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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

Kari Lake,
Contestor/Plaintift,

V.

Katie Hobbs, personally as Contestee and
in her official capacity as Secretary of
State; Stephen Richer in his official
capacity as Maricopa County Recorder;
Bill Gates, Clint Hickman, Jack Sellers,
Thomas Galvin, and Steve Gallardo, in
their official capacities as members of the
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors;
Scott Jarrett, in his official capacity as
Maricopa County Director of Elections;
and the Maricopa County Board of
Supervisors,

Defendants.

Case No.

DECLARATION OF KURT OLSEN

[, Kurt Olsen, hereby declare as follows under penalty of perjury:

1. [ am over the age of 18 and competent to make this declaration.

2. [ am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the District of Columbia.
3. [ am an attorney licensed in the State of Maryland and the District of Columbia.
4. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a fair and accurate copy of a document describing the

Elections Misinformation Reporting Portal which was produced in Missouriv. Biden, Case No.

3:22-cv-01213 (W.D. La.) (*Missouri First Amendment Litigation™).
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5. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a fair and accurate copy of an e-mail chain including a
request from the Arizona Secretary of State’s office involving the request for removal and
removal of two Twitter posts, which was produced in the Missouri First Amendment Litigation.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a fair and accurate copy of Protecting Critical
Infrastructure from Misinformation & Disinformation Subcommittee Meeting, published by the
CISA Cybersecurity Advisory Committee on March 29, 2022.

7. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a fair and accurate copy of a complaint submitted by the
Arizona Secretary of State reporting a private Facebook post claiming President Trump won the
2020 election in Arizona.

8. Attached as Exhibit 5 is a fair and accurate copy of an interim report prepared by
Arizona Attorney General Mark Brnovich for Arizona Senator Karen Fann dated April 6, 2022.

9. Attached as Exhibit 6 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Andrew
Myers.

10.  Attached as Exhibit 7 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Yvonne
Nystrom.

11.  Attached as Exhibit 8 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Jacqueline
Onigkeit.

12.  Attached as Exhibit 9 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Denise
Marie.

13.  Attached as Exhibit 10 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Leslie

White.
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14.  Attached as Exhibit 11 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Richard
Baris.

15.  Attached as Exhibit 12 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Shelby
Busch.

16.  Attached as Exhibit 13 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Clay Parik.

17.  Attached as Exhibit 14 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Kelly “KJ”

Kuchta.

[ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: December 9, 2022 Kurt Olsen
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CONFIDENTIAL

Case 3:22-cv-01213-TAD-KDM Document 71-8 Filed 08/31/22 Page 1 of 111 PagelD #:
2749

Elections Misinformation Reparting Partal

Benefits to election officials
» Asingle place {i.e., the portal} for reporting mis- and disinformation across multiple
social media platforms with a streamlined, consistent user experience.
» An ability to repart activity that occurs on multiple platforms at the same time.
+ Visibifity of what's going on with mis- and disinformation in the election’s community
within and outside their jurisdictions, including to see trends and be able to strategically
respond.

Benefits to social media platforms
¢ Consistent reports of mis- and disinformation that include a standard, consistently
formatted set of information fields {type of report, screenshots, links, as well as
narrative explanation of the concern.
* An ability to accept reports without having to vet the submitter, as those submitters will
already be vetted by the election’s community upon registration in the portal. This will
enable them to respond more quickly to a given election official’s first report.

Benefits to state-level elections offices and national associations (NASS, NASED)

e The ability to look across the elections jurisdictions to identify patterns and potential
impact of misinformation activity. This will permit national-level organizations ta help
put priority on response actions and make decisions regarding media engagement in
parallef with actions taken by the social media companies. ‘

¢ An opportunity to focus efforts at the national level to improve the overall health of the
election administration across the country.

s Redirecting resources spent on assisting efection offices with reporting to those focused
on remediation activities.

Benefits to voters
* More accurate election information available atany giventime
¢ More rapid correction of erroneous information, leading to more voter confidence
s An overall healthier, more productive social media environment.

MOLA_DEFSPROD_00001270
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CONFIDENTIAL
Case 3:22-cv-01213-TAD-KDM Document 71-8 Filed 08/31/22 Page 45 of 111 PagelD #:

2793
Fram: _@twitter.com]
Sent: 1/7/202110:58:39 PM
To: Misinformation Reports [misinformation@cisecurity.org)
cc: I R 2 <2 ¢ hs gov]; gov@twitter.com
Subject: Re: FW: Election Related Misinformation

CAUTION: This email originated fromoutside of DHS. DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize and/or trust the
sender. Contactyour component SOC with questions or concerns.

Thank you, - Both Tweets have been removed from the service.

Thank you,

On Thy, Jan 7, 2021 at 3:53 PM_@M&_@LC_O)B> wrote:
Thank you, We will escalate.

On Thu, Jan 7, 2021 at 344 PM Misinformation Reports <misinformationfdcisecurity.org™ wrote:

- Twitter,

Please see this report below from the Arizona SOS office. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Cc:- T am not sure the best contact email to send this to at Twitter.

Thanks,

From: | 2 2s0s. 20~
Sent: Thursday, January 7, 2021 326 PM
To: Misinformation Reports <misinformationfcisecurity.org>

Ce: 2z508.90V>, (1) az508. 20 V>

Subject: Election Related Misinformation

Hello,

I'm I cormunications director for the Office of the Arizona Secretary of State.

I'am flagging this twitter account for your review. @

MOLA_DEFSPROD_00008586
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Case 3:22-cv-01213-TAD-KDM Document 71-8 Filed 08/31/22 Page 46 of 111 PagelD #:
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Lamy Davey

Of specific concem to the Secretary of State are the following tweets:

https//twitter.col status/1346451683384160257

hitps //twitter.co status/1346233687160008704

Reason: These messages falsely assert that the Voter Registration System is owned and therefore operated by
foreign actors.

This is an attempt to further undermine confidence in the election institution m Arizona.

Thank you for your consideration in reviewing this matter for action.

Sincerely,

This message and attachments may contain confidential information. If it appears that this message was sent
to you by mistake, any retention, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message and attachments is
strictly prohibited. Please notify the sender inmediately and permanently delete the message and any
attachments.
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Protecting Critical Infrastructure from Misinformation & Disinformation Subcommittee
Meeting
March 29, 2022

Purpose of Meeting

The purpose of the CISA Cybersecurity Advisory Committee (CSAC) Protecting Critical infrastructure from
Misinformation & Disinformation (MDM) Subcommittee meeting was to hear a brief from Mr. Stephen Richer,
County Recorder in Maricopa, AZ, on current election processes and needs among elections officials and to
discuss CISA’s role in the MDM space. Subcommittee members also heard a brief from Ms. Kim Wyman, Senior
Election Security Lead, CISA, on CISA's current election-specific actions to combat MDM.

Discussion

Ms. Megan Tsuyi, Designated Federal Officer (DFO) for the CSAC and the MDM Subcommittee brought the
meeting to order and turned the meeting over to the Chair, Dr. Kate Starbird and Ms. Kim Wyman.

Dr. Kate Starbird, Associate Professor, Human Centered Design & Engineering, University of Washington, MDM
Subcommittee Chair and Ms. Kim Wyman, Senior Election Security Lead, CISA, introduced Mr. Stephen Richer,
County Recorder in Maricopa, AZ.

Mr. Richer thanked the subcommittee for their partnership to ensure safe, secure, and reliable elections across
the country by fighting current and emerging misinformation and disinformation threats, and provided an
overview of his background. Mr. Richer was elected in November 2020 and is responsible for the recording of
election documents, a voter registration database of 2.6 million registered voters—the second largest county
voter database in the nation—, and the administration of elections. He identified a shift in public interest in how
elections are administered in 2016 and outlined how his office has refined their messaging to stay on pace with
the public's increased interest. One way his office has met the demand of increased public interest is through
media engagement. He stated that the 2020 elections provided media the opportunity to learn about elections
and the mechanics behind administering elections. He discussed new and difficult challenges with how the
nature of the media landscape has changed considerably. Such changes include that al! outlets are not held to
the same journalistic standards, many are not open to government feedback, and they are not concerned with
releasing correct information.

Mr. Richer walked the subcommittee through three examples to illustrate situations his office is currently facing
to include:

o Misinformation: A news release by Gateway Pundit provided factually inaccurate reporting
announcing that Maricopa County elections officials held an unannounced meeting at the election
and tabulation center. This meeting was, in fact, a publicly announced tour with members of the
public and legislators from both parties.

o Disinformation: A doctored image tweet of an election management server room depicted to
suggest the server was connected to the internet to manipulate the election results. The server
was, in fact, air gapped, only accessible to three people, and hard wired without internet
connection. The image was doctored from a photo taken from the live streaming cameras and
was easily disproved.

CSAC MDM Subcommittee March 29, 2022 i

EXHIBIT 3
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o Malinformation: Abuse of Arizona’s permissive public records process. In 2019, Maricopa County
received 30-40 public records requests. In 2021, they received over 350 requests ranging from
requests to produce everything related to the 2020 election to all email communications related
to elections, to all the rules and processes on how the elections are administered. This example
highlights how individuals can use lawful means to burden a system already stretched thin.

e Mr. Richer expressed concern that if the elections landscape continues like this, the pressure on his staff will
continue to build and it will become difficult to perform statutory responsibilities needed to establish safe,
credible, and fair elections.

e After cautioning the subcommittee on the current and emerging problems among elections officials, Mr. Richer
identified opportunities for CISA support. These opportunities include:

o Educate the public and determine how people are manipulating the public’s understanding of the
truth;

o Funding and resources;

o Intelligence and metrics;

< Partnership with social media; and

o Share best practices on pre-bunking

e Mr. Richer shared his current efforts of releasing information on websites, educating poll workers, and calling out
MDM posts online. Mr. Richer thanked the subcommittee for their support and opened the meeting to questions.

¢ Subcommittee members deliberated on what CISA’s role and the government's role should be in this space.
0 Ms. Suzanne Spauiding, Senior Advisor for Homeland Security and Director of the Defending

Democratic Institutions Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), asked Mr. Richer to
evaluate the credibility of the federal government and CISA in rumor control. Mr. Richer notes that
CISA's credibility and the credibility of the federal government is lowest with populations most in
need of assistance and most in disbelief of the accuracy of the 2020 election resuits. Mr. Richer
suggested that local citizens within the communities remain the most trusted sources of
information and upheld the credibility of main media institutions, social media companies such as
Twitter and Facebook, and encouraged the business community to mobilize and share
information from CISA.

o Ms. Spaulding identified a potential recommendation to CISA to better consider what audiences
they are targeting in their messaging and information campaigns. Mr. Richer suggested that CISA
hold bootcamps for media representatives such as FOX News or CNN to enhance media’s
understanding of how elections are administered, as well as work with members of Congress to
reach the information leaders.

o Dr. Starbird asked how CISA can help Mr. Richer reach constituents directly. Mr. Richer stated
that he could benefit from CISA's expertise in identifying and articulating how a more
sophisticated deep fake could happen.

CSAC MDM Subcommiittee March 29, 2022 2
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o Mr. Michael Moore, Cybersecurity Director, Maricopa County Recorders Office, identified public
education campaigns as the greatest area for CISA support. He recommended that CISA launch
marketing campaigns to better reach wide audiences on misinformation and disinformation.

o Mr. Richer cautioned that the federal government cannot stay silent and identified a void in the
immediate aftermath of the 2020 election that allowed false information to circulate unchecked.
He encouraged CISA to flood the zone with factual information.

o Ms. Wyman asked if Mr. Richers’ office partners with any universities or academic institutions. Mr.
Richer noted that they mostly partner with community colleges in Arizona but are currently
working with elections projects from MIT and University of Chicago as well as data analysts in
Arizona to show the validity of the 2020 election. Mr. Richer identified the judiciary as key
components of the 2020 election in upholding the truth and process.

¢ Subcommittee members discussed challenges of releasing correct information in a landscape of misinformation
and disinformation in a timely matter.

o Ms. Vijaya Gadde, Legal, Public Policy, and Trust and Safety Lead, Twitter, encouraged the
elections hoards to release credible information which would enable social media companies to
redirect misinformation and disinformation claims to accurate information. In the absence of
reported factual information, Ms. Gadde explained that social media companies are only able to
remove false information without redirecting the public to credible sources.

o Ms. Gadde shared the effectiveness of pre-bunking on Twitter. She reported a decline in the
spread of false information when correct information was shared early and often ahead of an
event.

o Mr. Richer identified the challenge of choosing to act quickly with 95% confidence, or waiting a
few days to act with 99% confidence before responding to ensure there is no truth in the
perceived falsity and to back up the correct reporting with three additional sources. Ms. Gadde
shared that the vast majority of a tweet’s impressions occur within the first 24 hours of posting
and cautioned that waiting to correct the information leaves consumers to digest false
information.

o Ms. Wyman highlighted the work with the Election Infrastructure Government Coordinating
Council (GCC) to create incident response planning guides to encourage jurisdictions to
troubleshoot potentiai attack points in advance to craft a plan.

e Subcommittee members identified pre-bunking as a main recommendation for CISA to encourage state and local
elections officials to release accurate information on the administration of elections prior to misinformation and
disinformation campaigns.

¢ Dr. Starbird thanked Mr. Richer and Mr. Moare for attending and turned the meeting over to Ms. Wyman to
provide a brief presentation on CISA's election-specific actions within the MDM scope.

e Ms. Wyman shared examples of Geoff Hale's work on CISA’s overall approach to MDM and her current efforts to
create resources and tools for state and local partners to use, such as the resource guide for MDM planning prior

CSAC MDM Subcommittee March 29, 2022 3
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to elections. She noted the importance of targeting different age groups and demographics to build societal
resilience against MDM in different spaces.

Deliberative Process

Dr. Starbird thanked the subcommittee for their participation. Ms. Megan Tsuyi identified the next meeting date is
set for April 12 and adjourned the meeting.

Action items

Al: Ms. Suzanne Spaulding is contacting the Brunswick Group and Harvard University for information on the D3P
study.

