Ms. Becker, are you trying to say something 

further as to that right now before Ms. Craiger finishes.

MS. BECKER:  No, Your Honor.  I was just 

trying to point you to where his individual thing started, 

which we would do should the exhibit be admitted. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, hopefully, you are 

on the same portion I am now within Exhibit 30 as Mr. 

Arellano pointed out.  It's at the very end.  Go ahead 

with your voir dire.

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you, Your Honor. 

Q. (BY MS. CRAIGER)  Mr. Sneeringer, I'm looking at 

this now, and the title is Democracy Suite 5.5-A; is that 

correct? 

A. Correct. 
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Q. So this was not on the 5.5-B system; is that 

correct? 

A. Correct. 

MS. CRAIGER:  So Your Honor, this is a 

different system.  There are modifications which is a fact 

that I think all parties can agree to.  This report that's 

been provided is not probative to the equipment that was 

used at Maricopa County.  

So while Mr. Sneeringer can testify, this 

report should not be entered into evidence because it's 

not relevant. 

THE COURT:  You're saying his testimony is 

not objectionable as relevant, but the report would be 

objectionable as relevant?  

MS. CRAIGER:  We could listen to 

Mr. Sneeringer's testimony.  I'm not sure what it entails 

or what his knowledge is about 5.5-B, but this report is 

about a different system.  So it is not relevant and 

should not be included into evidence. 

THE COURT:  I understand what you're saying.  

Ms. Becker, I'm not going to receive 

Exhibit 30 at this time.  You can examine the witness.  

Proceed with his oral testimony if you wish.

MS. BECKER:  Certainly.  May I -- would you 

like me to lay the foundation as to the similarities 
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between the two?  

THE COURT:  I'd like the witness to tell us 

all that.

MS. BECKER:  Perfect.

CONTINUED DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MS. BECKER:  

Q. Dr. Sneeringer, with regard to the counsel's 

objection about the 5.5 and the 5.5-A and B, could you 

please give us your opinion as to whether they are 

substantially similar enough for you to be able to discuss 

them, given your education and experience.  

And if there are specific details and 

changes between the two that you're aware, you could 

identify those, but if you could just answer the question 

for the Court as to whether they are similar enough, 

please.  

MR. ARELLANO:  Your Honor, I'm going to 

object on the basis of both foundation and speculation.  

The witness has not testified that he has ever examined 

Arizona or Maricopa County's voting system or more 

specifically the 5.5-B system such that he could make a 

comparison between the two.

MS. BECKER:  Your Honor, I'm attempting to 

lay the foundation since they've objected for the first 

time now that a 20 year experienced expert cannot talk 
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about the voting system.  He's willing to tell the Court 

that the two systems -- you've got 5.5 is the main system.  

You've got little versions that are modified.  And that's 

what the Court -- or that's what I'd like the expert to 

explain if the Court will allow. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Becker, you need to elicit 

that from the witness, rather than you giving me that 

argument.  Go ahead and get him to tell you what it is 

that you're telling me he would say in that regard.  

He's talking about doing an examination in a 

wholly different state with a system that has a different, 

at least, number assigned to it.  What I'm not hearing yet 

is substantively how those two systems compare.  So I'm 

not being provided the information that would enable me to 

resolve that.  

Go ahead, Ms. Becker.

MS. BECKER:  All right.  I apologize, Your 

Honor. 

Q. (BY MS. BECKER)  Dr. Sneeringer, could you please 

tell the Court what the substantive similarities are 

between the 5.5-B and the 5.5-A that you examined in 

Texas.  

MR. ARELLANO:  Your Honor, again, I'm going 

to object on the basis of foundation.  I think we first 

need to hear whether this witness has ever examined the 
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5.5-B system to determine whether he has basis to compare 

the two. 

THE COURT:  Dr. Sneeringer, have you ever 

examined a 5.5-B system, Dominion voting system?  

A. No.

THE COURT:  Sir, have you ever examined the 

Dominion voting system used in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

A. No. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Becker, you've got a problem 

here.  This entire case is built around what's happened 

with the procedures in Arizona and Maricopa County's 

voting system.  We are getting into the nitty gritty of 

how much of a bubble is filled in and which drawer it goes 

into, et cetera, et cetera, but your expert is saying he's 

never examined the same system as your -- as the 

plaintiffs are criticizing in their lawsuits.  That, to 

me, is not helpful.  I don't see the relevance there.  

MS. BECKER:  Well, Your Honor, first of all, 

we asked the county to allow our expert to review the 

exact system, and they did not allow it.  They denied it.  

So we asked on Wednesday morning, because Dr. Sneeringer 

said, you know, it would be helpful to see the system.  

And that was denied, but, Your Honor, to the bigger 

question, we don't -- we're not alleging that -- 

plaintiffs are not alleging that the Dominion system was a 
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problem.  It really could be any voting system, because 

what we alleged is that the voting system that was used 

failed.  

And what Dr. Sneeringer is an expert at as 

failures of all kinds of voting systems.  He is -- 

THE COURT:  Ms. Becker, we lost you there.  

We can't hear you, Ms. Ms. Becker.  Ms. Becker.  Can 

anyone else hear Ms. Becker?  

MR. KOLODIN:  We can't.  

THE COURT:  Ms. Becker, we've lost you here.  

Everyone has lost you.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, while we're trying 

to get Sue back, perhaps we can have Dr. Sneeringer 

testify whether he's aware of what the differences are 

between the two systems, and that would establish the 

needed foundation. 

THE COURT:  What would be his foundation to 

testify as to the differences if he doesn't know anything 

about -- if he's never examined B?  

MR. KOLODIN:  That would be a good question 

for Dr. Sneeringer. 

THE COURT:  No.  You've got to give me more 

than this, folks.  You're offering an expert to testify 

about the system that is criticized in the plaintiff's 

complaint, and what I'm hearing the witness say is he has 
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never examined that system.  

I'm ready to sustain an objection to 

relevance.  He doesn't seem to have the foundation.  It's 

not relevant to me what the systems in Texas.  This 

lawsuit is not about the systems in Texas, 5.5-A or 

whatever it is that's used there.  It's about the one here 

in Maricopa County.  That's what the plaintiffs have 

included in their complaint.  

So hold on.  Here's what we're going to do.  

We've got a take a break.  We've lost track for the poor 

court reporter.  We've gone for more than an hour and a 

half.  We're going to stand in recess for 15 minutes, and 

we will begin again in 15 minutes.  

(Off the record.) 

THE COURT:  Okay, folks.  I was doing a time 

count back there.  Here's the sobering news.  Plaintiffs 

have used two hours and 26 minutes.  Defendants have used 

one hour and 32 minutes.  So the time allotment for the 

period we had allotted today was two-and-a-half hours a 

piece.  Obviously, we haven't even reached closing 

arguments/oral arguments on the motions to dismiss. 

And Mr. Kolodin, I have no idea how many 

more witnesses you would intend to put on or defendants.  

I know we took Mr. Jarrett out of turn, and he was done 

early, but then because of the usage of time that was 
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addressed previously.  When we summarized that, basically, 

defendants skipped cross-examining some of the witness, 

and the time balance shifted significantly then, but it's 

already 3:35.  

Is anybody paying attention to the time in 

the sense -- I'm not challenging you but in the sense of 

have you given any thought to how we're going to finish 

this?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, a question and 

perhaps a thought.  The question being, was Ms. Gonski's 

time for voir dire our witness attributed to us or to the 

defendants?  

THE COURT:  Well, Ms. Gonski?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Was it Ms. Gonski or 

Ms. Craiger who was voir diring our witness?  

MS. CRAIGER:  I did that, Your Honor.

MS. GONSKI:  That was Ms. Craiger.

MR. KOLODIN:  My apologies. 

THE COURT:  That was Ms. Craiger.  And 

frankly, she took up much less time with the witness than 

Ms. Becker did.  Most of the time with the witness was Ms. 

Becker.  So, you know, it might make the difference of 

five or six minutes.  There really wasn't that much from 

her as opposed to Ms. Becker dealing with the issues.  

MR. KOLODIN:  If we're so tight on time, the 
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five or six minutes might make a difference for closing.  

We wouldn't necessarily intend to call any other witnesses 

simply because of the time issue.  I mean, otherwise, we 

would.  

And I also want to put in an objection on 

the record when the Court is ready as to this witness. 

THE COURT:  You want to put an objection to 

your own witness?  

MR. KOLODIN:  No, Your Honor.  An objection 

to the fact that counsel seems to have disqualified this 

witness by testifying in a technical capacity.  So 

opposing counsel is testifying as to whether differences 

between systems are meaningful and whether an expert who 

could speak to one is qualified to speak to another.  