CSAC MDM Subcommittee March 29, 2022 4
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Attendees*
Participants

Name

Dr. Kate Starbird, Chair
Ms. Vijaya Gadde

Mr. Geoff Hale

Ms. Suzanne Spaulding
Ms. Alicia Tate-Nadeau
Ms. Kim Wyman

Other Meeting Attendees

Name

Mr. Marcus Milam
Mr. Michael Moore
Ms. Devi Nair

Ms. Abby Raddatz
Mr. Stephen Richer
Ms. Allison Snell
Ms. Claire Teitelman

Organization

University of Washington
Twitter

CISA

CSIS

lllinois Emergency Management Agency (IEMA)

CISA

Organization

Maricopa County Recorder’s Office
Maricopa County Recorder’s Office
CSIS

Maricopa County Recorder’s Office
Maricopa County Recorder’s Office
CISA

JP Morgan Chase

Government and Contractor Support

Name

Ms. Megan Tsuyi, DFO
Mr. Hanny Ayad

Ms. Mariefred Evans
Mr. Maurice Hudson
Mr. Tony Messer

Ms. Dana Ripley

*Meeting was held via Teams/feleconference

Organization

CISA

MountChor Technologies
TekSynap

Arcfield

Arcfield

Arcfield

CSAC MDM Subcommittee

March 29, 2022
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PROTECTING CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE FROM MISINFORMATION &
DISINFORMATION SUBCOMMITTEE

BRIEFER BIOGRAPHY

3 Mr. Stephen Richer
~—8 County Recorder
=2 Maricopa, AZ

i Stephen Richer is the Maricopa County Recorder in Phoenix, Arizona. He
7 was elected in November 2020 and assumed office in January 2021. As
Recorder, Stephen runs an office of 165 full time employees and is
responsible for the recording of public documents, the county’s voter
registration database of 2.6 million voters, and the administration of the
county’s elections - 62% of the voting population of Arizona.

Prior to beginning his term as Recorder, Stephen worked as a lawyer and
a business person.

Stephen was named “Republican Politician of the Year - 2021" by Phoenix New Times and “Arizonan
of the Year - 2021” by The Arizona Republic.

Stephen holds a B.A. from Tulane University and both an M.A. and J.D. from The University of
Chicago. Stephen received the Presidential Volunteer Service Award, Gold Class, from President
George W. Bush in 2006.

CSAC Protecting Critical Infrastructure from Misinformation & Disinformation Subcommittee 1
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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From: Jannelle Watson [jannelle@fh.com)

Sent: 11/6/202010:14:11 AM

To: Misinformation Reports [misinformation@cisecurity.org]; Scully, Brian [brian.scullyl @cisa.dhs.gov]; CISA Central
[central@cisa.dhs.gov]; CFITF [cfitf@hq.dhs.gov]; tips @2020partnership.atlassian.net

CC: kmatta@azsos.gov

Subject: Re: Case #CIS-MI1S000182: Misinformation postthat Trump already won AZ

CAUTION: This email originated fromoutside of DHS. DO NOT clicklinks or open attachments unless you recognize and/or trust the
sender. Contact your component SOC with questions or concerns.

Thanks for sending this over —we’re lockingintoit.

Jannelle Watson
[1.S. Politics & Government Outreach

E: jannelle’adb com

FACEBOOK

From: Misinformation Reports <misinformation@cisecurity.org>

Date: Friday, November 6, 2020 at 10:09 AM

To: Brian Scully <brian.scullyl@cisa.dhs.gov>, Central CISA <central@cisa.dhs.gov>, "cfitf @hqg.dhs.gov"
<cfitf @hg.dhs.gov>, "tips @2020partnership.atlassian.net" <tips@2020partnership.atiassian.net>,
Misinformation Reports <misinformation@cisecurity.org>

Cc: Jannelle Watson <jannelle@fb.com>

Subject: Case #CIS-MIS000182: Misinformation post that Trump already won AZ

Brian and EIP, | included Facebookin this report.

Misinformation report: (private) Facebook post that Trump already won AZ

From: Ken Matta <kmatta@azsos.gov>

Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 9:54 AM

To: Misinformation Reports <misinformation@cisecurity.org>
Subject: Fake statement by Arizona Election Worker about fraud

Hi There.

https://www.facebook.com/photo.php ?fbid=3966754973352465&set=p.39667549733524658&type=3

This post was on a private FB page, above. I'veincluded ascreenshot.

Thank you!

EXHIBIT 4
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Ken Matta
Information Security Officer
Arizona Secretary of State’s Office

- Email: kmatta@azsos.gov
Office: 602-926-3828
KATIE HOBBS :
SECRETARY OF STATE Cell: 602-513-3945
Stafe of Anizena

This message and any messages n resporise to the sender of this
message may be subject toa public records request,

This message and attachments may contain confidential information. Ifitappears that this message was sent to you hy
mistake, any retention, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message and attachments is strictly prohibited.
Please notify the senderimmediately and permanently delete the message and any attachments.
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MAaRK BRNOVICH OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY (GENERAL
ATTORNEY GENERAL STATE OF ARIZONA

April 6,2022

The Honorable Karen Fann
Arizona State Senate

1700 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

RE: Interim Report - Maricopa County November 3, 2020 General Election
Dear President Fann:

Six months ago the Arizona Attorney General’s Office (the “Office”) received reports
sent from the Arizona State Senate concerning its Maricopa County Forensic Election Audit. In
addition, the Attorney General’s Election Integrity Unit (ETU) has received and is reviewing
additional complaints alleging election failures and potential misconduct that occurred in 2020.

Our team of EIU investigators and attorneys has now collectively spent thousands of
hours reviewing the Senate’s audit reports and other complaints, conducting interviews, and
analyzing Maricopa County’s ¢lection system and processes. We have reached the conclusion
that the 2020 election in Maricopa County revealed serious vulnerabilities that must be addressed
and raises questions about the 2020 election in Arizona,

As our state’s chief law enforcement officer, | am very concerned by any potential
vulnerabilities in our state’s election systems, including those that the audit and other complaints
have alleged. The EIU’s review has uncovered instances of election fraud by individuals who
have been or will be prosecuted for various election crimes.' The EIU’s review is ongoing and ‘
we are therefore limited in what we can disclose about specific criminal and civil investigations.
Thus, this interim report will focus on what our office can presently share and the current status
of our review,

We can report that there are problematic system-wide issues that relate to early ballot
handling and verification. The early ballot signature verification system in Maricopa County is
insufficient to guard against abuse. At times election workers conducting the verification process
had only seconds to review a signature. For example, on November 4, 2020, the Maricopa

' See Arizona Attorney General’s Office - Fraud & Special Prosecutions Section, Prosecutions
Related to Voting or Elections Since 2010, available at
- https://www.azag.gov/sites/default/files/docs/criminal/viu/EIU_Prosecutions February_2022-02-

02.pdf.pdf.

20056 NortH CentraL AVERUE, PHOEME, ARLZOMA 85004 o Prors 602,542 4266 o Fax B02.542.4085 @ wiww asai.cov
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The Honorable Karen Fann
April 6, 2022
Page 2 of' 12

County Recorder verified 206,648 early ballot affidavit signatures, which resulted in an average
of 4.6 seconds per signature. There are simply too many early ballots that must be verified in too
limited a period of time, thus leaving the system vulnerable to error, fraud and oversight,

Moreover, our review has determined that in multiple instances, Maricopa County failed
to follow critical procedures when transporting carly ballots from drop locations to the clection
headquarters. It is estimated that between 100,000 and 200,000 ballots were transported without
a proper chain of custody. Because most voters in Arizona now choose to vote by early ballot, it
1s imperative that the processes for handling and verification of carly ballots be strengthened
before the 2022 elections per our recommendations below.

The first half of this report discusses document production issues we have confronted
with Maricopa County and the EIU’s ongoing review of the Senate’s audit reports and other
complaints. The rest of this report then sets forth our election integrity concerns and
recommendations in the areas of early-ballot signature verification, ballot drop boxes, use of
private grant monies by election officials, election document preservation and transparency, and
our ongoing actions to defend election integrity in active litigation,

I. Document Preservation & Production Issues

Our ongoing review of the Senate’s audit reports requires that we carefully assess the
Maricopa County election system and processes. Maricopa County has not always timely and
fully responded to our requests for records, necessitating follow-up correspondence or additional
requests. The most recent response from Maricopa County came just yesterday. Similar to the
manner in which it responded to the Senate subpoena, Maricopa County occasionally chose a
combative and/or litigious approach to providing requested information rather than assuming a
posture of transparcmcy.2 Because we do not have civil subpoena authority, this has necessarily
delayed the EIU in investigating all issues.

Following the receipt of the Senate’s audit report, the EIU sent its First Request to
Maricopa County on September 27, 2021, to notify Maricopa County that all materials related to
the 2020 elections should be preserved, including all potentially relevant materials related to the
2020 General, Primary, and Presidential Preference Election. Maricopa County initially
interpreted the letter as an attempt to sequester all election equipment and twice threatened legal
action. The EIU reiterated the letter’s stated purpose, to preserve the data contained on the
equipment, not to sequester or prevent its ordinary use.

The EIU sent the Second Request to Maricopa County on October 7, 2021, requesting
Maricopa County provide “all written procedures, policies, guidelines, and manuals (excluding
the 2019 Elections Procedures Manual and the related Addendum) used by Maricopa County to
conduct the 2020 General Election, whether official or unofficial, whether issued or written by
Maricopa County or another county, agency, vendor, or third-party, including the original and

> The Attorney General’s Office filed an amicus brief in support of the State Senate’s ability to
subpoena information from Maricopa County involving the 2020 elections. See Minute Entry
supra note 1, at p. 3.
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subsequent updates to those documents” and included “emails, memos, or other communications
that provided temporary, preliminary, or permanent changes to any procedures, policies,
guidelines, and manuals during the course of the 2020 General Election.”

Maricopa County provided the first set of responsive documents on or around February 1,
2022, nearly four months afier the initial request. The EIU’s initial review found several
deficiencies, including Maricopa County’s failure to provide internal policies and procedures that
had been disclosed to litigants in various court proceedings, but were noticeably absent from the
document set.

The EIU sent the Third Request to Maricopa County on March 9, 2022, renewing the
request for afl written procedures, policies, guidelines, and manuals, noting certain documents
known to exist, but not provided. In addition, the Third Request included a new request for
records related to mismatched signatures initially identified by a third-party review of ballot
affidavit signatures but also independently verified by the E1U as potentially problematic ballot
affidavit signatures. Notably, it was on March 23, 2022, only after Senator Kelly Townsend
issued a subpoena to Maricopa County, that it acknowledged receipt of the Third Request. In
Maricopa County’s response, three of the documents identified as missing from the initial
response were provided, but documents such as any written procedures regarding the extra-
statutory “Household Exchange” program used by Maricopa County to rehabilitate early ballot
affidavits signed by the wrong household member remain outstanding. In addition, no emails or
internal communications relating to the informal procedures have been provided to date.

On March 24, 2022, Maricopa County provided a partial response (o our request for the
signature files of the ballot affidavits that the EIU identified as being problematic. Instead of
sending all signatures on file, as well as any historical records of attempts to cure, Maricopa
County sent the ballot affidavit signature and one exemplar from the file. Many of the exemplars
were from the August 2020 Primary, and virtually none were from the original voter registration
form.

The Office is still receiving new information that is relevant to its ongoing review of the
Maricopa County election systems. This includes materials from Maricopa County, which has
not fully complied with the Office’s document requests. It also includes the completion of
Special Master Shadegg’s report that was released on March 23, 2022, and the Auditor General’s
Report on voting systems and private monies that was released on March 30, 2022, See Section
V, infra. The Office is also reviewing newer analyses of carly ballot signatures and potential
ballot harvesting.

Conclusion: The Office’s investigation is still developing in material ways. The Office
has been sending repeated requests for information from Maricopa County, and new information
is coming in, including as recently as yesterday. This Interim Report comes at the six-month
mark after the Senate sent its reports to the Attorney General, Investigations (civil and criminal)
of this magnitude and complexity take many months if not years to complete.

To address the deficiencies and delays in the manner in which Maricopa County has
chosen to cooperate with the EIU, we recommend that the laws be changed to require the
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immediate production of information when requested by the Arizona Attorney General. Notably,
if Senate Bill 1475 had passed, it would have provided the Attorney General civil subpoena
power, mirroring the AGO’s civil powers under Arizona’s Open Meeting Laws. See A.R.S. § 38-
431.06. Absent such civil subpoena power, the AGO remains limited to submitting public
records requests. Such power will help expedite the Office’s review, but investigations of this
magnitude take substantially longer than the present six months to complete.

I1. Early Voting Signature Verification

Mail-in voting is and has been a facet of' Arizona law, but the opportunity for fraud
increases the moment a ballot leaves the protective custody of the election official and enters the
postal system. The bipartisan Commission on Federal Election Reform chaired by former
President Jimmy Carter and former Secretary of State James Baker identified this concern and
noted that absentee ballots are vulnerable to abuse in several ways that are difficult to detect, and
therefore steps must be taken to reduce the risks of fraud and abuse. Report of the Comm’n of
IFed. Election Reform, Building Confidence in U.S. Elections 46-47 (Sept. 2005). Although steps
have been taken to reduce this fraud, including the enactment of Arizona’s ballot harvesting ban,
it is imperative that additional steps be taken to provide for a stronger and more uniform early
ballot signature verification system and to increase transparency so that party observers can
actually see the signature verification process in real time and lodge any objections, which
should then be adjudicated in a fair manner. Each of these recommendations is discussed below.

There must be stronger procedures in place for early-ballot signature verification, and
those procedures need to be uniform across the state. Under state law, an early ballot is not
complete, and cannot be counted, unless and until it includes a signature on the ballot affidavit.
Once received, election workers at the county recorder’s office are required to compare the
signature on the affidavit with the signature in the voter’s registration record. A.R.S. § 16-
550(A). If election officials determine that the signature matches that on file, the ballot is
counted. If, on the other hand, election officials determine that the signature on the ballot
affidavit does not match that on file, then the ballot cannot be counted unless the voter verifies
the signature. Requiring a match between the signature on the ballot affidavit and the signature
on file with the State is currently the most important election integrity measure when it comes to
carly ballots.

The Ninth Circuit acknowledged, in response to a constitutional challenge to the deadline
for submitting signed ballot affidavits, that “Arizona requires carly voters to return their ballots
along with a signed ballot affidavit in order to guard against voter fraud.” Ariz. Democratic Party
v. Hobbs, 976 F.3d 1081, 1085 (9th Cir. 2020). Election officials, therefore, must be extremely
diligent in ensuring that early ballot aftidavit signatures match those on file with the State.
Regardless of the sheer quantity of early ballots received, the administrative burdens imposed by
verifying each one, or for any other reason, election officials and their staffs cannot violate their
statutory duty to match every signature.

Early voting is widely used in Arizona: 79% of Arizona voters cast early ballots in 2018
and that number reportedly increased to 89% for the 2020 General Election. With over 3.4
million ballots cast in the General Election, Arizona clections officials were required to match
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signatures on over 3 million early ballot affidavits during a five to six-week period in 2020. This
large number of early ballots combined with the administrative burden of confirming every one
of the signatures submitted in a very short period of time, when not administered diligently,
could result in election officials accepting early ballot affidavits that should not otherwise be
approved without further verification.