They're not presenting any contravening testimony.  

They're not drawing that out.  Counsel is literally 

testifying as to these technical issues, and we object to 

that.  

THE COURT:  So I was hopeful that that's 

what Ms. Becker would provide me by way of the witness's 

testimony just to try to do that comparison to connect the 

dots, but I didn't get that, frankly, from what was 

covered with the witness.  And I don't mean specifically 

on the voir dire that Ms. Craiger did, but from what Ms. 

Becker was offering about the witness.  
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It sounds like, at this moment in time, it 

sounds like we're not talking about the same systems.  And 

it's the plaintiff's witness.  It's their burden to offer 

him in a manner that makes that clear when we've got these 

issues right from the get-go, which is he hasn't even 

examined the Maricopa County system.  

Maybe, ultimately, he would tell us that, 

but we're at a point right now where you have four minutes 

left for your entire presentation, Mr. Kolodin.  So we 

need to figure out -- 

MR. KOLODIN:  Written closings, Your Honor.  

That's what we suggest. 

THE COURT:  I'm sorry.

MR. KOLODIN:  Written closings.  

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, this is an 

expedited election matter that was brought by the 

plaintiffs.  This was scheduled for today.  We were 

provided the allotment of time.  Defendants have saved 

time as necessary, and we're ready to move forward to 

close our case so that the Court can issue its decision 

here.

MS. BECKER:  Your Honor, we were 

interrupted.  I had asked Dr. Sneeringer three times to 

explain how he knew the comparisons were the same, and 

each time there was an objection and argument when all I 
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wanted to do was ask him, are these the same systems.  I'm 

still willing to do that.  

I now realize we have a time issue, but it's 

not because of plaintiff's fault.  We have been tracking 

our time diligently as well, and we keep getting side laid 

on these arguments made and objections that should have 

been made when they first saw the exhibit days ago. 

THE COURT:  First saw what exhibit?  That he 

was going to be a witness, or that the report -- 

MS. BECKER:  His report was listed and 

exchanged and that this whole thing started because I had 

offered his report on the Dominion system.  He's a voting 

systems examiner.  That's what he does.  And so that's how 

this whole thing started when we would have been done with 

his testimony by now. 

THE COURT:  That's a little bit glib because 

if it's irrelevant, we don't deal with the testimony.  The 

relevance is an initial hurdle that you have to get over, 

and that was the objection that was raised, is that you 

have -- you're offering someone who is testifying about a 

system that's different than what the plaintiffs have put 

at issue in their complaint.

MS. BECKER:  And that was what -- the 

opinion of counsel.  That's not the opinion of the expert.  

He's ready to tell you that they're the same system.  It 
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was counsel's objection that was trying to state that 

after I had offered his report, that it was different.  

And that was an objection to the report that was something 

that easily come out in testimony if I had been allowed to 

ask the question, are these the same.  Instead, I was hit 

with multiple objections. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Becker, you asked the 

question that you believe you were attempting to get from 

the witness previously.  You go ahead and ask that 

question.  His testimony about the system in Maricopa 

County versus what's in his report are two different 

analyses that the Court would go through.  Why are you 

shaking your head?  

MS. BECKER:  Well, I'm sorry, Your Honor.  

I'm just -- I want to ask him.  I believe that's because 

counsel has told you that.  

THE COURT:  No.  You're not hearing what I'm 

saying.  I'm saying, Ms. Becker, for the witness to 

testify is not exactly the same as whether the exhibit 

comes in.  It could be that the exhibit is not coming in, 

but he's allowed to testify.  This report -- do you 

understand what I'm saying?  

MS. BECKER:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  So you ask the witness 

now what it is that you want him to advise the Court that 
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you are saying, hey, if it comes from an expert, you'll 

understand it, as opposed to counsel arguing.  Go ahead.

MS. BECKER:  Thank you, Your Honor. 

Q. (BY MS. BECKER)  Dr. Sneeringer, is the Democracy 

5.5 and the 5.5-B the same system? 

A. Yes.  It's like two editions of a book.  Same 

words.  Maybe it's paperback.  Maybe you have a new 

introduction and, you know, edits and make some 

corrections, things like that. 

Q. Thank you.  

THE COURT:  So Ms. Craiger, on that basis, 

do you have any expertise -- I'm sorry.  Do you have any 

witness that would say that despite the fact that it's got 

a different number affixed to the end that it's not 

exactly as the witness just testified?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Well, I believe based on 

Mr. Sneeringer's or Dr. Sneeringer's testimony right now, 

there are -- the different numbering indicates there have 

been modifications and changes to this system.  And in the 

report, there are several listed with different versions 

and presumably those changes and modifications are done 

for a reason and are significant.  So -- 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, the issue is 

presumably.  I'm not going to presume anything because I 

don't have any expert.  Maybe you do, but I certainly 
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don't.  I'm not being facetious.  Maybe you've learned 

that over time in your job, but I have no way of knowing 

whether a 5.5-A and a 5.5-B are similar, different, only 

different in minor respects.  There's no way I would know 

that without witnesses telling me that.  And those would 

need to be witnesses with knowledge as opposed to lawyers 

arguing.  

So Mr. Arellano, what are you trying to say?  

MR. ARELLANO:  Your Honor, respectfully, 

that's precisely the point we're making with respect to 

the witness.  If the witness has no basis to know whether 

the two are the same, because as he's already acknowledged 

in his testimony -- not my colloquy, but his own testimony 

was that he has not tested the 5.5-B system.  He has not 

examined the 5.5-B system.  He has never examined any 

system outside -- in a jurisdiction outside of Texas.  And 

he certainly has not examined any system in Maricopa 

County.  

And to ask the witness are the two the same 

is circular.  The question presumes that he has a basis to 

know what the differences between the two are when he's 

never compared one to the other.  It's comparing apples 

and oranges for a person who has never seen an orange 

before. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Arellano, that struck me as 
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well earlier on.  That's how I was thinking about it, but 

Mr. Sneeringer or Dr. Sneeringer -- we didn't even get 

that far -- how is it that you have any basis, any 

factual, knowledgeable technical foundation to tell me 

what you -- what Ms. Becker elicited from you in the 

beginning if you've never done an examination of a 5.5-B, 

how do you know what you've already told me?  

A. Well, Your Honor, I'm familiar with how the 

industry works.  And also I know how much time has elapsed 

since that system.  You don't rewrite a system overnight.  

You go in and you make edits.  If you go back to the book 

analogy.  So it's substantially the same system. 

THE COURT:  But, sir, do you know what edits 

have been made between the version you are familiar with 

and the version that was used in Maricopa County that the 

plaintiffs have their grievances related to?  

A. No. 

THE COURT:  You do not know what the 

differences are, sir?  

A. I do not. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Becker, I'm not going 

allow the witness.  This case, based on what he's just 

told me -- he may have expertise all over the area, but 

we're focused on one system here, and he's just made it 

clear that he, himself, does not know what the differences 
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are.  

There's no way -- there's no way I would 

really reasonable rationally give any weight to that 

because he doesn't know what you need to know to address 

this system.  

MS. BECKER:  Well, and Your Honor, thank you 

for your ruling, I suppose, but we would like to make a 

record on that because I'm not even sure that -- I think 

it's only Dr. Sneeringer that knows what he would need to 

know to know the differences as far as that's what we 

intended to elicit.  So may we make a proffer of his 

testimony, Your Honor, or a written -- 

THE COURT:  Ms. Becker, I think he just 

answered my question very clearly, that he does not know 

what the edits are.  He doesn't know what the 

modifications are.  He doesn't know what the differences 

are.  So how could he address anything of relevance to us?  

In other words, given what he just told me 

-- and I appreciate the witness's candor.  The only way 

would be valuable and relevant to me would be I'd have to 

go on faith that, in fact, 5.5-A -- and this would be a 

leap that we don't have any facts or evidence or testimony 

to fill in -- that 5.5-A and the differences between 5.5-A 

and 5.5-B are insignificant.  We don't need to worry about 

them, but I would have no witness on the record being 
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presented to me, the witnesses being presented, who could 

tell me as a factual expert or technical matter.  That's 

the problem.  

MS. BECKER:  Well, and Your Honor, he was 

not designated to discuss in detail -- did you lose me?  

THE COURT:  No.  I can still hear you.

MS. BECKER:  He was not designated to 

discuss the Dominion system specifically.  He was 

designated to say that voting systems, in general, based 

on his 20 years of knowledge are to act a certain way.  