Statistics for Maricopa County, for example, over the last three election cycles reflect that
the number of early ballots rejected because of missing and mismatched signatures is trending
down. During the 2016 General Election, when Helen Purcell was county recorder, Maricopa
County received 1,249,932 mail-in ballots, Of that amount, Maricopa County rejected 2,209
early ballots because of missing signatures and 1,451 early ballots because of mismatched
signatures.

Just two years later, during the 2018 General Election, after Adrian Fontes became
county recorder, Maricopa County received 1,184,791 early ballots, just 65,141 less than in
2016. Yet the number of early ballots rejected in 2018 because of missing signatures (only
1,856) and mismatched signatures (only 307) declined significantly—the number of missing
signature ballots decreased by 353 and the mismatched signature baliots decreased by 1,144 (a
79% decrease). By comparison, Pima County reccived 302,770 early ballots (882,081 less than
Maricopa) and rejected 488 (135 more than Maricopa) because of mismatched signatures.

During the 2020 General Election, Maricopa County saw a significant increase in the
number of early ballots, receiving 1,908,067 early ballots (an increase of 723,276 early ballots).
Yet the number of early ballots rejected because of missing signatures continued its dramatic
decrease (to only 1,455 ballots) and the number of early ballots rejected because of mismatched
signatures increased only slightly (to 587 ballots).” To be sure, Maricopa County has explained
that the number of early ballots rejected for mismatched signatures during the 2020 General
Election was impacted by the Legislature’s creation of a S-day post-election cure period for
mismatched signatures. But the existence of that cure period in 2020 does not explain the
dramatic decrease—on an absolute or percentage basis—of ballots with missing signatures from
2016 to 2020" or the dramatic decrease in early ballots with mismatched signatures from 2016 to
2018. One possible explanation for these trends, and the AG acknowledges there could be others,
is that Maricopa County became less diligent with signature review beginning in 2018,

Certain data stemming from litigation following the 2020 General Election is also
instructive. In November 2020, certain individuals filed an election challenge under A.R.S. § 16-
672. In connection with that challenge, the trial court ordered that the parties’ counsel and
retained forensic experts could review 100 randomly selected early ballot affidavits and conduct
a signature comparison of ballot affidavits where a signature match had occurred. Ward v.
Jackson, CV2020-015285, 2020 WL 13032880, *3 (Maricopa Cnty. Super. Ct. Dec. 4, 2020),
Two forensic document examiners testified during an evidentiary hearing, one for the plaintiffs

3 Pima County by contrast rejected nearly the same number of early ballots based on mismatched
signatures (572) despite receiving 1,479,386 fewer ballots.

* Early ballots with missing signatures were required to be cured prior to close of polls on
election day.



The Honorable Karen Fann
April 6, 2022
Page 6 of 12

and one for the defendants. The plaintifts’ expert testified that of the 100 ballots reviewed, 6
signatures were “‘inconclusive,” meaning she could not testify that the signature on the
envelope/affidavit matched the signature on file.” /d. at *4. The forensic expert for Defendants,
who sought to defeat the election challenge, “testified that 11 of the 100 envelopes were
inconclusive, mostly because there were insufficient specimens to which to compare them.”” Id.

Neither of the forensic experts found any sign of forgery. /d.

Although the trial court rejected the election challenge and the Arizona Supreme Court
affirmed.® that does not render the forensic experts’ findings irrelevant for purposes of analyzing
whether current election procedures can be improved. And the fact that two forensic experts
could differ so widely on whether particular signatures matches were inconclusive (one thought
6 signatures were inconclusive, the other 11) and that defendants’ own expert concluded, less
than one month after the General Election, that 11% of signatures sampled were inconclusive,
suggests that improvement is needed.

The stresses on the mail-in voting system are largely driven by the combined population
growth and increased usage of early voting. With over 80 percent of the Maricopa County
electors choosing to vote early, there can be insufficient time for the county recorder to process
and verify the large volume of early ballot affidavit signatures. Moreover, there is no uniform
procedure in place to assure that the ballot affidavit signatures are being processed correctly and
uniformly, not only in Maricopa County but throughout the State. The Arizona Secretary of State
has offered non-enforceable “guidance” to the county recorders regarding signature verification
but has never promulgated uniform procedures as required by A.R.S. § 16-452. Importantly, the
Secretary’s “guidance,” is insufficient and could create more issues than it purports to resolve.
See Briet of Amicus Curiae Attorney General Mark Brnovich, Section 1(C), Arizona Republican
Party v. Hobbs, No. CV-22-0048-SA (Ariz.).

Our review determined that early ballot affidavit signature verification is often performed
in an expedited manner by individuals with limited training in signature analysis. Because of the
volume of early ballots that arrive close to or on election day and the limited time allowed by law
to verify signatures, the process can be rushed, which weakens the integrity of the verification.
Although we may have more to say about this process, we are concerned that the expedited
manner in which thousands of early ballot affidavit signatures are processed inevitably leads to a
diminished review. At times the election worker conducting the verification process has only
seconds to review a signature. For example, on November 4, 2020, the Maricopa County
Recorder verified 206,648 early ballot affidavit signatures, which resulted in an average of 4.6
seconds per signature,

Conclusion: We have reached three primary conclusions on this critical issue. First, the
carly ballot affidavit signature verification system in Arizona, and particularly when applied to
Maricopa County, may be insufficient to guard against abuse. We therefore recommend that the

> There was no indication in the trial court’s ruling rejecting the election challenge whether there
was overlap between the 6 affidavits that Plaintiffs’ expert found inconclusive and the 11
affidavits that Defendants’ expert found inconclusive.

® Ward v, Jackson, 2020 WL 8617817, *3 (Ariz. Dec. 8, 2020).
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law be amended to provide additional security for early ballots, including a requirement that
voters who choose to vote by early ballot provide some additional form of government
identification. We note that a referendum sponsored by Senator J.1D. Mesnard will ask voters at
the November 8, 2022 general election to put in place such requirements. See SCR 1012,
available at https://apps.azleg.pov/BillStatus/BillOverview/76391.

Second, the verification standard set forth in statute is insufficient to control the
discretion of local officials and must be addressed by Legislation. A.R.S. § 16-550(A) provides
that “the county recorder or other officer in charge of election shall compare the signatures [on
the early ballot envelopes] with the signature on the elector’s registration records.” This
requirement to “compare” should be expanded and clarified to provide what steps election
officials must take, including the minimum amount of time that should be spent reviewing each
signature and an objection and appeal process. Given how important this check is, there must be
more specific requirements contained in statute.

Finally, we conclude that because signature verification is the most important current
check on early ballots, there must be opportunities for partics’ election observers to meaningfully
observe the signature verification process in real time and to raise objections if officials are not
doing their jobs to actually and accurately verify signatures. The Legislature should act to ensure
transparency on this check.

III.  Early Ballot Drop Boxes

The EIU received a complaint alleging that the Maricopa County Elections Department
violated the procedures that govern how early ballots are transferred from drop-off and drop-box
ballot locations to the Maricopa County Tabulation and Election Center (MCTEC). These are
early ballots that voters drop off at designated locations, including polling locations on election
day. The report specifically alleged that the County failed to maintain chain of custody and
properly document the retrieval, transportation, and count of the ballots.

The procedures for transporting these ballots to MCTEC during the 2020 general election
were governed by the 2019 EPM, which was adopted pursuant to A.R.S. § 16-452. Section 1.7 of
the 2019 EPM required at least two individuals with different political party affiliations to
retrieve the early ballots. The individuals retrieving the early ballots were then required to
document the location, date and time of arrival, time of departure, number of ballots, and follow
a strict protocol when securing the container of ballots. These procedures designed to preclude
ballot tampering are critical given the volume of early ballots that were dropped at these
locations during the 2020 general ¢lection. Maricopa County reported that 901,976 ballots were
collected from drop box locations. Most of those ballots (729,858) were collected during the
carly voting period from October 7, 2020 to November 2, 2020. The remaining 172,118 ballots
were returned from drop boxes at polling locations.

Our review uncovered multiple violations of ballot transportation procedures.
Specifically, our investigation confirmed that out of 1,895 Early Voting Ballot Transportation
Statements, 381 forms or 20% were missing required information. This included missing audit
signatures, missing ballot count fields, missing Election Department receiver signatures, missing
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courier signatures and missing documentation of security scals and lack of the two required seal
numbers. In other words, it is possible that somewhere between 100,000 and 200,000 ballots
were transported without a proper chain of custody.

Conclusion: Maricopa County failed to follow the EPM procedures when transporting
20% of the early ballots from drop box locations to MCTEC. And because the Secretary of State
did not present the Attorney General a lawful EPM for approval in 2021, as required by A.R.S. §
16-452, there is currently no EPM in place governing the 2022 elections, exacerbating the issue
for the upcoming election.

The Arizona Legislature should codify ballot custody and transportation procedures for
early ballots using guidelines published by the U.S. Election Assistance Commission. See U.S.
E.A.C, Chain of Custody Best Practices (July 13, 2021) (available at
https://www.eac.gov/election-officials/chain-custody-best-practices). It is also recommended that
the legislature enact laws that increase transparency in early ballot chain of custody, including
the ability of observers from the political parties to monitor this process. Finally, because of the
security issues associated with voted early ballots sitting in bins and containers in remote
locations, the Legislature should enact laws that cither prohibit drop box locations altogether or
limit them to early ballot voting centers, polling day locations, or other secure locations staffed
and closely monitored by election officials. House Bill 2238, sponsored by Representative Jake
Hoffman, would accomplish this recommendation by prohibiting the use of an unmonitored drop
box for receipt of voted ballots. See
https://apps.azleg. pov/BillStatus/BillOverview/76693?Sessionld=125.

1V, Use Of Private Grant Monies

To secure the purity of our elections, our laws prevent election officials and others from
influencing the manner in which electors choose to exercise their right to vote. During the 2020
elections almost $8 million dollars of private, nongovernmental grant monies were used by
Arizona Secretary of State Katie Hobbs, Maricopa County, and Pima County for various election
purposes as outlined in a report prepared by the Arizona Auditor General dated March 30, 2022,
Available at https://www.azauditor.gov/reports-publications/counties-state-agencies/secretary-
state-office/report/arizona-secretary-state. We are carefully reviewing this report to determine if
any election laws were violated through the use of these funds. Although our review is ongoing,
our initial findings raise serious concerns regarding the legality of certain expenditures.

As noted by the Auditor General, in the time since Secretary Hobbs, Maricopa County,
and Pima County received and used these private, nongovernmental grant monies, Laws 2021,
Ch. 199, §1 (adding A.R.S. § 16-407.01), was enacted, which prohibits the State and a city,
town, county, school district, or other public body that conducts or administers elections from
receiving or expending private monies for preparing for, administering, or conducting an
election, including registering voters. Specifically, effective September 29, 2021, the State and
its counties (and other political subdivisions) are statutorily prohibited from receiving the
aforementioned grant monies or similar monies. As a result of this new law, the election officials
may not use private grants or donations to perform their election duties or engage in any type of
publicity campaign during the 2022 elections.
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V. Future Auditing Of Elections

In addition, the Legislature should enact [egislation that expands the powers of the
Auditor General to conduct future audits of election systems. The Auditor General is well
positioned to perform this function and should be given the resources to handle such audits in
house in a professional and prompt manner, The Auditor General should be given authority to
request Attorney General assistance in obtaining documents and equipment in the possession and
custody of state and local officials. Periodic audits performed by the Auditor General, with
reports to the Legislature, will ensure that state and local ofticials are complying with the law,
identify shortcomings, and foster confidence in our state’s election systems.

V1. Increase The Penalties For Election Crimes And Protections For Whistleblowers

The Legislature should also consider increasing the penalties for election-related crimes
and adding protections for whistleblowers. Due to the difficulty in detecting ballot harvesting,
the Legislature should review whether it should increase the classification of the felony for that
crime, The Legislature should also consider adding a crime where members of an organization,
including a non-profit or non-governmental organization, that knew or should have known
members (whether employees or volunteers) in their organization are engaged in widespread
ballot harvesting are subject to criminal liability.

The Legislature should also enact specific criminal penalties for anyone who tampers
with or damages a ballot-drop box in a way that could damage any ballots contained in such drop
box. Finally, the Legislature should consider strengthening criminal penalties for failure to
comply with a legislative subpoena or request by the Auditor General or Attorney General, and
the Legislature should strengthen protections for whistleblowers who are aware of any potential
wrongdoing. Such protections should be made retroactive, and permit whistleblowers to come
forward with evidence related to past elections as well.

VII. The Attorney General’s Office Is Vigorously Defending Arizona’s Election Integrity
Laws And Protecting The Legislature’s Powers

We all share a strong commitment to election integrity, and by any objective measure the
Office is fully engaged in successfully defending Arizona’s election integrity laws. The U.S.
Supreme Court recently observed in Brnovich v. DNC, 141 S. Ct. 2321 (2021), that the state has
a compelling interest in preserving the integrity of its election process and preventing voter
fraud. “Fraud can affect the outcome of a close election, and fraudulent votes dilute the right of
citizens to cast ballots that carry appropriate weight. Fraud can also undermine public confidence
in the fairness of elections and the perceived legitimacy of the announced outcome.” Id. at 2340.
It is imperative that our election system guard against fraud, abuse, mistake, and oversight. And
the Arizona Legislature must therefore be able to enact laws that “secure the purity of elections
and guard against abuses of the elective franchise.” Ariz, Const. arl. 7, § 12.

Detending the integrity of our elections is one of’my top prioritics as Attorney General.
We repeatedly and successfully defended Arizona’s election integrity laws from an onslaught of
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attacks in 2020, which include important victories in the following cases.

o Brnovichv. DNC, 141 S, Ct. 2321 (2021) (upholding Arizona’s ballot harvesting and out-
of-precinct voting laws against challenge under § 2 of the Voting Rights Act).

o Miracle v. Hobbs, 808 F. App’x 470 (9th Cir. 2020) (upholding Arizona’s law requiring
petition circulators to show up to court if subpoenaed).

o Ariz. Democratic Party v. Hobbs, 976 F.3d 1081 (9th Cir. 2020) (upholding law requiring
ballots to be signed by 7 p.m. on election day).

o MiFamilia Vota v. Hobbs, 977 F.3d 948, 950 (9th Cir. 2020) (reversing erroneous lower
court decision extending voter registration deadline).

o Arizonans for Fuir Elections v. Hobbs, 454 F. Supp. 3d 910, 915 (D. Ariz. 2020), appeal
dismissed, No. 20-15719, 2020 WL, 4073195 (9th Cir. May 19, 2020) (upholding
prohibition on electronic signature gathering for initiatives).

o Arizonans for Second Chances v. Hobbs, 249 Ariz. 396 (2020) (also upholding
prohibition on electronic signature gathering for initiatives).

Most significant among these is Brnovich v. DNC, which was the most important election
integrity case decided by the U.S. Supreme Court in years. The case bears my name because |
stood up before the U.S. Supreme Court and defended Arizona’s common-sense laws protecting
against ballot harvesting and out-of-precinct voting, The Supreme Court ultimately ruled in our
favor by a 6-3 majority, decisively rejecting the Ninth Circuit’s erroneous decision that would
have hamstrung Arizona’s legitimate election integrity efforts and saddled the state with millions
of dollars in attorneys’ fees. You don’t have to take my word for it. Prominent liberal law
professor Erwin Chemerinsky lamented it as “the most impertant decision of 2021 " He said,
“Brnovich will make it much more difficult to challenge [common-sense election integrity
measures enacted by states,] and these laws could play a decisive role in the 2022 and 2024
elections.” Id. But for my office’s involvement there would be no Brrovich v. DNC decision,
period.

The Oftice is also actively protecting election integrity for the upcoming 2022 elections
and beyond. This includes defending against multiple lawsuits that have already been filed. In
August, Mi Familia Vota filed a lawsuit challenging SB 1003 and SB 1485 from the 2021
legislative session. Case No. 2:21-¢v-01423 (D. Ariz.). These laws relate to early voting
signature requirements and the active early voting list. The Office vigorously defended this case,
and the Plaintiffs conceded that they would not seek any injunctive relief for the 2022 elections.

Just last week, two lawsuits were filed challenging HB 2492 from the 2022 legislative
session, which relates to proof of citizenship when registering to vote. See Mi Familia Vota v.
Hobbs, No. 2:22-cv-00509 (D. Ariz.); Living United for Change in AZ v. Hobbs, No. 2:22-cv-
00519-SRB (D. Ariz.). The Office is actively defending these cases in advance of the 2022
elections. Finally, the Office is participating in Arizona Republican Party v. Hobbs, No. CV-22-

T Available at https://www.abajournal.com/columns/article/chemerinsky-most-significant-
supreme-court-cases-of-202 ]
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0048, at the Arizona Supreme Court, and asking the court to ensure that there is an Elections
Procedures Manual (EPM) in place for the 2022 elections. Having a lawful EPM in place for the
2022 elections is a major election integrity priority for the Office.

It is also important to note that the Office has supported the separation of powers and the
Legislature’s authority to subpoena election records so that it can have data and information to
make informed decisions on potential legislation. In the dispute between Maricopa County and
the Senate regarding the Senate’s subpoenas, the court ultimately agreed with the Office and the
Senate in Maricopa County et al. v. Fann, ef al., CV2020-016840, Minute Entry at 15 (Maricopa
Cnty. Super. Ct. 3/1/2021).8 Later, the Senate issued another subpoena to Maricopa County,
which again refused to comply. The Office determined that this refusal was in violation of state
law, and Maricopa County subsequently complied.()

Arizona is successfully defending its election integrity laws in active litigation. Arizona
could have been like other states and had its laws judicially rewritten on the eve of an election,
Arizona could have been like the Ninth Circuit majority held (but for Brnovich) and been
hamstrung in all of its future efforts to secure its elections. But, fortunately, Arizona has the
authority to enforce its existing laws and the freedom for its elected legislators to modify those
laws as circumstances change and experience shows that additional or different election integrity
measures are needed. In sum, Arizona can ensure that it is casy to vote and hard to cheat.

VIII. Conclusion

With each passing election, Americans on all sides of the political spectrum have less
confidence in the integrity of our elections. This is a crisis that should be addressed immediately
with bipartisan solutions grounded in the rule of law.

Public confidence in the fairness of elections is paramount. As elected officials, we can,
and must, do better for our constituents, Whether we agree with peoples’ reasons for questioning
election integrity or not, we should go above and beyond our call of duty to assure Americans
that each legal vote was counted, and no illegal votes were allowed.

This dilemma is not relegated to Republicans and the 2020 ¢lection. Democrats spent
years in uproar over the 2000 election after George W. Bush defeated Al Gore. And they
viciously questioned President Trump’s election in 2016. Congressional Democrats also
challenged the Electoral College count several times over the past two decades when their
candidate lost the race. It is dishonest to pretend that the 2020 ¢lection concerns are
unprecedented. Both sides have had their share of issues with elections processes and

8 Available ar hitps://www.azag pov/sites/default/files/docs/press-

releases/records/3 1%20minutes%20entry.pdl

? See https://www.azag gov/sites/default/tiles/docs/complaints/sb1487/21-

002/MCBOS 1487 Report-8-26.pdf.

' See, e.g.. Pennsylvania Democratic Party v. Boockvar, 238 A.3d 345, 354 (Pa. 2020), cer.
denied sub nom. Republican Party of Pennsylvania v. Degraffenreid, 141 S. Ct. 732 (2021).
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procedures, and it is time for Americans’ elected representatives to put aside political differences
and do what is necessary to reassure their constituents that every legal vote counts.

That’s why our office has taken election integrity so seriously—both before and after the
2020 election. Arizonans were extremely frustrated and angry that they were not receiving
answers (o questions that had been raised about the 2020 election. Our office has left no stone
unturned in the aftermath of the 2020 election. We supported the Arizona State Senate’s right to
conduct the audit of Maricopa County’s election, and we have followed up with several
investigations into the 2020 clection.

As has been stated previously, the 2020 election in Maricopa County left significant holes
to be answered and addressed. All branches of government in this state must come together to
provide full assurance of the integrity of our elections and answer every outstanding question
from the 2020 election. That’s what our Office is committed to doing. We hope that this interim
report and cooperation with the legislative branch will continue to reassure Arizonans that
election integrity is of primary concern in our state.

o .
Sincerely,
/m;. .
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; }, : /‘M § A L
Voo R /s\@a’
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Mark Binovich
Attorney General
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DECLARATION OF ANDREW MYERS

I, Andrew Myers, hereby declare as follows under penalty of perjury:

1.

I am over the age of 18 and competent to make this declaration.

I 'am a citizen of the United States and of the State of Arizona.

I reside in Phoenix, Arizona,

From October 14, 2022, through November 15, 2022, [ served as a part-time
employee of the County working as a level one signature verification worker. I also
performed ballot curing.

At my location, in the room where | worked there were a total of about 15 people
reviewing and verifying signatures. We were divided into two rooms and the other
room had about 10 people working. In addition, there was also a night crew of several
people working from about 3 p.m. until about 7:30 p.m.

The process for signature verification of ballots was composed of two levels, and a
third level developed toward the end of the four weeks. Level one was composed of
part-time employees of the county who compared an image of the ballot envelope
against three images of a signature in the voter file which are normally the three most
recent images of voter forms. I performed level 1 review, and we were the most
inexperienced of all levels.

Ballot signatures at level one review were either approved or rejected; another way to
describe rejected ballots was that they were marked “exception.”

If a ballot signature was rejected, then it was automatically reviewed at level 2. Level
2 signature verification was composed of managers who were longer, part-time

employees of the county and had the most experience at signature verification. This

EXHIBIT 6



10.

11.

12.

13.

would also include the full-time managers and supervisors for the county. Review at
level 2 allowed the managers to view the same three images as level 1, but level 2
was also allowed to see additional images of the signatures in the entire voter file and
were allowed to zoom in on signature images.

There was a level 3 review of signatures developed at the end of the project. Level 1
workers were the most inexperienced workers and were being asked to overrule level
2’s decision on the excepted signatures. Level 1 was given the same access that level
2 had, which was first time many of the level 1 had seen the history of the voter’s
signatures. T did not take part in this, because I felt that I did not have enough
experience to overrule level 2 decision. Also, shortly after the request was made, 1
had to work on curing.

Level 2 managers were the full-time managers and supervisors, of the county and
some long-term part-time employees like Andrew.

When the excepted numbers grew the managers would resend those excepted
signatures back out into the general pool, hoping that someone would approve those
same signatures, which would thereby reduce the excepted signature load.

After the above signature review, the approved signature ballots were counted, and
the rejected signature ballots were sent into a process whereby the ballots could be
cured.

The bulk of what I did was curing. The curing process was as follows. Michelle
would bring a USPS bin with green affidavits. We would put a preprinted label on the
affidavit, marked “LS” for letter sent with that day’s date also preprinted on the label.

We would then take the “labeled” affidavits to Melissa, minus the affidavits that did
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15.

16.

17.

18.

not have phone numbers. Melissa would scan the green envelopes which would
generate an address label for each affidavit.

We would then put the address label on an envelope that was pre-stuffed with a letter
informing the voter that the county was having trouble verifying their signature. The
voter was given a phone number to the Star Center to assist with curing their ballot.
Thereafter, we would put the green envelopes in alphabetical order. I was responsible
for working through files beginning with letters M-Z. After everything was in
alphabetical order, we would start the curing process.

The curing process consisted of matching print outs from Star Center, a third-party
contractor, or the Text to Cure method. When we had a cure matched and approved,
we would paper clip the printout from Star Center or Text to Cure to the green
envelope and the supervisor would stamp “Signature Verified” and send it to
Runbeck to be rescanned. The text to cure process changed toward the end of the

election. We were no longer curing through the Text to Cure method but were only

using Star Center print outs. Celia said it took too long to print out text to cure and

- she would handle it.

Observers were allowed to watch and listen to my curing work. I rarely made calls.
The process in my curing room was controlled and there were really only two of us
doing the curing and putting labels on and matching print outs with green envelopes.
The first week I worked about thirty-five (35) hours over five days. I worked
primarily on curing, but in terms of signature verification, I processed about 3,000
ballots the first week. The rejection rate was about 15-20%, so about 450 to 600

ballots were rejected by me this first week.



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

The second, third and fourth week I worked about fifty (50) hours per week. I worked
on curing and do not believe I processed any signature verification on ballots in

weeks two, three and four.

The total ballots I processed for signature verification over four weeks was about

"3,0007anid the total ballots Trejected was about 450 to 600, but that was because

almost all of my time was spend on curing and not on signature verification.

In my room we had a white board that Michelle would update with the number of
ballots to be verified that day. Throughout the day Michelle would update the
progress the people were making in verifying signatures. The math never added up.
Typically, we were processing about 60,000 signatures a day. I would hear that
people were rejecting 20-30% which means I would expect to see 12,000 to 15,000
ballots in my pile for curing the next day. However, I would consistently see every
morning only about 1000 envelopes to be cured. We typically saw about one tenth of
the rejected ballots we were told we would see.

Andrew, one of the signature reviewers, would tell me every day that 1 was going to
get crushed the next day because he was excepting (rejecting) a “ton” of bad
signatures. However, we never saw a correlation.

I can only think of two explanations for why our cure pile was consistently only about
a tenth of the numbers we were expecting based on the information given to us by the
level 1 signature verification teams. The first explanation is that the signature
verification workers were incorrect. I do not think this is the case because I spoke
with many of them, and the difference was consistently ten times less than we

expected. The second explanation is that the level 2 managers who re-reviewed the



rejections of the level | workers were reversing and approving signatures that the
level 1 workers excepted and rejected. This seems to me to be the more likely
explanation. If this is the case, then the level 2 managers were changing about 90% of
the rejected signatures to accepted.

24, The computer records show the number of signature rejections by all workers at all
levels. All approval of rejected ballots by level 2 should be evidenced on the
computer system.

25.  There was a black bin that held green envelopes where the voter told the caller during
the curing process that they had not voted, or it that was not their ballot.

26.  When I left work on my final day of November 15, I estimate that in my room there
were 5,000 uncured envelopes. There were a number of voters that were never able to
vote because they said that they went through the curing process, but their ballots
were never cured. I recall one lady in particular who sent an email claiming that she
had successfully completed the curing process but was told she was not cured. I did
my best to look through the above pile of 5,000 envelopes to resolve her situation.
Her ballot should have been in that batch, but it was not. This is simply one example

of the disorganized situation we experienced.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct.

) g
Signed: LI// 4 i
Andrew Myers

Date: /2 j/' -7 / e
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DECLARATION OF YVONNE NYSTROM
I, Yvonne Nystrom, hereby declare as follows under penalty of perjury:

1. Tam over the age of 18 and competent to make this declaration.

2. I am a citizen of the United States and of the State of Arizona.

3. Ireside in Mesa, Arizona.

4. From October 31, 2022, through November 15, 2022, and November 20, 2022 and
November 21, 2022. I served as a part-time employee of Maricopa County working as a
level 1 signature verification worker. It was my job to, among other things, perform
signature verification on ballots.

5. To perform our work, we were given the following materials, and were told to follow
them:

a. Attached as Exhibit A 1s the “Maricopa County Elections Department, 2022
General Election” manual,

b. Attached as Exhibit B is the “Electronic Adjudication Board Procedures,” and

c. Attached as Exhibit C is the “Maricopa County Elections Department VRAS
System-Research” manuel.

6. At my location, there were a total of 24 people reviewing and verifying signatures. We
were divided into two rooms. In addition, there was also a night crew, in which I was part
of the night crew, of about eight to ten people working 3 p.m. until about 7:30 p.m.

7. The process for signature verification of ballots is as follows:

a. There were three levels for signature verification. Level one was composed of

part-time employees of the county who compare an image of the ballot envelope

EXHIBIT 7



against one to three images of a voter’s signature in the voter file which are
normally the three most recent images of voter forms.

. ballot signatures at level one was either approved or rejected; another word for
rejected ballots was “exception.”

If a ballot signature was rejected then it was automatically reviewed at level 2.
Level 2 signature verification was composed of managers who were more
experienced employees of the county. Review at level 2 included the same images
as level 1, but level 2 was allowed to see more images of the signature in the
voter’s file, and was allowed to zoom in on signature images.

There was a level 3 review of signatures as well. It is not clear whether this third
level was part of level two or an additional level. In any event, I worked at level
one and it was my clear understanding that there were three levels of review, and
that each of the above levels had the ability to reverse a rejection of a ballot
signature. Level 2 could reverse level 1. Level three could reversed level 1 and/or
2. Level 3 managers also would send the whole managers “que” back to the level
1 part-time employees to review the signatures that had already been rejected by
level 1 and 2 personnel to accept the signatures or reject them again.

There were observers watching the review of level 1. Some observers in other
rooms were able to see some of level 2 managers. I do know that in my room for
the evening shift, the observers were not able to see or observe the managers in
my room.