The fact that he happened to have been -- 

examined the system that was the previous -- it's the main 

force.  It's the main brain of the same system, but that 

part, Your Honor, we wanted to elicit the testimony to 

explain that if so many ballots are being rejected, that 

there is a problem.  He wasn't going to say what problem, 

which -- how he knew.  

I would like the record to reflect though we 

did ask for him to be allowed to physically examine this 

specific equipment, and it was denied. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Becker, I'm hearing 

something a little different than I was hearing earlier 

because this report is what was put out there, and the 

report is not as general as what you are now saying he was 

being offer for.  To just say if there were that many 
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ballots that had problems, that's unusual or that's 

concerning or whatever that opinion is going to be.  

Ms. Craiger, address for me if you would the 

point that Ms. Becker has made a couple of times about 

plaintiffs asking to examine the system and being denied 

that request.

MS. CRAIGER:  Thank you, Your Honor.  They 

made that request of us on Wednesday of this week, I 

believe.  At the time when that request was made, we were 

in the process of the logic and accuracy testing 

occurring, but also under 16-566 (b), the tabulators have 

to be sealed post election at least until the canvas and 

likely longer than that.   

So having anyone in working on the 

tabulators that are used for the election prior to the 

canvas being completed would be improper.  We don't have 

spare tabulators sitting around that he could have 

examined.  All of the tabulators were used as part of this 

election site. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, what was the 

16-566?  

MS. CRAIGER:  16-566(b) that requires the 

tabulators be sealed after the election. 

THE COURT:  And you're saying they need to 

be sealed from the time the election -- from the time the 
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polls close on election day to when?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Except for the L&A, just to be 

clear, there is one that -- there are tabulators used to 

perform the logic and accuracy function.  They're zeroed 

out at the time in front of the observer so they can do 

that testing, but until the canvas is completed, which 

means that the Board of Supervisors has accepted the final 

count, those tabulators cannot be touched because they 

contain the information, the necessary information 

relating to the number of votes cast in the election. 

THE COURT:  Did you explain that to Ms. 

Becker when plaintiffs asked to have the witness examine 

them?  

MS. CRAIGER:  I'll have Mr. LaRue answer 

that.  He had that communication.

MR. LARUE:  Your Honor, we did not explain 

the full process.  We were in the middle of briefing.  

Plaintiffs did ask if they could examine, and I responded, 

I believe, in an email, but it could have been a phone 

call.  I don't remember.  I just responded, no, that is 

not a possibility.  I didn't go into full detail and a 

full explanation.  They're just simply -- everything is 

rushing and racing and I didn't take the time. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Ms. Becker, maybe that 

gives you a little more information about the response 
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that you got.  

So before we even get back to 

Dr. Sneeringer, we are at 3:51 now.  What -- 

Ms. Craiger, what's the State -- or I'm 

sorry.  What are the defendant's position on how we 

proceed?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Your Honor, we have no 

additional witnesses to call, and we are ready to move 

forward with our oral argument on the motion to dismiss 

and our closings. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Kolodin.

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, in the interest of 

time, we would move forward.  Our clock has us at two 

hours and 10 minutes with the way Chris Viskovic was 

keeping our time.  So we don't want to burn any more of it 

and have time to respond to the closing. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  So Mr. Kolodin, my count 

for you when I think back to the amount of time that went 

on with your witness, with your expert, I would be willing 

to take some of the time off of that.  That was a back and 

forth with the other side.  So I will go with your two 

hours and 10 minutes.

MR. KOLODIN:  Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  What that means at this point, 

are we done with all the witnesses, and I'm going to hear 
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just argument?  

MS. BECKER:  Your Honor, may I ask 

clarification, because I understand your ruling was that 

the report could not come in, that Dr. Sneeringer was 

going to discuss when he examined equipment, but can he 

still offer his opinion as to the general problem of the 

rejected ballots that has nothing to do with the name 

brand or the equipment or the reports?  Because he is a 

voting systems examiner.  We can do that briefly.  

THE COURT:  I hear what you're saying.  

Ms. Craiger, do you have an objection?  

And Mr. Arellano, do you have an objection 

to that testimony?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Well, Your Honor, again, I 

think we have to have foundation for what he's basing that 

opinion on.  So without -- 

THE COURT:  Let's assume that Ms. Becker can 

provide that foundation through the witness.  He's got the 

background, et cetera, that I'm gathering he does.  And 

that's what he's been doing for 20 years or however long 

the testimony was earlier, do you have any objection to 

that?  

MS. CRAIGER:  As long as we still have an 

opportunity to closing, no objection. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Arellano?  
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MR. ARELLANO:  Candidly, Your Honor, it's 

hard for me to answer that question because the rationale 

for offering this expert has shifted.  Ms. Becker said 

that he is not being called to testify about Dominion 

voting systems generally.  Yet, the plaintiff's exhibit 

and witness list specifically said that Dr. Sneeringer was 

being called to testify that this particular voting system 

has previously been found to reject correctly marked 

ballots.  I'm on Page 6 of the joint statement.  

And also that he would testify that the 

rejection of properly marked ballots appears to have 

occurred in Maricopa County on election day.  And so 

that's what we were prepared to cross, and that's what I 

understood this witness was being offered for.  

If the point that they want to elicit from 

him is simply that voting are imperfect, I mean, I would 

think that cuts across a central tenet of plaintiff's 

case, and that the premise of their relief sought is that 

machines are perfect, and they're entitled to perfect 

systems; but, again, unless I hear what the witness has to 

say, it's hard for me to say at the outset whether or not 

I would object to his opinion testimony generally without 

knowing to what precisely it would go because, again, that 

issue has shifted. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Becker, has that shifted?  
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Is that different than what was in the disclosure?  

MS. BECKER:  No, Your Honor.  It was the 

same.  What I stated was that we're not here to beat up on 

Dominion.  We're basically -- 

THE COURT:  No, no.  I mean, what 

(simultaneously speaking) Mr. Arellano read.

MS. BECKER:  Oh, sure.  Yeah, that's what we 

said.  And that goes towards his position and his 

experience that a voting system, regardless of what it is, 

should not have acted this way.  And that's what our 

statement says, that this particular means the one that 

was used.  It doesn't mean Dominion.  It just means 

whatever brand was used that day.  

This particular one used on November 3rd 

failed to read the ballots, and it rejected upwards of 80 

percent.  It doesn't say the word Dominion in there.  The 

only entrance of Dominion came just as the foundation for 

Dr. Sneeringer's vast experience.  Dominion just happen to 

be the most recent reports he's created.  He is a retired 

gentleman, and so we thought that would be helpful.  

THE COURT:  Ms. Becker, how long will you 

take with this witness to elicit the opinions you want?  

MS. BECKER:  Your Honor, I could do five 

minutes because I really -- Mr. Kolodin needs the rest of 

the time.  So we could just -- 
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THE COURT:  Okay, Ms. Craiger and 

Mr. Arellano, I'm going to allow it.  I understand your -- 

and for these more general opinions based on his expertise 

assuming that's what Ms. Becker gives me.  

I understand you're at a little bit of 

disadvantage here because of the tight time frame and 

what's been identified as the basis of his testimony, but 

I think that's what's appropriate here.  I will give it 

the weight that I think it is due based on what I hear 

from the witness.  

And Ms. Becker, proceed right now, please.

MS. BECKER:  Thank you, Your Honor. 

Q. (BY MS. BECKER)  Dr. Sneeringer, in your 20 years 

of experience of examining voting machines, do you feel 

qualified enough to be able to determine when a system 

indicates a failure in it? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And based on your 20 years of examining voting 

machines, your experience and knowledge, in a situation 

where any voting machines, regardless of the brand, is 

reported to have rejected properly marked ballots in a 

precinct tabulator, if it is upwards of 80 percent -- the 

highest we've heard, 80 percent -- what does that indicate 

to you? 

A. Well, rejecting a large number of ballots 
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indicates that it's not fulfilling its purpose.  It's not 

counting the ballots properly.  And so I would say that 

was a failure in the equipment. 

Q. Okay.  And would that failure -- if we were to 

try to lay blame on either the voter or the equipment, if 

you assume that as the witnesses have stated, that these 

were properly marked ballots; meaning, no (audio 

distortion)-rent marks, no notes, no messages to the 

election board, who's fault would that be in your opinion? 

A. Again, I would say the equipment.  Especially, 

when you have large numbers like that. 

Q. All right.  Thank you.  And Dr. Sneeringer, there 

was an Exhibit Number 43 which has already been admitted 

into evidence, which you and I have looked at before, and 

it is the tabulator sheet.  Do you have that in front of 

you? 