After the above signature review, Runbeck batched ballots into categories for

those with approved signatures and rejected signatures. The accepted ballots were



sent to ballot processing and counted and the rejected signature ballots were sent
into a process whereby the ballot could be cured.

The curing process was flawed for at least two reasons: (1) inadequate personally
1dentifiable information (“PII”’) and (2) an inability for the voter to see and verify
that their signature was in fact the signature being viewed by the curing worker.
The voter was on the phone and, of course, could not see signature that was being
viewed by the curing worker on the actual green envelope.

. The process for curing included a person who would call the voter at the number
listed on the green envelope. Most of the time, perhaps sixty to seventy (60% -
70%) of the time the person calling the alleged voter only had the name on the
ballot, the phone number and the address. This was because the curing worker
was not at a computer and was only able to look at the actual green envelope.
However, the person who sent the green envelope and ballot was permitted to
write a phone number on the green envelope that was mailed in that was different
from the one listed in their voter file. This occurred a number of times. There
were probably forty percent (40%) of phone numbers on the green envelopes that
were different from the number listed in the voter file. Of course, voters do
change phone numbers, but this seemed to be a very large number of different
numbers. The above struck me and the curing workers as odd.

Observers were allowed into the curing process, but not in some areas. Some of
the curing process occurred in the ballot processing room and the observers were
only allowed in a designated area in that room and that area was far away from

where the curing employees were working.



J. The part-time employees performing of the curing function were given a batch of
stickers to place on a ballot, including stickers indicating that a ballot was: “Letter
Sent (LS),” “Left Message (LM),” “Phone Disconnected (PD),” “Wrong Number
(WN),” “Verified (VER),” and other statuses. One of the problems with the
stickers was that workers were not controlled or kept accountable with access to
stickers and placement of stickers. Nothing prevented a worker from accessing
many “approved” stickers and placing them on ballots. Once stickers were placed
on ballots there was no record on the ballot or elsewhere to determined who
placed the sticker there; there were no individual identifying initials or signatures
on the sticker. The system was insecure and subject to abuse by permitting false
placement of approved stickers without accountability.

8. If a signature was rejected then it would be reviewed by the first level manager which
was William, Jeff Beimer, or Andrew George. Those are the three first level managers. If
these managers agreed with me and also rejected the signatures, then it went to the next
level managers, for second level manager approval. Those second level managers were
Aloma Richmond, Michelle Acker, Tony (Antonio) Ortiz, and Celia Nabor. Bill Gates
was occasionally there, but I don’t know if he performed signature verification review.
Scott Jarrett and Rey Valenzuela were co-elections directors, and they were there every
day. I am not sure if Scott and/or Rey performed signature verification of not, but they
were third level managers.

9. We had observers watching level 1 signature verifiers such as myself, but they did not

watch all level 2/3 managers who also performed approvals and rejections on signature



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

verification. There were times when my level 1 que of work was worked by a level 2 or
level 3 manager above me without observers watching their work.

My job was to review a scan of the actual green affidavit with the voter’s signatures and
to match the signature with one of the three (or less) signatures of the voter on file to
verify or reject the signature.

I worked a total of 16.5 hours in signature verification during the time I was working the
election. The other hours were spent in ballot processing, ballot duplication, ballot
adjudication and SEB (Special Elections Board).

It took me approximately a minute on each signed affidavit envelope to either approve or
reject a voter’s signature. Some affidavits took much less time due to no signature,
obvious wrong signature, a protected signature and such. Those signatures were
immediately rejected.

From my experience during my time, the rejection rate for bad signatures was
approximately thirty-five to forty percent (35% - 40%). The highest rate of rejection was
forty percent.

I do not know the rejection rate for others in my room, but I do know that a lot of people
working in my room said that they were also not verifying numerous signatures because
of how bad they were.

On November 15%, before we left for the last day of the job, Jacque and I questioned
Aloma about the remaining ballots requiring curing because there were still several bins
with about two to three thousand ballots to be cured. Aloma told us we were free to go

and to not worry about those thousands of ballots since they were only for the managers



16.

17.

to handle. However, it is my understanding that no observers monitored the curing
process of the managers.

The computer records from EVRT program showed the number of signature rejections by
me and the managers. I do not know how many times the managers reversed my rejection
of the signatures. I was not able to see that information. I do know that observers were
not watching the work of the managers above me who had the ability to change my
rejection of signatures. If one of the managers changed by rejection, then that should be
recorded under their name in the computer records of the EVRT program.

The reversal of signature rejections was handled through a process of curing. This was
after the last level of managers still disapproved of the envelope signature it would go to
the process of calling the voter to cure the signature. We had a script to talk to the voter
or leave a scripted message for them to call the Star Center, which was a third-party
contractor that worked completely off-site but had the same access to the voter’s file
information as we did on the computers at MCTEC, to cure their affidavit signature. My
understanding of the Star Center’s curing process was to verify information from the
voter’s file, i.e., the last 4 of their SS #, driver’s license #, street address, full name and
any other identifying information in their file. It is my understanding that the Star Center
was able to cure and did cure ballots, but were not able to see the actual ballot with the
signature on it. It is my understanding that the Star Center work was not monitored with
observers, whereas my work was required to be monitored by observers. Since they had
the ability to cure and reverse the rejection of signatures, I do not know why their work

was not monitored by observers.



18.

19.

Part of the process for curing ballots that had been rejected for bad signatures, was for the
part-time employees to call a number for the voter and speak with a person they thought
could be the voter. They would ask for personal identifying information (“PII”’) to
confirm the person and ask them if they were the voter, but the person who allegedly
voted was never able to see the signature to see if it was their signature, they would
simply say they were the voter, give some PII, and say they signed the affidavit.

There were times that the curing workers called voters that had rejected signatures and
those alleged voters would tell us that they never voted. For example, we had some
college students who said they never voted and did not sign the ballots. Obviously, we
voided those ballots, but as long as the person on the phone said they were the voter, and
was able to give some PII, it is my understanding that those ballots were approved and

went on to the ballot processing, even if the signature was previously rejected.

20. The permanent employee managers were Tony (Antonio) Ortiz, or Aloma Richmond or

21.

Michelle Acker. They had more experience and were trained on curing poor signatures.
When they cured a ballot that had been signed by the spouse, it is my understanding they
would just put a label on the affidavit with the voter’s name on it that said the husband or
wife had signed the affidavit for the other as a type of household signature exchange. The
ballot would then go to Runbeck for scanning and the green ballot envelope would go
through the same signature verification as any other ballot envelope.

On the last day of work, November 15, we were asked by manager Celia to go through
perhaps 5,000 to 7,000 ballots, that had already been rejected at levels 1, 2 and 3. We
were asked to go to the SHELL program and to only find one signature that matched the

green envelope, even if all other signatures in the program did not match the green



envelope. The implication from Celia is that was desperate to get the work complete and
that she wanted the ballots approved. These 5,000 to 7,000 ballots had already been
through the full level 1, 2, and 3 process and been rejected. Therefore, I do not know why
were going through them again, and that is why it seemed that Celia wanted them

approved.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the above is truc and correct.

Signed:  {/; !
onne Nystrom

Date: [/ 2-7- AR
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SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

Training & System
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CONFIRM BALLOT MATCHES AFFIDAVIT
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ASSEMBLE WORK
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5 BALLOT TABULATION
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IMPROVED TABULATION PROCEDURES
v Certified: Equipment is EAC (Federal) & SOS (State) Certified
v Fast: Counts ballots faster 6-8K per hour
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v Secure:
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Warehouse
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WORKSTATIONS

* Assigned seating

* No personal items

* All belongings in bin under the table
= Two shifis per day

* Clean workstation at the end/beginning of every shift

2
P
=
44
TIME & PAYROLL

* Workday system (payrolj

¢ Physical timecard

* Daily roll calt

* Payroll schedule (approval and paycay}®

* Sick fime accrual of .0333/hour [cop af 40 hours o calendar vear)

* Overtime (1.5 time affer 40 hours worked)
s

45




TIME & PAYROLL

* Business hours
* lunch time
* Broaks

* Call-In policy: Contact your supervisor at least 30 minutes before the
start of your work shift If you will be running lale or absent. (480} 492-3087

&3

10/10/2022

46

FOOD & DRINK

* Drinks can be at workspace in o sealed container and splll proot
* Access fo the water and ice machine

* No food or shacks left overnight

* Encouraged insulated bag with ice pack

* Coffee

N’

47

CODE OF CONDUCT

* Employees shall be honest, ialr, and courteous while working or
Identified as Employees of Maricopa County.

* No polltical or religicus discussions

* While In our official capacity, all employees are expected fo
remain nonpariisan

* Front page of newspaper test

« Social Media

48

16



SECURITY-SITUATIONAL AWARENESS

* See Something, Say Something
¢ Security Onslie
* Be aware of your environment

* Poy ctiention to whal's going on around you. Look for things

that seem odd or out of place, or that could be dangeiuus

10/10/2022

49

VIDEO SURVELHENCE

* Live Feed on Maricopa Elections webpage
* &0 cameras

* Security Purposes and Arizona Revised Statutes

Live Feed
P
23]
=
50
TECHNOLOGY
¢ Password protection
* Access to systems for business reasons only
* Public Record Requests {PRR)
¢ Phishing
B

51

17



10/10/2022

~——
TECHNOLOGY
* Using county fechnology resources for iifegal, inappropriate,
obscene, palifical or personal gain is prohiblted
* All USB drives are deaciivated
* No device charging
5
52
TECHNOLOGY

* No fechnology used af workspace (i.e.. cell phones}

* No headphones

* Cell phones are on sllent and stored away in storage container R .

S
* Taking phoios, texting. or recording in the work arec are
prohibited
53
SUPPLIES

¢ Clorox Wipes

* Personal Protective Equipment [PPE) is ovailable

* Red Pens
]
g5
=

54
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DRESS CODE & OTHER PRACTICES

* Fragrance and perfume free environment

i oo o b e 16t i - RerertecTioa Depmien 1w T
s g
o mp o e et o N et s e e bk

i
| uazriike S - Il o xrt s Leva
o

10/10/2022

= @
=
55
FIRE ESCAPE AND PLAN™

s St L T T
i 1MCTEC Fite Assembly Aa |

{5

OTHER EMREGENCY CONTACTS

EMERGENCY PHONE NUMBERS

| DNIROESCY oy - The-Pouaedie 1

P — [y

Seri?s Ofze T wmanm

Phoacin Potcr @nes |

Aion? Coneeet T
1502020

|petienstenzam o

57
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10/10/2022

s
PARKING AND ACCESS TO THE BUILDING
* First come. fist serve parking
* Announce yourself at gate and ho'd badge 1o the camera
¢ Enier at the front lobby
* Temporary staff may not enter the workspace more that five min
ecarly
* Resticted areas in the bullding-remaln in your deslgnated area
58
PARKING AND ACCESS TO THE BUILDING
=
59
MEDICAL EMERGENCY
(58 lffg
60 s

20



DRUG FREE/SMOKE FREE

Employees may smoke aor vape only In the designated smoking areas
at each facility ond during thelr assigned break and lunch fimes. Extra
smoking/vaplng breaks are prohibited. Please be advised that smoking
is prohibled on all county property.

3%

10/10/2022

61

POLITICAL OBSERVERS

* Political observer per room (per party) in signature
verification, ballo! processing and ballot tabulation center

* Designated spofs In the room

* All questlons are directed to the Ambassadors in the
space.

62

INCIDENT REPORTING

* Immediately report any incident fhat occurs on the to
your supervisor.
* Injuries
* Falls
+ Accldents

* Vehicle Accidents

63
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10/10/2022

BONUS

* Combined hours and weeks worked during Pimary
AND/OR Generdl Elections

* Two tiers
* 240 hours AND four weeks=$1.000
* 400 hours AND eight weeks=$1.750

* MCTEC temps onty
* Pald in December 2022

* femporary ogencles %

64

()

QUESTIONS?

65 .
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Maricepa County Elections Department

SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

GISERAL FLECTION 2032

10/11/2022

AGENDA

.
TUHDAMENTALY
ANATOMY OF THE RARLY VOTING PACKET
VA3t evelapa andbalit
¢ etam
REVIEW CHARACTZRISTICS
\‘_/ ¢ oad and Lol
COMPUTER SYSIEM-EZarly Yoting Retwm (EVRT)
< Rl ENmghnn
SCENARIOS
CURING
v venbed
7 Kot verficd
7 wngizon:
VOTER CONTACT [ABEL
AUDITING

LAWS AND GUIDELINES

Secrofary af State Signalure Verficaton Guide {July 2020)
Adzana Uections Praceduie Marual (EPM 2017)
Adizong Revised Siafutas Title 14 Eoclions and Elacton




FUNDAMENTALS

SIGNATURE ON EARLY VOTING AFFIDAVIT=(DENTIFICARON
¥ Compyt the sgaatvrs o5 alldivet srwebpe wth iha vetart rgnanice tbe record
v Py , P f

envelapus, AEVL requasts)
VERIFIED SIGNATURES
7 dvien dungumieng maik
v Fie bt
o

¥ Amessnglylaterpt 1o toctac wer

«  Facielreryos waied and renred
CURNG

¥ RO igaature: Electan byt P14 (Armors brnd

¢ Ouestiaaie sealoat-Novermber 167 SPW Antaos twh
UNCURED PACKESS

4 Rajets o tammass (e fspntuns and bid sighatonsd

¥ Reman teated and ballots not counted

10/11/2022

GENERAL ELECTION TIMELINE

lmportant Clection Datcs

SEP1. 24 ocL 1
Maitaryand Vuter
Ourseas Regiaranan
Deadlne

0C1.28 NOV. |

LanDayo LaslDayto
MarBsdk
YourBallet

VOTING OPTIONS

November General Election

- By Mail
* Havernben s bt resommeadud day o mad back aneary hialle

. Dropit Qf .

* Scrurc Balol Diop

v T
3. In Person
27-days of eaily voting

* OnElection Day
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|@ WHAT IS A VOTE CENTER

Increasing Access to Vote In-Person

25

(DR S AT R A AT

10/11/2022

VOTE CENTER LOCATION INFORMATION

Find Out Where You Can Vote

WHAT VOTERS NEED TO KNCW

* Find Hours and Locations
* Sort by Shortest Wait-times

tofind alocation

« Caltat 602- 506-1511 with questions or

o,
ar

EARLY VOTING PACKETS

Lo
- Genera! Election Bafiot
»  Eady Voting Insiructiors and Stcker
+ Groen Affidovil Envelope
+ Ful Taxt insend
+ Yeliow Carier Envelopa




EARLY VOTING AFFIDAVIT-GE 2022

[~ s CRTTTT T
Q1) 47 Nenporisan

{23 4913 -Faur Digh Pracinel

{3) 00-Two Diglt Bedol Calar

(XY WHT-Tron Lette: Batol Celer

() MOR-Threw Latier Ballol Typs

W) 1DatsYole: 108

Qa1 feunigh Bnctond uriqvs fo Ganerd

) 15-dloH plvce D borcode

{1 15-digh plece

{10} 1301-Four-dign Awcliong unique (o General
w2

111) ABdovi! Saquence §
@) trrwanca  (mimber of balols voler kot been -
tovad)

SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

EVRT Systam

et aar] ' Historical affidavits with an
== approved signature

¥ mmetes
e b L

AN Tl el

ey Tor 2,

S [
| T} e Tk W
Fragy o Fhe Gromn Nt Eneie ey g
Syrrestdenan 1y A
5
U tam 38 Covmy U 11z sCapammim 163 gf-ages| bar ezpa vste et

10/11/2022

11

SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

Shx Broad Charactersilcs
Maricopa Counly * Type speedafwnung
= Querall pacing, size and praporven
has a rehust mulkiple - PosnonofSigaature
> Spel
tlered system to Speling
Flve iocal Characterbsiics
review 100% ol the + laieenaiSpsong

« Sze snd Preporum of lenesy/combo of lemters
* Curves, faops, ond cress pounty

* Presence or abtence of pen ths.

* Beginng and Ending Krcke

signatures on early

voling packels,

12
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Evaluating the entire signatu

= Type of writing
® Speed of writing
* Style of the writing

9 Qverall spacing

BROAD CHARACTERISTICS

re

B Overallsize &
Proportion

8 Glant

0 Spetling

» Aligninent

10/11/2022

13

BROAD CHARACTERISTICS

8 Typa of wiifing
® Hand printed. cumive, of a mix of the two

¥ Generational

- : T
+
;44& B, ! Jenn e

14

BROAD CHARACTERISTICS

8 Speed of wiiting/Pressure
& Dynamic due forepelition
8 ink fine {thick vs. natural}
& Assess the appearance of ihe terminal siroke
= Naiural sirokes tapered or blunt

ot Beme gt Atlmen.

o

SpmSeng,

15

w



10/11/2022

BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
* Styla of wiitng
2 [efferform
a Siyls can very but large shifts can happen over fme
= Overullspadng
& Space beiween the names
Sakms  Sen Ao .
@
16
BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
* Overal sze & Froporfion
® The sze of ihe signature Inrelation to the space avalable
 Telescoping
8 Height of the uppercase to lowerose
* Helghts and widlhs of the strokes —
e il
u—'iulwr? 'l.,,-;H
17
BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
s Sart
8 Left, Upright, and Right
2
&y
=
18
~~



BROAD CHARACTERISTICS

8 Spefing
¥ sthe rame wrong (John vs. Jon, Scarah vs. Sara)

vty

heod o d .
Snbams. Jan Adasa,

10/11/2022

2
19
BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
© Afignmen!
® Placement of the signature relaiive to signature Ine or baselne
8 Micidie, 1eft justied. fight jusified
8
=
20
BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
if the broad characteristics are deardy consstent you may accept
the Sgnafure (marked s good). I not, move onto review thelocal
charocenttics.




LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS

Evaluating the specific letter or combination of
letters.
® Internal Spacing

9 Size and Proportion of
lettersjcombo of letters

u Curves, loops, and cross points

@ Presence or absence of pen lifts

=

10/11/2022

AN

LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS

* \nternal Spocng
® Reloforship between succesive letters should be recsonably
srmilar.

Tty B ey Lt

&S

23

LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS

* Curves, loops and cross points

24




LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS

" Sze and proportion of lefters/combo of lefters

8 Space between the latters
P S v

' | e

LT O

10/11/2022

LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS

9 Penifts
9 pay be subile or dumatic
* found in both genuine and frcudulent sgnalures

7[ .»/‘;
2 OO Se.ti.

LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS

® Begnning and ending sircke
g 1o

;
s L odld

=y

EH]

d




CAUSES FOR INCONSISTENT SIGNATURES

QNafural shifis and changes overtime
QOMatuing (18 yeass old versus 40 years old)
QDeterioration with age

Qintenilonatly altering

Qrrofessional versus personal signature
Qwiiting surface

Owiiting instrument

QOMedical diagnoss

10/11/2022

28

SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

anovsaf ugnate recards revievred by humans
RN

User Laval

¥ One dection pont-Good e Excepiron
7 Compre currens affidara mageagamst s hustonca) sgnature {vp 10 thiee moR 1etet m chromohgeal esden
7 AR wekada voit egritmien forms and prevons sarly vty alliovd enetlopa

7 Aleeejtens u

50 01 revien
Managoer Leve!

7 A Lukeey ol

¢ Virdobls 1gransesare deenseagad

4 Sumeres thar ant P 4 wlbe phrsaty FIRVIR—
Avdt

< Anrdonned 14 audt  pertormed on eveny bich fapproamiatay 1k recorey
¢ hudtz requetd defore thebatch conbe completed
7 includes recoris maded as good and extrptions

SCENARIOS (EXCEPTIONS)

VOTER DID NOT SIGHN IN THE SIGNATURE 8OX

CAN NOT VERIFY SIGNATURE WHEN COMPARING TO HIMTORICAL AFRDAVITS
SIGNED 3Y A DIFFERENT PERSON

MARKING NOT ON HISTORICAL RECORD

7 Foghipnnt

¢ Xt sehor markd

NOTIICATION NOT ON HITORICAL RECORD

7 Unable to sgndue t dssoleity

SIGNATURE I UPSIDE DOWN

e

10



SCENARIOS (EXCEPTIONS)

YRITIEN NOTES

7 Dacessed

7 Moved

v Powrer ef Aerney (POA}
¢ Swred onbenall of

4 heapactared

SCENARIOS (GOOD)

SIGNATURE CAN BE VERIFIED WITH A HISTORFZAL SIGNATURE
CULED PACKETS (WITH & STAMF)

SIGNATURE VERIFICATION DEMO
STANDARD WORK DOCUMENT

10/11/2022

Netzoam Coun.y Vst (pmautt o [1930408 15 J2smae Moir

33
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PHYSICAL REVIEW OF PACKETS

& SIGNATURES

——
No signature
Preliminary quesfionable signature
Need Packels
Hourehold Exchange
Deceased

10/11/2022

N

SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

Curlrg
The County has a Quostionable Signalure No Signature
* Deadure o November 36 (5 6oPM) » Deadtne ¢ Electon night a17 coPM:

standardized process

+ Voter mut grownds information 1

varify thew ientity and confin they

« Volet mit provide nigasture on the
4fidany envelope or vate m person

for can'qcﬁng volets lo signzd the #ifdavt envelops + Uncured packars wil remain sealed
+ Curcd wgnatures are tramped wih and reported onthe tansass a1 ano
noﬁty them ot “Verdied anc Approved MITEC” ugnan;re (iegect]
womp

~ Uncured pockets williemain sealed
ad reparted a1 the caavass ese bad
sgrature {1gject)

questionable

slgnatures and
unsigned alfidgvit

envelfopes.

TXT2CURE

Uaetion) Dessinaray

@ LARICOM COUKTY [ ,'.m':‘..cﬁl-u.': @

1022 Caneral Eocton 22 Ovters Darctsn
Snctom AMern Vil Sracun At
Pt telne ot g ompts ¢
Fodiyiridy -t PR C’
Y. -
- 7 10,1645 b o oy

S’

12



TXT2CURE B0 s

CURING MATERIALS

——
+ Scrpts

« Labels

+ Guide

+ Phones
+ Red Pens

DOCUMENTING VOTER CONTACT

e e

L4184, 1D ST MA, $M 1
LTV YA VIR

aamrr

Wanzamm (2, Eltla s Doperseeid [103igssr 1y [Woressm ¥ote

10/11/2022
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10/11/2022

VOTER CONTACT LABEL & STAMP

Conlaci febel

¢ Platvdonthe 1gnecins ke wek the barcode
¥ Do not cover1gaKyres & i9its iam the sores
¥ Oachadparcmner

4 Labe)onty vhes b Py been completed
v REDPENOIY

Vesllied & approvad siamp

¢ Cured ygnamine

AUDITING

Autdntrats completed 1o ceprure /il
Schaity ¢n 3 pad-at

N

Excepuon(user)
GoodSignature{manager)

POLITICAL OBSERVERS

v Political observer per room (signature verification, ballot processing

and ballot tabutation center)

¥ All questions are directed 2 the arrbassadors

42

—

14



Electronic Signatures from Arizona Motor Vehicle

10/11/2022

43

Review the phone and date sections for signature

44

Signature can be Verified
when Compared to the
Historical Record

45

15



“Veritied and Approved
MCTEC” Stamp

10/11/2022

46

Mark, such as an X (Not on
Historical Record belng
Compared) with a *Venfied
and Approved MCTEC*
Stamp

47

No Signature

¥

48

16
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Signature Cannot be Verified
with the Historical Record being
Compared

10/11/2022

49

Part of the Signature Missing
Not on Historical Record being
Compared)

50

Printed Name (Not on Historical
Recorc being Compared)

i
|

51

17



Deceased noted by Household
Member

eI NGO
Vet m i ey

1
Deceased H

‘r-E‘*-’E-_F_—’-: =

5

-
agczem

10/11/2022

52

Wrong Name is Signed in the
Signature Box

 EmoeEmTEEs
T I S Y
Macktwpalies |
[_E_—.:.—- [Pl |

53

Wrong Name is Signed in the
Signature Box

g moommTTe
T TESS TS By,

54

18
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Movec noted on Packet

@&

10/11/2022

55

Power of Atiorney (POA)

56
Signing on behalf of the voter
[ —

57

19



10/11/2022

60

N
——————e N N e
Incapacitated noted on Packet "'"""'\T -
_.:.== /]...; L )
e =)
Exeoption
S
Esgeptszn
g
58
—— EE, i
Initials Only (Not on Historical =] ; 78 ;
Record being Cornpared) - il
e T
~
Exenption
<
Bucpien
59
—_— ooz VESEREY
AMark such as an X (Not on
Historical Record being
Compared)
Exwtion
s ‘-
~—

20



10/11/2022

iy S
T, Mz
i

Martothe Dallor

The Name Printed on the
Affidavit does not Match the
Signature or Historical Record

61

Stamped Signature (Not on
Historical Record being
Compared)

62

“Unable to Sign due to
Disability” (not on the historical
record)
Excoption
u:;;:'.—.-.




RECAP

FUNDAMENTALS
ANATOMY OF THE EARLY VOTING PACKET
REVIEW CHABACTERISICS
¢ Boadandtoaal
COMPUTER SYSTEM-Ealy Voting Rokmn (EVAT)
7 Reles LNangtsn
CURING
v verdnd
7 Netvirhe
7 vetgtans
YQTER CONTACT LABEL
AUDMNG
SCENARIOS

10/11/2022

QUESTIONS?

Cella Nabor
Assistant Director of Early Votlng
WaricopaCounty Elections Department

W ) @vamopareceide

22



MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

\ RECORDER |

gy

Signature Verification Script-General Election 2022

LEAVING A VOICE MESSAGE

Hello, this message is for (Voter’s Full Name), this is (staff first name), | am calling from Maricopa County
Elections about the ballot and green envelope we received from you. Unfortunately, we cannot verify your

signature. In order for us to count your ballot, you must contact us directly to verify your signature. Please call
us back at (602) 506-1511, Monday-Friday 8AM-5PM. Again that phone number is (602) 506-1511. It is
important we hear back from you by Wednesday, November 16, 5PM (Arizona time). Thank you.

SPEAKING TO VOTER

Hello, this is (staff first name) calling from Maricopa County Elections about your ballot for the General Election.
May | speak with (voter’s full name). During our signature verification process we were unable to verify the
signature on your green envelope. In order for us to count your ballot, we must first have you verify your full
name, residential address and receive confirmation you did or did not sign the green envelope.

®

o

Voter confirms YES.
Thank you for your time. | will update the status and your ballot will be processed.

Voter responds NO

| will immediately escalate this to the supervisor for review. What is the best phone number for us to
contact you (write on voter contact label)? You still have time to vote in person. Would you like the
website to find a site?

Provide website Locations.Maricopa.Vote

Voter doesn’t want to provide information on the phone
Can | provide you information for our TXT2Cure app or our call center? If you have a pen and paper, |
can provide you with the information.

o TXT2Cure- Text the word “Maricopa” to 28683. Click on the link you receive and follow the
instructions on the screens. You must provide a photo of your government issued ID.

o Call Center-The number is (602) 506-1511. Staff will answer the line Monday-Friday 8AM-5PM. The
deadline to cure your signature is Wednesday, November 16, 5PM (Arizona time).

Voter wants to know more about why they are getting called.
We have a team that reviewed the signature on your green envelope and compared it to historical
signatures we have on file. The signatures did not have similar characteristics. We are required to

contact voters to verify you signed the envelope.

510 South 3 Ave | Phoenix, Arizona 85003 | Phone: {602) 506-1511 | Fax: {602) 506-3273

510 South 3@ Ave | Phoenix, Arizona 85003 | Phone: {602) 506-1511 | Fax: (602) S06-3273



MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

NO SIGNATURE SCRIPT

RECOADER

Y

N

LEAVING A VOICE MESSAGE-(Beginning November 2, 2022}
Hello this message is for (Voter’s Full Name), this is {staff first name), | am calling from Maricopa County

Elections about your ballot and green envelope we received from you. Unfortunately, the affidavit was
not signed. We are not able to process the ballot without your signature. You may vote in person at a
vote center by November 8 at 7PM. Visit Locations.Maricopa.Vote to find a location near you. Again
that is Locations.Maricopa.Vote. If you have questions, please call us back at (602) 506-1511.

SPEAKING TO VOTER
Good morning, may | speak with (voter’s first name), my name is (Staff first name). | am calling from
Maricopa County Elections about your ballot and green envelope we received from you. Unfortunately,
the affidavit was not signed. We are not able to process the ballot without your signature. If you have
a pen and paper, | can share what the options are for resolving this by Election Day, November 8" 7PM.