A. I do. 

MS. BECKER:  And Alfredo, would you be able 

to broadcast Number 43.  It is the county's two page -- 

Q. (BY MS. BECKER)  Well, actually, do you recognize 

it, Dr. Sneeringer? 

A. Yes.  Maricopa County Elections Department 

election day only.

Q. Yes.  And on Page 2, can you tell me just whether 

the option of just having a blank screen and no response 
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was presented in this as an option for how this particular 

voting machine was supposed to work? 

A. That's not how it's supposed to work.  It 

explicitly says that it's going to give a message that the 

ballot has been accepted if it has been. 

Q. Okay.  So if someone were to say that none of 

these error messages appeared and my ballot disappeared 

into that without any kind of green check mark, would you 

consider that a failure of the voting system? 

A. Yes, I would.  It explicitly says it's going to 

show the green check mark, so how does the voter know if 

it doesn't say so?  

Q. And in your education and experience is this a 

common part of a voting system as far as a human 

interface, and it is important? 

A. I'm not sure I understood that. 

Q. I'm sorry.  It is common to have a message being 

displayed when a voter inserts a ballot into a tabulator? 

A. Yes.  Either a confirmation message or something 

saying what went wrong. 

Q. So in the case of Ms. Aguilera, what is your 

opinion of whether the equipment worked or not when she 

did not get a message at all? 

A. Well, the equipment didn't work right.  I can say 

that, assuming that's what happened.  I'm relying on her 
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testimony.  I can't say whether the ballot was counted or 

not. 

Q. But you can say at the time -- is it your opinion 

though at the time that she put the ballot in, something 

went wrong? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Thank you.  

MS. BECKER:  No further questions, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  Cross-examination?  

MS. CRAIGER:  We have no questions, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  You said no questions?  

MS. CRAIGER:  That's correct.  No questions. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Arellano?  

MR. ARELLANO:  I have a few, Your Honor.

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. ARELLANO:

Q. Dr. Sneeringer, you just stated an opinion based 

on the testimony of Ms. Aguilera; is that right? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you have an opportunity to listen to Ms. 

Aguilera's testimony? 

A. No.  I was denied that. 

Q. Okay.  So how would you form an opinion based on 
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her testimony if you haven't heard it? 

A. Well, my understanding is that she testified that 

there was no message. 

Q. Your understanding -- 

A. What I'm testifying is that it's wrong to have no 

message. 

Q. Sure.  I'm just trying to understand the basis on 

which you draw that conclusion.  You said your 

understanding of what her testimony was.  On what basis do 

you draw that understanding? 

A. Well, what I understand is that she said there 

was no message.  Ballot went in, and the machine did not 

give a message. 

Q. Right.  And let me be more precise in my 

question.  From what source do you draw that understanding 

of what her testimony was? 

A. From what I've heard just now. 

Q. Based on what counsel told you?

MS. BECKER:  Your Honor, I object.  He's 

answered the question.  And had there been more time, we 

would have gone through all of the materials he had 

reviewed as an expert. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Becker, no speaking 

objection, please.  Just tell me what your objection is.  

I think what I'm hearing is the witness is saying, my 
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knowledge is based on the way the question was phrased.  

So Mr. Arellano, I think that answers the 

question about the source of the information.  He's saying 

it came from the questioner.

MR. ARELLANO:  And that's what I wanted to 

clarify, Your Honor.  Thank you.  

Q. (BY MR. ARELLANO)  Dr. Sneeringer, I want to go 

back to what I think has been marked as Exhibit 43.  Did 

you testify that it explicitly says -- let me clarify.  

Did you testify that based on Exhibit 43, the tabulator 

will display a green check mark when a vote is 

successfully cast? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay, but, again, you have never examined this 

particular voting system; is that right? 

A. That's right.  I'm basing that on what this 

document says in 2A. 

Q. I just wanted to clarify that the opinion is 

based solely on what appears in the document rather than 

any other opinion or training on your behalf? 

A. I've seen similar systems obviously, but I'll 

grant you that. 

Q. Just a couple more quick questions.  Dr. 

Sneeringer, how many voting systems have you examined in 

your career, would you estimate? 
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A. I'd say perhaps 60 to 70 examinations of 10 

different systems maybe.  Different -- 

Q. And in the course of those 60 to 70 examinations, 

have you ever come across a perfect voting system? 

A. No. 

Q. To your knowledge, does a perfect voting system 

exist? 

A. There's nothing perfect in this world, including 

voting systems.

Q. Thank you.  

MR. ARELLANO:  That's all I have. 

THE COURT:  Any redirect?  

MS. BECKER:  Yes, just very briefly.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MS. BECKER:

Q. Dr. Sneeringer, I just want to confirm that you 

did receive materials in the form of exhibits for this 

case from counsel; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And so in addition to the case materials provided 

you, your testimony, however, and the reason we reached 

out to you -- or you don't know that, but it is based on 

your 20 years of experience and education as a data 

expert, as well as a voting system expert; is that 

correct? 
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A. Are you asking me why you did something?  I'm 

sorry.  I think I lost the -- 

Q. I was just asking you to confirm that rather than 

forming your opinions solely on the basis of documents 

that counsel provided to you, that your actual opinion is 

based on your experience and education as a voting systems 

and data expert; is that correct? 

A. Yes, that's correct.

MS. BECKER:  No further questions. 

THE COURT:  All right.  May this witness be 

released -- or Ms. Craiger, you said -- yes.  I'm sorry.  

We're already past that.  May this witness be released.

MS. CRAIGER:  Yes, Your Honor.  We have no 

objection. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Arellano?  

MR. ARELLANO:  No objection. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Dr. Sneeringer, 

thank you, sir.  You are free to go.  

A. Thank you, Your Honor.  

THE COURT:  You're welcome.  Did we -- was 

he trying to speak to us when he left there?  I missed 

that.  Did he exit okay?  Is he gone, or do we have still 

have him?  It sounded like he was still speaking as he 

left.

MS. BECKER:  I think he's gone, Your Honor.  
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I believe he was just thanking you. 

THE COURT:  Oh, sorry, Dr. Sneeringer.  I 

didn't hear that.  So at this point, folks, has -- let's 

see.  That was the plaintiffs.  Are plaintiffs resting at 

this point?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Except for argument, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT:  Resting in terms of any 

presentation of evidence?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Are there any further 

witnesses from defendants or intervenor?  

MS. CRAIGER:  We have no further witnesses, 

Your Honor.

MR. ARELLANO:  Neither do we. 

THE COURT:  All right.  So folks, what we 

have left at this point is -- I know that counsel 

indicated to the Court up front that what they would like 

to do is just sort of combine argument on the two motions 

to dismiss that the intervenor and the county defendants 

have filed with closing argument based on the evidence 

that we've now heard here today.  

So how are we on the court reporter?  Hope, 

could we stop for a minute and let me check on your 

survivability out there. 
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(Off-the-record response by court reporter.)  

THE COURT:  I never intended to be the time 

keeper.  I know I sort of turned into that, unfortunately, 

but we have -- let me ask it this way.  County defendants, 

including Mr. Arellano, as opposed to plaintiffs, how much 

time does each side believe they have remaining to use for 

their argument now?  

MS. CRAIGER:  I believe we have 30 minutes 

left.  Is that correct?  

MR. LARUE:  Yes.  We should have -- 

according to my calculations, we have at least 25 minutes. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Arellano, does that 

include -- that's included with the county defendants, 

correct?  

MR. ARELLANO:  It's consistent with, I 

think, what we have.  I know before I crossed 

Dr. Sneeringer, I think I had us at 30 minutes.  And I'm 

assuming my cross took a few minutes.  So I would think we 

have about 25 as well.  

THE COURT:  And will I hear argument from 

both Mr. Arellano and county defendants?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Yes, Your Honor.

MR. ARELLANO:  You'll here from Ms. Gonski, 

actually, but, yes, you will hear arguments from 

intervenors. 
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THE COURT:  Oh, there's Ms. Gonski.  She's 

looking right at me.  So you folks are going to decide how 

to divide up that time, correct?  

MS. CRAIGER:  That's correct, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Kolodin, how 

much time do you have left, sir?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Thirteen-and-a-half minutes, 

Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Kolodin, you can 

have 15 minutes, sir, total.

MR. KOLODIN:  Thank you, Your Honor.  

THE COURT:  All right.  You can begin, 

Mr. Kolodin.

MR. KOLODIN:  Well, Your Honor, a lot of the 

issues today are issues that are relatively obscure of the 

law.  I want to start at the end, and then we'll work our 

way towards our beginning.  

Our sixth cause of action was failure to 

comply with the election procedures manual because the 

public was not provided with access to the counting -- or 

sorry -- to observe the electronic adjudication process, 

which as you've heard, both plaintiffs testified that they 

would like to have.  And Mr. Jarrett testified that the 

public is not provided.  

Now, the election procedures manual, which 
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has the force of law -- and we've cited the statute for 

that in various briefing, but in prior litigation, the 

county has not contested it has force of law.  

States that the electronic adjudication of 

votes must be performed in a secure location.  Preferably 

in the same location as the EMS system but open to public 

viewing.  The juxtaposition of the secure location with 

but open to public viewing makes it very, very clear 

that's what contemplated by this -- and I'll call it a 

statute because it has the force a law, but this rule is 

that the public be permitted to be physically present to 

review the electronic adjudication process.  Otherwise, 

there would be no reason for the drafters to juxtapose 

secure location with but open to public viewing if a mere 

camera could satisfy the observation requirement. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, give me the precise 

statute you are contrasting with the precise portion of 

the elections procedure manual.  Maybe you said that, but 

it went by me.

MR. KOLODIN:  Certainly.  So A.R.S. 

16-621(A) states that proceedings at the counting center 

have to be conducted in accordance with the election 

procedures manual.  There's another statute that says it 

has the force of law I don't have off the top of my head, 

but it's in our briefing.  And then with respect to the 
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particular rule, this could be found on Page 3 of the 

electronic adjudication addendum, or if the Court would 

rather, Addendum D-1 at 3. 

THE COURT:  Which exhibit is that, sir?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Exhibit is I think something 

that came in on stip.  

Alfredo, what's the exhibit?  

MS. BECKER:  It's 24.

MR. KOLODIN:  Twenty-four. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  Okay.  

MR. KOLODIN:  So -- but even if a camera 

could satisfy the requirement, which, again, it can't, but 

even if it could, the cameras the county defendant has set 

up don't satisfy the requirement because, as Mr. Jarrett 

testified, the key components of the electronic 

adjudication process come when a county employee applies 

their training to what's on the screen.  To the image on 

the screen.  That is the electronic adjudication process.  

A process that the county employee applying 

their training to the image on the screen, but Mr. Jarrett 

testified that the way that camera are set up, the screens 

are not visible.  So the public, even via camera, cannot 

observe the process.  Therefore, the public -- or 

therefore, the county defendants have failed to comply 

with their legal obligation to allow public access -- 
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sorry -- to allow public viewing of the electronic 

adjudication process.  

Now, county defendants, in their briefing 

have cited certain cases that mostly go to the issue of 

standing.  They cited those -- and their argument in 

general, along with intervenor, seems to be plaintiffs, as 

member of the public, don't have standing to ring a claim 

like that.  The problem is, they cited almost those exact 

same cases in a recently decided Supreme Court case that 

was literally decided within the past month.  

And there the Supreme Court concluded, no, 

actually, individual voters always have standing to bring 

suit against violations of Arizona election law.  And I 

think it was in one of the intervenor's briefs where the 

intervenor says, you know, other than these two cases, you 

know, plaintiffs don't have a leg to stand on with respect 

to standing, which when you're dealing with a recent 

Supreme Court case directly on point, it's kind of like 

saying, other than that, Ms. Lincoln, how was the play.  

So there is a standing and purely as a 

matter of law based on their own witness's testimony, that 

legal requirement simply hasn't been met.  And, of course, 

the recent Supreme Court case, notably here, did deal with 

violations of the election procedures manual.  So we're 

even talking about something dramatically similar.  And it 
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sought both declaratory and injunctive relief.  So it was 

similar in terms of the relief sought as well. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, you have not yet 

cited the name of the case you keep arguing about.

MR. KOLODIN:  Sure.  That would be Arizona 

Public Integrity Alliance v. Fontes, which is known, of 

course, to Mr. LaRue because him and I were opposing 

counsel on that case.  So that would be with respect to 

our sixth cause of action.  

All right.  Let's take it at the beginning, 

as Mr. Arellano very, very intelligently pointed out, our 

first cause of action is predicated on a simple question, 

right?  Which is, did the county's electronic voting 

system read and tabulate ballots with perfect accuracy 

this election cycle?  

So I'll go again first to the testimony of 

county's witness, Mr. Jarrett.  Mr. Jarrett testified that 

at least some ballots this cycle were printed in a skewed 

fashion where they could not be read by the tabulator.  

Thus, as a matter of law based on county defendant's own 

testimony, their system has failed to read and tabulate -- 

has failed to automatically read and tabulate every ballot 

cast with perfect accuracy.  

Now, those ballots may well have been 

properly tabulated at the end of the day through humans 
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looking at the ballots, figuring out voter intent and then 

duplicating the ballot, but that is a fundamentally 

different thing than the voter receiving automatic 

tabulation with perfect accuracy.  It injects humans into 

the process.  And as you've heard both plaintiffs testify, 

they view that as an inferior process to a fully 

electronic process, because every time you introduce 

humans you have the possibility of the error and bias.  

With respect to plaintiffs themselves, both 

of them also experience this problem.  Although, again, 

based on Arizona Public Integrity Alliance, we fought this 

in the other case we've cited in the brief, it would be 

enough for them to point to this error happening to anyone 

to give them standing to bring suit, but in addition to 

the testimony from Mr. Jarrett that it happened to at 

least some voters, they have direct testimony that it 

happened to them.  

As Mr. Jarrett testified, when a ballot is 

properly accepted by the tabulator, there will be a green 

check mark that lights up on the screen, and there will be 

-- there will be a sound that is played.  

With respect to Ms. Aguilera, she testified 

that she didn't see the green check mark, even though she 

was looking, and she didn't hear a sound.  And it was a 

significant enough deviation for the poll worker to 
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explain that this was indicative of a problem and to 

cancel out her check in, as a ballot that has not been 

cast.  

We've heard, of course, from our own expert 

that the only way that you would know that a ballot has 

been successfully cast is this green check mark and sound.  

And we've also heard from a former employee, Mr. Banko, of 

the county that received the county's training -- 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, I don't know if you 

can hear us -- 

MR. KOLODIN:  -- but also testified that the 

only way that you would know that a ballot has been 

successfully cast is this -- where did I get lost?  Am I 

gone?  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, you keep freezing.

MR. KOLODIN:  Am I good now?  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, when I noticed at 

an earlier proceeding is when you lean close to the 

camera, we have problems.  Try sitting back.  I know 

you're getting animated, so it's hard to relax back there, 

but I think you're better off if you sit back.

MR. KOLODIN:  Where did the Court lose me, 

Your Honor?  

THE COURT:  I wish I could tell you.  I 

don't know.  All of a sudden you were frozen and I kept -- 
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MR. KOLODIN:  Alfredo, what was the last 

thing you heard me say?  

MR. ALFREDO:  I might be bad person to go 

off because I'm in the office right next to him so I can 

hear him.

MR. KOLODIN:  How about you, Sue?  

THE COURT:  I honestly don't know.  I've 

been too distracted by trying to see you coming and going.  

Anybody else?  

MS. BECKER:  I think you were just talking 

about the testimony from the county's own employee. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Jarrett.

MR. KOLODIN:  Mr. Banko, right?  

THE COURT:  Mr. Banko.

MR. KOLODIN:  Yeah.  So we've not only heard 

from Mr. Jarrett, who is the election day director that 

the only way to know that a ballot's been cast 

successfully is the green check mark and sound.  We've 

also heard from Mr. Banko who received the county's 

training that the way that a voter knows that their vote 

has been successfully cast and tabulated is to receive the 

green check mark and the sound.  

So on the undisputed testimony, the green 

check mark and the sound did not play for Ms. Aguilera, 

her vote was not counted.  
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Now, with respect to Mr. Drobina, we have a 

slightly different issue with respect to the failure to 

maintain a statutory compliant electronic voting system.  

Frankly, we don't know and it's entirely possible that 

Mr. Drobina's vote at the end of the day actually were 

totally correctly added to the tally, okay, but that 

notwithstanding, there's a process problem with respect to 

Mr. Drobina, as we've talked about.  

It is a fundamentally inferior method of 

counting ballots to have human beings attempt to determine 

intent.  And Mr. Drobina was denied his right under 

Arizona statute to have his ballot counted by perfectly 

accurate machines.  Because as he testified, he followed 

the instructions -- actually, both plaintiffs testified, 

and we went through the instructions together -- that they 

followed all of those instructions, and yet, they still 

experienced the read errors.  

As Mr. Jarrett testified, a ballot that is 

undamaged and cast according to the instructions should 

never, ever end up in Tray 3, right?  Because at that 

point, the machine has failed to read and tabulate it and 

tabulate it automatically and with perfect accuracy.  