OPTION 1:

You can vote in person at a vote center. Can | provide you the website to find a location near

\;/, you?

e The website is Locations.Maricopa.Vote
e Vou will need to bring your photo ID to vote in person.
OPTION 2:

If you are not sble to vote in person, you can make an appointment with us to sign your original
packet.

o What day and time would you like to schedule an appointment?

e The addressis 510 S. 3rd Ave, Phoenix 85003 (Lincoln and 3rd Ave)

e Please parkin spot #46 it is marked with a white and Orange MCED sign. When you arrive

call (480) 492-3087.

e You will need to bring your photo ID.
DATES I HOuRs
Wednesday, November 2 | 8:30AM-5:00PM
Thursday, November 3 8:30AM-5:00PM
Friday, November 4 8:30AM-5:00PM
Monday, November 7 8:30AM-5:00PM
Tuesday, November 8 8:00AM-7:00PM

510 South 3 Ave | Phoenix, Arizona 85003 | Phone: {602) 506-1511 | Fax: (602} 506-3273



L ~ VOTER CONTACT LABEL GUIDE

hdon Def‘ finition 7? o Descrlptlon o
LS Letter Sent Actlon selected when the EV staff send the signature verification letter to the voter.
| LM Left message Actlon selected when the EV staff leave a voice me.;,;age on an automated voicemail |

t
}  for the voter to hear later or left message with another person. Only a voter can
! ~cure their own signature.

l

l

PD ' Phone Actlon selected when the EV staff attempt to call the voter usmg the number on the
‘ Disconnected affidavit or voter file and it is disconnected/not in working order.
' .

“WN f Wrong Number , Actlon selected when the EV staff attempt to call the voter using the number on the
’ I affidavit or voter file and the individual answering indicates it is the wrong phone
; ' number.
| i

NA "Not Answered ."Aztiop selected when the EV staff attempt to call the voter using_‘ttte.hdntt)er on the

affidavit or voter file and the line is not answered, does not have a voice message set
" up, or the voice mail box is full.

i

l
.‘( —

EM ; Email . Action selected when the EV staff attempt to contact the voter usmg an email on
|

1
-  their voter file.
A ey ) —

N + No Contact \ Action selected when the EV staff reviewed the voter's file and there is no contact

I l(‘f?[!‘]?ﬂ?ﬂ. - .., information for them. . I
’ NVS i Not Voter’s ;  Action selected when the voter indicates they did not 5|gn the packet for the
- ' Slgnature o ' eIectton Thls requnres |mmed|ate not|fxcat|on to superwsor i
fWV - Won’ tVenfy Actuon selected when staff reach the voter, but the voter does not verlfy the

E - signature. Examples include the voter is unable to talk at that time, voter refuses to
S '+ » __verify the signature or voter indicates they will call back.
VNA ; Voter Not Available ! Action selected when the EV staff attempt to call the voter usmg  the number on the
:  affidavit or voter file and the individual indicates the voter is not available to verify
" the signature (i.e., in the hospital for extended stay and will not be reachable before

: . deadline). o
SR Shell ReVIeW . Action selected when the staff review hlstory of voter signatures )
VER Venfsed Actlon sel_e_ct_ed when the voter verifies their signature
Voter Contact Label Example
ACTIONS (CIRCLE)
LS, LM, PD, WN, NA, EM, NC
NVS, WV, VNA, SR, VER

__DATE:



Electronic Adjudication Board Procedures

The electronic adjudications board’s role is to review and process specific ballots and votes when our central
count scanners cannot determine a voter’s intent because the ballot may have incomplete ovals, marginal
marks (e.g., ambiguous mark), over votes, corrected or crossed-out votes, or unfilled ovals.

SECTION A ~ ELECTION BOARD PROCEDURES

1. Attend electronic adjudication training prior to performing any adjudication tasks.
2. For each shift, sign an attendance log identifying your assigned adjudication station and the timeframe
you were performing adjudication tasks while logged into the station.
3. Participate as a member of a bi-partisan adjudication board as assigned by the Maricopa County Ballot
Tabulation Center’s Adjudication Manager. The board consists of 2 judges and an inspector.
e Judges Role - As a Democrat and Republican, their role is to use an electronic adjudication
workstation (computer) to adjudicate each contest the system presents for review.

e Inspector’s Role - The inspector oversees multiple boards providing guidance and serves as a
tiebreaker if the judges cannot agree on how a mark should be voted.

For questions, raise your hand to alert the inspector or adjudication manager that you need assistance.
As a board, log-into the adjudication computer terminal with a unique log-in ID and password

Open the adjudication application. The application will automatically present users with ballot
contests that need to be adjudicated.

7. Ona paper log, write down the candidate’s last name or for a measure, the “Yes”, “No”, “For” or

“Against” that was accepted or removed for each adjudication action reviewed. (Note: If a true over
vote, do not write the candidate’s last name)

8. Sign the Dominion System generated log at each break and at the end of your shift to verify: (1) the

Board’s name reflects the work station you are logged into; (2) The start and end date/time are
accurately listed; (3) The log of adjudicated actions is complete and accurate.

SECTION B ~ HOW TO PERFORM ELECTRONIC ADJUDICATION: The board will be automatically presented with a
specific contest(s) on a ballot that needs to be reviewed. As shown below, the system uses an overlay to
identify the contest(s) that need to be reviewed by placing a red box around the contest(s) in question.

Table B.1 - Electronic Adjudication System Overlay(s)

Contests Outlined in Red Contests Highlighted Green Contests Highlighted Yellow
Govemor Carl Sagan > KentBrockman (|
| Gobernador ﬁ:ﬁ‘%ﬂ,’ So’:is{ ’ - News Anchor man © :

Vote for One l ! } - C . . Presentador de Noticias

e . __VoteporUno ames Watt »

Amelia Earhart O l st e * Rﬁy Sny(jer ’

o Chee ottt Sppenar Lot

" : W Carte Suprama

_— - C A Wite-n i
HonardHughes Por Escito e

~qeriery Aeragspaosl
Contest with a red box require the Marks with a grééh highlight were | Marks with a yellow highlight were not

adjudication board’s review counted by the system counted by the system

System Overlay - To clearly view the marks on the ballot, the adjudication board will need to remove the overlay by
clicking on the Show/Hide toggle button on the top right corner.
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SECTION C - COMMON ISSUES REQUIRING ELECTRONIC ADJUDICATION TO DETERMINE VOTER INTENT

C.1 MARGINAL (AMBIGUOUS) MARKS: Marks (e.g., smudges, pen rests, small marks, and bleed through)
that are highlighted in yellow by the system’s overlay are considered “ambiguous” and have not been
counted. To resolve this issue:

1. Remove the overlay by clicking “Hide” to get a clearer view of the mark to determine if it is
intentional.

a. If the board agrees that the voter intended to make a mark and vote for a given candidate
or measure, reapply the overlay by clicking “Show”. Click on the target area to add the
vote to the system. At the top of the screen you will see “Vote added for choice candidate
name”.

b. If the board cannot agree or agrees that the voter did not intend to make a mark, do not
click on the mark. Proceed to step 2 to ensure the vote is not counted by the system.

2. Click “Continue” to proceed to the next contest.

Table C.1 - Examples of Ambiguous Marks

. \VoteporUno ol
mc'mplgﬁmm Mary Balley . . .;‘O\,‘ ‘ - f
B o . | °l
i i @ 2D
or Escilo v v ‘)_,y\ e )
o Preseriador de Noicas " 3 g’&%ﬂm L) ;5

The above photos (smudge — left, bleed through - middle, and extraneous marks - right will likely be presented to
the board with yellow highlights. These would not constitute a mark that should be counted as a vote.

ArrelsZaman » | govsmcé
F w— , Spharnzdey .
" : Vote for One '
i, - Vole por Uno,
Howars Hughes o - . a i
Fermvi b fr‘;.u?m ‘ Amelia Earhart w
Hogghed Aol s ! 23

i ; P .

; - - -4

Ehm“ Lindbargh . Howard Hughes ol
e Romergzeo Bra-ler
Beaovane myce ke e

The above photos (partial mark — left and check mark — middle) may be presented to the board with yellow or green
highlights. Depending on how other contests on the ballot were voted, these types of situations may need to be
resolved to add a vote for the candidate.
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C.2 CORRECTED OR CROSSED OUT MARK: If a voter has filled in or marked an oval, but crosses out the mark
or indicates the mark is in error, the ballot must be reviewed to determine voter intent. This situation may be

highlighted yellow or green. To resolve this issue:

C.2.A For items highlighted in Yellow:
1. Remove the overlay by clicking SHOW/HIDE to determine if the voter corrected their choice.

a. If the board agrees that the voter corrected their vote and can determine the candidate that
the voter intended to select, reapply the overlay by clicking SHOW/HIDE. Click on the target
area to add the vote to the system. At the top of the screen you will see “Vote added for choice

candidate name”.

b. If the voter's intent is not clear or if board cannot agree, do not click on the mark. Proceed to
step 2 to ensure the vote is not counted by the system.

2. Click CONTINUE to proceed to the next contest.

C.2.B For items highlighted in Green:

1. Remove the overlay by clicking HIDE to determine if the voter corrected their choice.

a. Ifthe board agrees the voter corrected their vote and can determine that one or more
candidates were NOT intended to be selected by the voter, reapply the overlay by clicking
SHOW. Click on the oval for the candidate that has the incorrect vote (e.g., crossed-out vote).
At the top of the screen you will see “Vote removed for choice candidate name”.

b. For the candidate the board determines that the vote should be counted, do not click the mark.
Proceed to step 2 to ensure the vote is counted by the system.

c. Ifthe voter’s intent is not clear or the board cannot agree that the voter corrected their vote.
Proceed to step 2 to ensure the vote is not counted for any candidate by the system in this
contest. Note: This will be recorded as an over vote by the system.

2. Click CONTINUE to proceed to the next contest.

Table C.2 - Examples of Corrected Votes

Mary Bailey > . C e S SR S
P ' Howard Hughes “
Eﬁmm i Mary Baliey 'S .
lngenml\emspadal Educator ﬂ
Kent Brockman ] Charles Lindbergh Educad O M
Naws Anchor ﬁ . e
Presentador de Noticias Ezpbmdor K a .

Roy Snyder C 4 WS,
Judge of the Su i Por Escrito Prese ¢e
Juez de fa Corle § e e e

The above photos will be presented to the board with a green highlight (indicating an overvote). Depending on
how other contests on the ballot were voted, these types of situations may need to be resolved to remove a
vote for the candidate that is crossed-out.
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C.3 OVALS NOT FILLED - if a voter has consistently marked their ballot by circling their choices, pointing
to an arrow, marking a checkmark, or some other way of making their choice, the system will not count
these votes if they missed the oval or only partially filled the oval. These situation may be highlighted
yellow or green depending on how much of the oval was filled in by the voter’s mark.

C.3.A For items highlighted in Yellow:

1. Remove the overlay by clicking SHOW/HIDE to determine if the voter made their choice but did
not fill in the oval.

a. If the board agrees the voter made a choice and can determine the candidate the voter
intended to select, reapply the overlay by clicking SHOW/HIDE. Click on the target area to
add the vote to the system. At the top of the screen you will see “Vote added for choice
candidate name”. :

b. If the board cannot agree or agrees that the voter did not make a selection, do not click on
the mark. Proceed to step 2 to ensure the vote is not counted by the system.

2. C|IC|< CONTINUE to proceed to the next contest.

C.3.B For items highlighted in Green:

1. Remove the overlay by clicking HIDE to determine if the voter corrected their choice.

a. If the board agrees the voter intended to vote for this candidate, reapply the overlay by
clicking SHOW. Proceed to step 2 to ensure the vote is counted by the system.

b. Click on the target area to remove the vote from the system.

c. If the board cannot agree or agrees that the voter did intend to vote for this candidate,
click on the mark to remove the vote. At the top of the screen you will see “Vote removed
for choice candidate name”.

2. Click CONTINUE to proceed to the next contest.

Table C.3 - Examples of Ovals Not Filled-In

n p— TR T = e - —

Govemo{ ‘; : Governor VOtE fOf Oﬂe |
Gobernador | Gobernador VOtB_pOf Uno |
Yote for Ona | Vote for One Aralt . ”_I
e o ._ VteporUng, P _ Vote porUne oy lia Earhart i
Ameha Earhart ﬁ y . Amelia Earhart ﬁ O By |
| Pkt \
p
L i . Howard Hughes o!
Howard Hughas O Howard Hughes C( Rerosgace Enginesr f
£n &rospac Enirs Am

AI%’?E?A&’;&% : Ag:ﬁ;ﬁg’zgwwal TgE - _L

e

The above photos above will be presented to the board with either a yellow or green highlight. Depending on
how other contests on the ballot were voted, these types of situations may need to be resolved to add a vote for
the candidate that is crossed-out.
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C.4 BLANK BALLOT - If presented with a ballot that is entirely biank, remove the overlay and zoom out to
determine if the ballot has any intentional marks. if so, click continue to accept the ballot as blank and move

to the next ballot. If the ballot is not blank, and the voter used another method of marking their choices, see
“C.3 OVALS NOT FILLED” above.

C.5 VOTED FOR MORE THAN ALLOWED (OVER VOTES) - If a voter has made selections for more than the
office allows, this is an overvote. These situation may be high-lighted yellow or green depending on how
much of the oval was filled by the voters mark. Remove the overlay to determine if there are more

intentional selections made than the contest allows. If so, accept the mark by clicking continue to move
to the next contest.

I Table C.5 Example of an Over Vote

Supervisor, District 1

Supervisor, Distrito 1 !
|

Vote for One |

L Vote por Uno |

Alfred Hitchcock ®

Film Dicector

Direclor de Cine

Vincent Price @

Actor | Writer / Gourmat

Actor f Escritor 1 Gastronoma

The above photos above represents an overvote and would be presented to the board with either a yellow or
green highlight depending on how much of each oval are filled in. Since this contest is a “vote for one” it is not
possible to determine the voter’s intent. These types of situations may need to be resolved by leaving the votes
as-is to be counted as an overvote. Neither candidate will be awarded a vote.
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SECTION D - REVIEWING THE ENTIRE BALLOT TO DETERMINE VOTER INTENT: it may be necessary for a board to
view an entire ballot to determine voter intent. The following ballot provides a good example of ballot that may need
to be reviewed in it entirety. If the board only reviews the single contest (image D1), they may not realize the voter is
voting all contest with a squigly line. However, if the board views the entire ballot (image D2) this squigly line voting

pattern can be observed.