There's been a failure where there shouldn't have been and 

even Mr. Jarrett acknowledged.  

This is what happened to Mr. Drobina.  He 
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followed all the instructions.  He put his ballot in the 

tabulator, and yet, it was improperly subject, taken 

downtown and subject to humans reviewing it in the first 

instance, to figure out if they should run it though 

another tabulator.  And, of course, if the decision they 

made is to run it through another tabulator then to 

determine his intent.  That's not the process he's 

entitled to under Title 16.  Specifically, 16-444 and 

16-446.  And therefore, it's contrary to law.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, you made a 

reference a moment ago to statutes requiring perfect 

accuracy.

MR. KOLODIN:  Yes. 

THE COURT:  And throughout your complaint, 

repeatedly you've used the term perfectly accurate, 

perfectly this, perfectly read.  What statute, what rule, 

what elections procedure manual, what case law says 

perfectly accurate?  

MR. KOLODIN:  So Your Honor, that would be 

A.R.S. 16-446(B)(6).  By statute, the county's electronic 

voting system must, quote, when properly operated -- 

right, which is why we've talked about the instructions 

and them being followed.  So when properly operated, 

record correctly and count accurately every vote cast.  

And we agree.  This is high standard.  
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Perhaps a very difficult standard to meet.  Nonetheless, 

is the standard that the legislature chose, and, 

therefore, it is the standard that this Court must 

enforce.  And if county defendants have a problem with 

this statute, then their recourse is to lobby the 

legislature and explain that they can't comply with it, 

but until such time as that comes, they must follow it, 

and they have failed to follow it. 

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, do you see the word 

perfectly in what you just read to me?  Because I do not. 

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, I believe the word 

every vote would be synonymous with perfectly.  So there 

can't be one failure, right?  If every vote is going to be 

correctly read, there can't be a single failure.  

THE COURT:  So you're finding -- you're 

using the term perfectly accurate as synonymous for what, 

sir?  

MR. KOLODIN:  But -- with record correctly 

and count accurately every vote cast.  And we tie that 

with the requirement that this happened automatically when 

we look at A.R.S. 16-444 (A)(7) because vote tabulating 

equipment that must do this is the automatic tabulation 

equipment.  So not the manual duplication process.  

THE COURT:  But, Mr. Kolodin, doesn't the 

elections procedure manual, which has the force of law as 
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you've already pointed out as the opposing parties don't 

dispute, I'm sure, doesn't it also provide for the 

procedures that, in fact, were followed with respect to 

Ms. Aguilera?  If so, how are you picking this and saying 

it means no human can touch it, when the elections 

procedure manual says under a certain circumstance, a 

human will touch it?  

MR. KOLODIN:  Oh, certainly.  So Your Honor, 

that is a very good question.  We're not saying no human 

should touch it.  First of all, I would say statute 

controls over the election procedures manual, of course, 

but more than that, there's absolutely a role for the 

human adjudication process as a back stop when a voter has 

made a mistake.  As Mr. Jarrett testified, it should never 

be used when a voter hasn't made a mistake.  

What is it there for?  To try to ascertain 

the intent of voters who have made a mistake, who haven't 

perfectly followed the instructions, who put Xs instead of 

bubbles on their ballot.  Who accidently made a stray 

mark.  It is there for those voters as a back stop.  It 

should never be used in first instance.  

THE COURT:  Mr. Kolodin, you are at 

15 minutes now, sir.

MR. KOLODIN:  Okay.  Then just to wrap up 

and conclude.  Our second cause of action is much the same 
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except that -- 

THE COURT:  Sir, you can't go through every 

cause of action because you're at the end of 15 minutes.  

MR. KOLODIN:  Your Honor, very well.  Then 

we have it all explained in our complaint and with 

citations to the law and, of course, in our brief.  So 

I'll stop there. 

THE COURT:  Thank you, sir.  Okay, who's 

next, Ms. Gonski or Ms. Craiger?  

MS. CRAIGER:  Ms. Craiger, thank you. 

THE COURT:  Go ahead.

MS. CRAIGER:  So I'd like to start out by 

saying that the Court should dismiss this case at this 

point because it's, essentially, nonjusticiable because 

plaintiffs cannot obtain the relief that they seek. 

THE COURT:  Ms. Craiger, I'm sorry to 

interrupt.  Maybe it's a bad connection.  I thought I just 

heard you say the Court should not dismiss this case.

MS. CRAIGER:  No.  I said the Court should 

dismiss this case at this point because it is 

nonjusticiable. 

THE COURT:  I'm having a little trouble 

hearing you so...

MS. CRAIGER:  Is that better?  

THE COURT:  Yes, it is actually.
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MS. CRAIGER:  So what I was saying, Your 

Honor, is that the Court should dismiss this case at this 

point because it is nonjusticiable because the relief that 

plaintiffs (audio distortion) is not possible.  

Ms. Aguilera wants to cast another ballot.  

Mr. Drobina doesn't actually ask for any relief for 

himself.  He just seeks a declaration from the Court that 

Maricopa County violated the law, which it did not; but 

let's talk about Ms. Aguilera's relief first.  

She wants to be allowed to cast another 

ballot, but the election is being canvassed as I am 

speaking right now, or it may be already canvassed.  That 

was publicly noticed to take place this afternoon, and 

that is why Scott Jarrett had to testify this morning.  

To be clear, canvassing the vote is the 

public proclamation by the Board of Supervisors that the 

election is final, and that the totals have been 

tabulated.  Letting Ms. Aguilera cast another ballot, 

therefore, would be of no effect.  And it would be a 

nullity, and for that reason, this Court should not give 

her that relief, but there is another reason.  It would be 

illegal to cast another ballot for two reasons.  

First, Ms. Aguilera, as we learned today, 

cast her ballot.  So this would be double voting, which is 

illegal, but second, the law commands that no ballots 
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whatsoever can be cast after 7:00 p.m. on election day 

unless the voter was standing in line to vote at that 

time.  That is the rule.  A.R.S. 16-565(A) says that the 

voting locations must be closed at 7:00 p.m.  15-565(D) 

says anyone who is in line at 7:00 p.m. gets to vote.  And 

16-566(B) says that as soon as the last qualified voter 

votes on election day, the tabulators have to be sealed 

against any further voting.  

So Ms. Aguilera cannot now vote.  It would 

be double voting and unlawful.  

As to the points raised in our motion to 

dismiss, first, this case is barred by laches.  Plaintiff 

waited 10 days until after the election to file this third 

lawsuit after voluntarily dismissing their first and then 

having their second dismissed.  

Inexplicably, they assert that they 

dismissed their first lawsuit because large firms had 

intervened.  And then they attempted to intervene in the 

Trump v. Hobbs lawsuit involving the very same firms.  And 

after their second dismissal, they waited another four 

days to refile for seemly no reason.  

While 10 days in the normal litigation 

context may not seem important, in the election context, 

it's an eternity.  And the case law on this is clear.  At 

this point, all votes have been tabulated.  The hand count 
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audit has been completed, and, as I said, the canvas is 

taking place in front of the Board of Supervisors right 

now.  

Secondly, the plaintiffs lack standing to 

bring their generalized grievances in this suit.  For 

instance, there is no harm alleged related to their claim 

that the county's decision to make electronic adjudication 

available for public viewing via the internet or even that 

there was a violation of the elections procedure manual, 

which is not.  

Also, plaintiffs' statutory claims based on 

Title 16 fail because they did not bring a mandamus action 

here.  The plaintiffs reliance on public integrity is 

misplaced.  

In that case, that case was brought as a 

mandamus action, and the Court very clearly made -- or 

made it very clear that when cases are brought as a 

mandamus, there is a broader standing allowed to the 

plaintiffs.  And that was reflected in the mandamus 

statute found at 12-2021.  That gives broad standing to 

the members of the public, but that doesn't give the 

plaintiffs here a private right of action.  

Plaintiffs constitutional claims, likewise, 

fail.  Plaintiffs do not allege any state law or even 

practice by the county.  Rather, this case is about -- and 
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I quote from the complaint at Paragraph 1.12 -- two 

individuals who experienced difficulties voting on 

election day.  These two isolated events, even if true, do 

not rise to the level of a depravation of constitutional 

rights.  And there is ample case law addressing this 

issue, but now I'd like to turn, Your Honor, to what 

happened here today.  

When plaintiffs filed this third lawsuit 

here, and they filed their non-opposition to return this 

case to you, Your Honor, at Docket 11 they stated that the 

evidentiary hearing in this case is simple.  Plaintiffs 

will need to prove two things; that plaintiff Aguilera's 

ballot was not counted at all, and that defendant's 

tabulator machines failed to automatically read and report 

at least one vote such as either plaintiff Aguilera or 

plaintiff Drobina's votes with perfect accuracy.  

Plaintiffs counsel went on to say that 

proving that had happened can be expected to be a much 

simpler fact-finding process than proving how it happened.  

That's at the non opposition at Page 3, Lines 19 through 

23.  

Of note however, Your Honor, in their 

complaint at Paragraph 3.14, plaintiffs admit -- and I 

quote -- it would be impossible after election day to 

ascertain with any certainty whether a particular election 
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day voter's ballot was counted, much less whether all 

votes contained on any given ballot were tabulated.  

So that begs the question, what have we been 

doing here all day?  Plaintiffs admit there is no way to 

ascertain whether a ballot has been counted, and so 

there's also no way to ascertain whether a ballot has not 

been counted.  And for them to prevail, they have to be 

able to prove the ballots and votes were not counted.  

They cannot do that, and they did not do that.   

By the way, Your Honor, there is a reason 

why we can't link a particular voter to a ballot.  It's 

constitutionally prohibited.  Article 7, Section 1 of the 

Arizona Constitution protects the right to a secret 

ballot.  

Now setting aside that the relief requested 

is impossible and the claims can't be proven, let's talk 

the facts and the lack of facts that you heard here today.  

Certainly, you heard a lot of rhetoric and 

speculation, but what you did not hear is a single piece 

of evidence to support plaintiffs' claims that their votes 

weren't counted or properly counted.  

From Mr. Jarrett, you learned how the 

tabulation equipment works.  The layers of testing, 

certification and safeguards put in place to ensure votes 

are accurately counted.  All of the efforts that went into 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

242

training the hundreds of poll workers that work prior to 

and on election day.  

You also learned all the steps that were 

taken because of Covid-19 to ensure the health and safety 

of the poll workers and the public.  You learned that 

public viewing of the tabulation was available on the 

internet to ensure the county met its requirements under 

statute, but also kept its workers and the members of the 

political parties safe.  

Plaintiffs' assertion that the statute 

requires that the tabulation room will be open to the 

public has no basis.  The statute just says it must be 

available for public viewing, and the cameras meet that 

retirement.  

You also heard that the pre- and 

post-election logic and accuracy testing and hand count 

audit was observed by bipartisan observers and the hand 

count audit was 100 percent accurate, and the equipment 

was certified; but, again, what you did not hear was a 

single fact to support plaintiffs' assertion that their 

votes weren't counted.  

From Mr. Drobina you learned that the system 

and training worked.  When his ballot could not be read by 

the tabulator, it was placed in the third drawer so that 

it could ultimately be counted, either at the site later 
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in the evening or at central counting.  And there's 

absolutely no evidence to the contrary.  

For Ms. Aguilera, you learned that her 

ballot was inserted into the tabulator and was not 

returned.  And you heard from Mr. Jarrett tell us that 

that means her vote was counted.  

Now, you did hear Ms. Aguilera testify that 

she did not see or hear the ding, or the see the check 

mark -- I'm sorry -- or hear the ding, but you also heard 

her testify that she was there very early in the morning.  

There were numerous voters, and there were two tabulators 

running at the same time.  

While we take Ms. Aguilera's assertions at 

face value, it's very possible she was mistaken, but also 

perhaps taking her claims at that face value, a poll 

worker made a mistake when they spoiled her ballot on the 

site book when her ballot had already been tabulated by 

the tabulator.  And maybe when the other poll worker 

realized what had occurred and informed them that she 

could not be provide a second ballot that would enable her 

to vote twice, that spoiled ballot on the site book should 

have been changed.  Perhaps that's what happened.  

And in that case, the recorder's website 

would have reflected she had voted.  We can acknowledge 

that perhaps a mistake was made, but the mistake that was 
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not made was letting Ms. Aguilera vote twice.  

Again, taking all of the plaintiffs' 

testimony at face value, what we learned is that the 

training and processes worked.  Ms. Aguilera was not 

allowed to vote twice, and Mr. Drobina was able to place 

his ballot into Drawer 3 so it could be counted, even 

though the tabulator at the voting location was able to 

accept it at the time.  

Elections are not perfect, Your Honor.  From 

time to time, mistakes are made.  As plaintiffs' own 

witness, Dr. Sneeringer admitted, no system is perfect.  

And I'd like to point out also that we heard from three 

voters today.  Two had ballots accepted by the tabulator.  

I'm sorry.  We heard from three witnesses -- three voters.  

Two had both ballots accepted by the tabulator, and one 

was not and went into the third drawer.  

You also heard a poll worker state that as 

he was busy helping voters, checking people in, helping 

them put their early ballots into the ballot box, that in 

his opinion, what he observed was maybe 80 percent of 

voters having trouble at that location that day.  

There is no evidence to support the 

assertion that 80 percent of ballots were rejected on 

election day, which was the question that was posed by 

plaintiffs' counsel to their expert.  And -- I'm sorry -- 
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to Dr. Sneeringer, who then provided his opinion that that 

meant that there was a significant problem.  That 80 

percent figure is not based on any of the evidence that 

was presented today.  

As a final point, all ballots in Maricopa 

County are counted by machines, and adjudication and 

duplication takes place as is required by law.  16-621(A) 

provides for duplication and 1621[verbatim](B) provide for 

electronic adjudication.  

So if the plaintiffs have an issue with 

electronic adjudication and duplication taking place, then 

their beef is with the legislature, not with Maricopa 

County.  At the end of the day, Your Honor, plaintiffs' 

allegations that they were disenfranchised is absolutely 

meritless, and this Court should not grant any of the 

relief that they have requested.  

THE COURT:  Thank you, Ms. Craiger.  Ms 

Gonski.  

MS. GONSKI:  Thank you, Your Honor.  I won't 

repeat points that have already been made by the county, 

but a few points, I think, are worth highlighting here.  

Just at a high level, I think a cursory 

check of the statutes and the citations in the complaint 

establishes that there is no legal basis to these claims.  

The citation that they are citing do not actually say what 
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they need them to say in order to get the relief that 

they're seeking here.  

The disjointed presentation of evidence that 

we've seen today also underscores the many independent 

reasons this case lacks any sort of factual foundation, 

and should be dismissed for this reason as well.  

Just as one example, plaintiffs starting the 

day claiming a right to have their ballots adjudicated by 

perfect machines and only tabulated by those machines, but 

they ended the day with a witness who testified that all 

voting machines are imperfect and infallible.  

Even under the case that we've heard today, 

it is unclear how any voting system would meet their 

standards for being perfect and infallible.  And that's 

out of the mouth of their own witness, but I want to get 

back to the claims in the actual complaint.  

Despite all that we've heard today, the 

complaint has to do with the voting experiences of two 

people.  And that is Laurie Aguilera and Donovan Drobina.  

And at the end of the day what matters is these two 

plaintiffs and their alleged injuries and their ability to 

seek legal redress here in this lawsuit that would make 

their injuries better.  

And in the complaint, both Ms. Aguilera and 

Mr. Drobina make clear that they want this Court to order 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

247

two specific things to happen.  Aside from the declaratory 

relief, which we've already spoken about, there are two 

requests for injunctive relief in this claim.  

First, is that plaintiff, Laurie Aguilera, 

wants to cast a new ballot.  She wants another bite at the 

apple.  Second, both she and Drobina want to be physically 

present when ballots are being tabulated.  They want to be 

able to be in that room.  And so that's it.  At the end of 

the day, the plaintiffs can talk all they want about 

fraud, and Sharpies, and tabulation machine errors being 

imperfect, or frustrations with poll workers or training, 

but I want to look at this case through the prism of the 

things that they are actually asking for the Court to do 

on the strength of this evidence and these legal theories.  

So first, I just want to take the new ballot 

remedy.  So they want this Court to order Maricopa County 

to let Ms. Aguilera cast a different ballot.  There are a 

few problems with that.  I won't rehash over what the 

county just said, but there are, of course, multiple legal 

problems with allowing a voter post hoc to cast a new 

ballot.  

Moreover, even if they're right that all 

voters in Arizona must have ballots tabulated by machines 

-- and I noticed that plaintiffs don't actually cite 

anything.  They don't offer any authority that supports 
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their idea that the remedy for that would be that a voter 

gets to take a new crack at it if they felt like their 

ballot wasn't actually adjudicated by that machine.  So I 

went and I looked too, but I couldn't find any case or any 

statute or any constitutional provision anywhere that says 

that a voter that has trouble voting on election day can 

just cast a new ballot after the election.  

So even putting aside all the things we 

heard from the county and the things in our briefs about 

how there's no private right of action here, or standing, 

or procedure, putting aside all of that, if we just return 

to the remedy that they're seeking, nothing that they cite 

supports the proposition that a voter who struggled on 

election day gets to cast a new vote, and that the whole 

state needs to hold up certification of election results 

until that new vote is counted.  I found nothing.  

Second, there's a really big threshold 

problem here on the facts.  And that's that all of the 

available facts that we heard today point to the idea that 

on election day, Ms. Aguilera's ballot was both cast and 

counted.  I won't rewalk through the evidence, but I think 

Mr. Jarrett's testimony established that -- I think, 

Exhibit 44, which was the video of the way the tabulation 

machine works helped us understood that.  

I also think Ms. Aguilera, herself, when 
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asked if she voted on election day said, quote, yes.  You 

heard her state that her ballot had issues the first time 

going through the tabulator, but that it actually went 

through on a subsequent try.  And you heard her say that a 

poll worker told her, quote, your ballot will be counted 

tonight.  

The only evidence that they offer to counter 

that is a screen shot from the plaintiff's phone that was 

taken over a week ago that shows a blank on a website for 

her ballot status.  I don't know what the explanation is 

for that, but plaintiff hasn't offered any answers either, 

and that alone, can't rebalance the weight on the other 

side of the equation that we see -- with all of the things 

that we've seen today leading to the conclusion that her 

ballot was cast and counted on election day.  It is 

plaintiffs' burden to show that Ms. Aguilera was actually 

injured and is entitled to relief and the weight of the 

evidence, including her own testimony, point strongly 

toward that conclusion that she has no injury because she 

was actually able to cast her ballot on election day.  

I want to look, secondly, at that second 

claim for injunctive relief, which is the observations 

right.  So the complaint says that the legal basis for 

this claim is that the election procedures manual says 

that -- at Addendum D-1 at Page 3, says that the 
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electronic adjudication of vote, quote, must be performed 

in a secure location, preferably in the same location as 

the EMS system but open to public viewing; but the 

election procedures manual also says on Page 196 that 

that's accomplished through live video recording.  And it 

lays out a whole process for that.  

And even it mentions where specifically the 

hyperlinks are posted.  A.R.S. 16-621(C) has more 

information about the posting and availability of those 

camera links.  And plaintiffs haven't offered any 

authority to support their contention that, quote, open to 

public viewing means that these plaintiffs or members of 

the public broadly have a right to be physically present 

in that tabulation room.  

So even assuming that the facts in the 

complaint are true, they haven't stated a claim for 

relief, and the complaint should be dismissed on that, but 

even coming back and looking at the facts that we've seen 

today on this particular claim, it's zip.  We've heard 

zero facts that would establish that the plaintiffs have 

ever actually tried to watch ballot tabulation, that the 

live stream of videos is not sufficient and has not 

sufficiently met their desire or their need or what they 

claim to be their right to have public viewing.  

We haven't heard them say that they'd be 
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injured at all if they weren't allowed to be in the rooms 

in person.  And all of those things are plaintiffs' burden 

to show, and they haven't done that here.  

Now, on the other side of the equation we've 

heard facts about why we don't have a general right for 

the public to be physically present in those tabulation 

rooms.  And we heard Mr. Jarrett testify that there are 

security reasons that are -- you know, make it reasonable 

for the county to try to limit the number of people who 

are physically able to be in the room while ballots are 

being tabulated.  

There are a limited number of people.  Those 

people have background checks.  We heard that from Mr. 

Jarrett.  They are designated by the political parties 

frequently or employees of the county.  They are physical 

distanced this year because of the risk of Covid-19.  So 

we've heard a lot of facts about why it actually doesn't 

makes sense and is not a reasonable or a plausible remedy 

to just have a general public right to be in the room when 

ballots are being tabulated.  

So there's no question here that even if 

plaintiffs had established a legal entitlement to that 

relief.  And even if they had established facts showing 

that they, themselves, were entitled that relief, they 

still haven't shown that it's plausible or practical or 
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that it would remotely address any injury if they were 

able to be physically present in person during ballot 

tabulation.  

And lastly, I just want to very briefly 

touch upon standing.  Now, as they -- as Mr. Kolodin spoke 

about before, he pointed to the case, Arizona Public 

Integrity Alliance v. Fontes.  And as Ms. Craiger 

accurately pointed out, that case is a mandamus case.  And 

mandamus is a very specific procedural vehicle that has 

specific statutory structure, which are not actually at 

issue here; but even setting that aside, even assuming 

that we could construe or construct a mandamus case out of 

what's been brought here, all this has to do with the 

injury prong of standing and not redressability.  

And here, I think, what we've seen is that 

we have a pretty major redressability problem.  For all 

the reasons that have been covered by the county and in 

the briefing, neither plaintiff actually has a legally 

cause manageable injury here.  

Mr. Drobina was able to vote, period.  Ms. 

Aguilera was able to cast a ballot that all of the 

evidence that we have, except for the Secretary of State's 

blank ballot status notification, all of the other weight 

of the evidence goes to show that her ballot was actually 

counted on election day.  
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Neither Mr. Drobina nor Ms. Aguilera alleges 

that they were somehow denied access to the observation of 

ballots or that their physically presence was wasn't 

allowed.  In fact, you even didn't hear either one of the 

plaintiffs even say that they've ever even tried to watch 

the live feeds that are available to them.  

So it is unclear that whether they could 

even establish that they were injured, and they can't, it 

is not clear at all whether the remedy that they're 

seeking could actually be something that would be given by 

the Court in this lawsuit if they were to prevail.  

At the end of the day, even if we put aside 

everything else in this case, we envision for a moment 

that plaintiff is right, that Arizona law required 

Maricopa County to have machines that perfectly and 

flawlessly read all of the ballots, even if we assume that 

human adjudication really is more likely to result in 

rejection of these ballots, something that plaintiffs' 

counsel has asserted in argument and in briefs, but which 

we have seen no evidence on today, even if we assume 

that -- let's assume that there are no other issues in the 

case like standing, or redressability, or laches, or 

private right of action issues, or class action by 

footnote, putting all of those things aside, at the end of 

the day, we're still left with no real idea how any relief 
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that the Court would actually order here would be 

plausible, much less that it would help any of plaintiffs' 

claimed injuries.  

Neither of the things -- neither of the 

plaintiffs have any plausible injury here that would even 

remotely be addressed by being able to physically being in 

the room to watch ballots being tabulated.  And Ms. 

Aguilera cannot cast a new ballot 17 days after election 

day.  

For those reasons alone, not to mention all 

of the other reasons we've spoken about today and in the 

papers, this Court should dismiss the complaint with 

prejudice and deny the relief that's being sought here.  

Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Thank you.  All right.  Folks, 

we are at 4:50.  And thank you everyone for your good 

work.  

I will tell you that I will be dismissing 

the complaint with prejudice.  I will do that in a 

written, more detailed ruling, but I have heard what I 

needed to hear today.  And based on the record that's been 

presented, everything that's been provided to the Court 

previously, for many, many reasons that have been argued 

that the Court finds supported by what I've heard here 

today, I do believe that that is the appropriate 
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resolution, and that's what I will be doing.  

And I'm telling you that -- frequently, I 

rule from the bench, and I give explanations.  We're out 

of time, Number 1.  And Number 2, I wanted to give you the 

-- what my ruling will be just because of the time issues 

that everybody is aware of.  

So I'm not going to take any more argument.  

It's always a danger when you rule from the bench that 

somebody will say, wait, you didn't think about this, or 

how about that.  There's really no doing over or 

supplementing at this point.  I'm just trying to give you 

the courtesy of making you aware of what is coming, but 

that is what is coming.  

So thank you everyone.  Stay well, and we 

are adjourned.  

(Proceedings concluded.) 
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STATE OF ARIZONA )
)

COUNTY OF MARICOPA )

C E R T I F I C A T E

I, HOPE J. YEAGER, Registered Professional 

Reporter and Official Certified Reporter, Certificate No. 

50910, in and for the State of Arizona, do hereby certify 

that the foregoing pages constitute a true and accurate 

transcript of the proceedings held via GoToMeeting video 

conferencing in the foregoing matter, all done to the best 

of my skill and ability.

Dated in Phoenix, Arizona, this 24th day of 

November, 2020.  

   /s/   Hope J. Yeager     

HOPE J. YEAGER, CR, RPR  
   Certified Reporter No. 50910

Official Court Reporter
Maricopa County Superior Court
Phoenix, Arizona  85003