¥ty
jti

Mayot of Central Gity
Alcalde de Ciudad Central

Vole for One
Vota por Uno

| Governor | L ntral City | Gounty Unified Schoot District |
 Gobernador | Alcalde de Ciudad Central | Bistito Escplar Unificado del Condado
e S =Y y ;
Vote for One | Vole for One e MU
. ___VeegorUno volepor Uno | SOVERING Bard Mettber
Amelia Earhart " Mary Bailey O B duttaDiretiva’ - :
Rt &aw ‘ Vote for Three |
' gl e . _VoteporTres!
Howard Hughes C ' Kent Brockman ,‘Wﬁs Edison
Aems‘pacu&ghaef i News Anchor + Invantor / Entrepengur
Ingenicro Agrogspscial | Praseniador do Notitias ; Invartor | Bmpretaria
Charles Lindbergh O ERoy Snyder - —(5 TAlhbert_Einstei;a»H
Exploras ¢ Judge of the Supernioe Count Thecrstios! Physaigt
Explarador } vez do  Cods Suprema i Fratze Todrco

The following example (Imaged D3) shows a voter that is consistently filling in only the lower right section of the oval.
If the adjudication board only looks at a one single contest, they may not realize that the voter is voting all contensts
in this manner

Image D3

AmelisEarhan % HaryBe e
: Hary Ballgy -

E”T? ‘ Edvatnt C

iy b ater

Howard Hughes i3 Kent Brockman {_,

B i Troingsr Hedes Bachie '

Yegen s ANTEGASN 8 Pearertance J¢ Yotk as

Charles Lindbergh (3 Roy Snydes s

Fvﬁ: we Ao o P Supera T W

Eeptoratir B2 de ity Sianar g
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The following example (Image D4) shows a voter that is consistently circling the oval rather than fiilling each oval. If

the adjudicaiton board anly fooks at a one single contest, they may not realize that the voter is voting all contensts
in this manner.

County Unified School Disttict

E Gobemador | Alcaide de Ciudad Central } Distrito Escotar Unificado dei Condadb i
Viote for One | Vote for One - v —
ote nor Uno .  Vote por Uno| | Goverriing Board Memiser - i

" Amelia Earhart Yole por : - Mary Baile e P “b | Miembro de- Tadunta Blrécﬂva 3

3

put - Edu;ytof y Vote for Three

, Pt { Edueadora B J Vote por Tres |

 Howard Hughes O | Kent Brockman O | Thomas Edison O |

! Asrospace Engineer i News Anchor | inventor / Entrepensur !

" {ngenfern Acroespacial ! Presentador de Naticias | pventor! Emprasatio

. Charles Lindbergh O | Roy Snyder ) O | Albert Einstein

 Explorer Judge of the Superior Court Thaonafical Physidst ‘i

1 Explorador Juez de la Corte Suprema } Fisioo Tedrco B

,Wﬁe—tn O Patty Bouvier. . m } Nikola Tesla O i

Por Esarilo DMV Adminisirator - v el W Eaginesr ) inventor ‘

Adnm:swadorﬂdel DW : . lrgen‘aro“rwanlor P

Wiitedn
PorEscrie -

'E.;i

Anse! Adams

| Environmentzist

Photographer
Fotbgrafo [ Ecologisia

irving Penn
Photographes
Fotdgrao

Edward Weston

Photographer | Auther
deégtdaM&x

| CONIDNES Wi SURER,
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Vote for One Overvote
Clerk and Recorder Clerk and Recorder
Secretario y Registrador Socretano y Regivlradar

Vo e One ¢ Vale par ey Yelalu Q@ ryerpiell

Joan Poston O
Debra A. Johnson

Jéan Ppstqn ﬁ
Oebra A. Johnson %

@

Vote for Two

Overvote — Vote for Two

Councilmembers Atd arge

Concejalos en Genoral
Vode s Twar £ Vota por Dosd

Robin Kniech o

-José G, Silva OO

Jeffery Washinglon 3
Debrarah “Debbie” Ortega (O
" Kayvan Khalaibari

Councilmembers At-Large

Concejales en General
(Vots for Two 7 Vale por Dos;

Robin Kniech

-José G. Silva O

Jeffery Washington %

Deborah "Debbie” Ortega &

Kayvan Khalatbari O

Q@

Undervote

Clerk and Recorder

Sacretario ¥ Registrador
{*/ote jor One / Yola pos Una)

Joan Poston O

Debra A, Johnson O @

Undervote — Vote for Two
" Councilmembars Al-Large
i Gonnejales en Genera!
: ke ot Fans  ota pos e
' Robin Kniech
-Jose G. Silva C
Jeffery Washington (O
Deborah "Debbie” Onega O
_ ‘_Kay\ran Khélaibari C§

—

Incomplete Mark

Clerk and Recorder
Secretario y Registrador
{Vaie fez One / Vota par dng)
Joan Poston )

Debra A. Johnson O

If this is the only mark on the ballat, or the
voter consistently used similar marks in all
contests, then these votes should be
accepted and counted.

If the voter was inconsistent in their marks or
in other contests properly filled the ovals,
then this mark would be ignored.

?
v

0

Ambiguous Marks

An ambiguous mark will be displayed with a yellow
overlay and the contest wili have a red box around
it. This indicates that while a mark was seen, it was
not sufficient for the system to count it automatically
and the board needs to review it. Only take action
if the board determines a change is needed so that
the vote will be accepted.

Hesitation Mark

Clerk and Recorder
Secretario y Registrador
et far O "Vet paT Uny)
Joan Poston @
Debra A. Johnson O

In some cases, the voter may rest their pen
in an oval while considering the option but
then fill a different oval. In this case no
action is necessary since the ambiguous
mark is not being counted.

Stray Mark Examples - Entering Target Area

Causing an Ambiguous Mark

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
{Veta {or Ona / Vate por Uno)

“JeanPoston O
Debra A. Johnson\Q

If the stray mark barely goes through the oval,
the system may detect it as an ambiguous
mark, the contest will have a red outline and the
candidate will be highlighted in yellow. If the
board agrees this is an accidental mark, then
no action is necessary since ambiguous marks
are not counted.
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v’ -Accept

X -Reject

Causing a Vote Counted

Clerk and Recorder
Secretario y Reg:strador
{Vols tar Ora (Vata par Uira;

Joan Poston O

.Pébrg A, Johnson -
If the siray mark fills enough of the oval, the
system may record it as a vote cast. If the
board agrees this was an accidental mark
and it is not consistent with the voter's
other marks, then the board should remove
the vote by clicking the oval.

X

? - See Note

@ -

Wide Mark

Clerk and Recorder
Secretario y Registrador
Ya's Tor One 1 Vola por Una)
Joan Poston ©
Debra A. Johnson fk?ﬁ

Qccasionally, a voter's mark for one
candidate will stray into another oval. if
this results in an ambiguous mark being
shown, then no action is needed since
ambiguous marks hightighted in yellow are
not counted.

Do Nothing
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Corrected Vote Examples

Sometimes a voter will make a mistake or change their mind while voting the ballot and will add marks to the ballot in a way to show their intent. When the
adjudication board agree that a voter clearly intended for a mark to not be counted, they will click the oval and remove the unintended vote.

Clerk and Recorder
Secretario y Registrador
(Voli for Qne ¢ Vale por Ung)

Clerk and Recorder
Secretario y Registrador
(Vato for Ono ! Vote pur Uro,

Joan Poston ¥

Joan Roston- I

Debra A. Johnson W

X

Debra A. Johnson 3

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
(Vole for Onef Vote bor Ung)

vO Joan Poston @

VS DebraA. Johnson @

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
{Vote for One /' Voia px Una)

Qoen Postcd @

Flpa X 2 prr @

X

X

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registracdor
Vote ‘=1 Ons / Vol por Unoj

7%y =i,a -»JoanPoston @

Debra A. Johnson &

Clerk and Recorder
Secrptario y Registrador

\,J. A%‘? for Qne / Vot pr Unw)

IR R

—= e N0P Postan, O
\ —pgbra A Johnsons )

Even though the contest does not have a red
border, if the board sees an issue where the
voler wrote a note that accldentally filled an
oval enough that it was counted, then the
board should remove the vote,

Written Notes in Target Area

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
{n'e Ior Cne ! Va3 por Uno)

Joan Poston?f{

Debra A. Johnson O

In this case, the voter wrote a note indicating
they do not want to vote for a candidate, but
did itin away that filled an oval. If the board
sees this, they should remove the vote.

X

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
{Vate Ior One /Vo'e por Umn)

Joan PostonC
~ Debra A JohnsonEs
The voter wrote a note for both candidates
indicating which one they wanted and which
one they did not want. This resulted in an
overvoted contest. The board should
remove the vote for the candidate marked
with “NO”,
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v’ -Accept

X - Reject

7 - See Note
@ - Do Nothing




ADJUDICATION QUICK REFERENCE GUIDE

Consistent Pattern Examples

The board may be presented with a baliot that the system interpreted as being “unvoted" or* blank” because the voter did not properly fill the ovals, but the voter did
mark the candidates with an identifiable and consistent pattern showing their intent. The board should accept the votes for these candidates. The board shoutd also
pay attention to how the voter regularly marks the candidates to ensure their form of marking is counted correctly.

Mayor
Alcalde
{vols for Ons / Vots por Uno)

X Seka O

Paul Naél Fiofino O

Michael B. Hancock O

Marcus Giavanni O

Auditor

Auditor
{Vote for One { Vote por Unoj

Timothy M, O'Brien O

>< Chris Nevitt O

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario vy Registrador
(Mate tar One J Vete pos Uno)

Joan Poston O

v

v

XDebra A, Johnson O

v

The X" next to the name can be identified as
the voter's intended choice.

Mayor

Alcalde
{\Volu for One / Voto por Ung;

Seki O

Paul Noél Fiorino &3

Michael B. Hancock O

Marcus Giavanni O

Auditor

Auditor
{vete for Ong 2 Vote 5o L)

Timothy M. O'Brien C

Chris Nevit O

Clerk and Recorder

Secretarlo y Reglstrador
(Vols tur Onu £ Vote gor U a)

Joan Paston O

Debra A, Johnson £

The voter is consistently voting with an X",
but in one contest missed most of the oval
and the system recorded it as an ambiguous
mark. The board should accept the vote for
the candidate with the ambiguous mark.
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v~ -Accept
X -Reject

Mayer
Alcalds
{Vols fo: One f Vete por Une)

Sekd O

Paul Nogl Fiorino O
(ichael B. Hancock

Marcus Giavanni O

Auditor

Auditor
{Vote for One f Vote por Uno)

Qimothy M. O'Brien] O

Chris Nevitt O

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
{Vote for One / Voo por Uro)

.ﬁaﬁwﬁoston X b}

Debra A, Johnson O

The circled candidate names ¢an be
identified as the voter's intended choice

Mayor
Alcalde

Vol for Qo Valapetwie!

Seku O

Paul Noél Fiorino O

Michael B. Hancock 5.~

Marcus Giavanni O

Auditor
Auditor

Wt fer Qi ¢ Ve ot e

Timothy M, O'Brien &

Chris Nevitt O

Clerk and Recorder
Secretario y Reglatrsue”
(Motstor QiurVatpe U o)

Joan Poston O

Debra A, Johnson (0

The voter is consistently voting with a check
mark but missed the oval on one candidate

and only an ambiguous mark was recorded.
The board should accept the vote.

©

? - Sece Note
- Do Nothing

Mayor

Alcalde
(Veto far Ons 7 Vola por Ura)

Seki O

Paul Noél Fiorina @

Michael B, Hancock O

Marcus Glavanni O

Auditor

Auditor -
(*/ata for One / YYote par Uno}

Timothy M. O'Brien O

Chris Nevitt @

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
Veta for One f Vote par Uno)

Joan Poston O

Debra A. Johnson (O)

The circled ovals can be identified as the
voter's intended choice.

Mayor
Alcalde

ee for One s Vol per Una)

Seku W

Paul Noél Fioring i

Michael B. Hancock <

Marcus Giavanni <=

Auditor

Auditor
(Voo far G ¢ Vele gar Une)

Timothy M, O'Brien <

Chris Nevitt @

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
Ve for Gne» Vol por Uns)

Joan Poston 9

Debra A, Johnson +77

In this case, the voter is filling the oval
correctly for the candidate they want but is
crossing out all the candidates they do not
want. The board should remove the votes
for the candidates where the oval was
crossed out.

xXxXxQO

xO© OX
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Inconsistent Pattern Examples

If the voter made inconsistent marks near the candidate name and the board cannct determine a pattern clearly showing the voter's intent, then no action should be

taken.

Mayor
Alcalds

Lt fer B { Vo 1.3 Kney

Mayor
Alcalde

Ml s O U pe O g

Seki O

Seki O

Mayor

Alcalde
{Vete for Ono ! Vate por Unoj:

Seku O

Paul Noél Fiorino O

« ~Paul Noél Fiorina O

Paul Noél Fiorine O

Michael 8. Hancock 'S¢

@

Michael B. Hancock O

Marcus Giavanni Q

Marcus Giavanni O

Auditor

Auditer
{Vota for One ¢ Yete Jor Uro}

Auditar
Auditor
{Meza for Qa1 Yaba porngg

(Timothy M. OBriel) O

Timothy M. O'Brien O

@

Chris Nevitt O Chris Nevitt 4/
Clerk and Recorder Clerk and Recorder
Secretaro y Registrador Secretario y Reg:st-ader

Vet “or One 2 Vors pe Lina;

(oan Postop O

Debra A. Johnson O

The voler used a mix of an “X" in some ovals

@

and circled names in other contests. Because
of this inconsistent pattern, the board should
take no action.

Wola ber Qo Vot ol ')

Joan Poston O

\ /Debra A. Johnson O

While check marks were always used, they
were not consistently used in the oval or to
the left of the name, so the board should
teke no action.

%

©

Michael 8. Hancock O

\/ Marcus Glavanni O

Auditor

Auditor
(Vets fzr One £ Yeia por Uro)

(Timathy M. O'Brieny O

Chris Navitt O

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
{Vats for One / Vaie por Uno)

y” Joan Poston O

Debra A. Johnson O

QO O

A mix of check marks and circled names
makes the voter's intent unclear and the
board should take no action
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v’ -Accept

X -Reject
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Write-in Examples

Auditor
Auditor
Vit fa2 Oni ¢ Va20 Lo Ling)

Timothy M, O'Brien O
Chris Nevit O
=

e Johh Dap w
A write-in position that is marked correctly
with a coniest that is not outtined in red
indicates that there is no qualified write-in.
Regardless of what is entered on the write-
in line, no action is required in this situation.

Clerk and Recorder
Scerotaria y Registrador
{Vate ‘or Cne i Va:2 por Uno}

Joan Poston O
Debra A, Johnson O

If the contest is outlined in red and the voter
filied in the oval on a write-in line but did not
enter a candidate name, then resolve the
write-in to a "Not Qualified” record.

Clerk and Recorder

Secretaric y Registradar
(Vote for Gua / Yoty pa-din)

Joan Poston O
3 Debra A, Johnson O

i:.-.--..,.n:-m.-wv::: John Doe ™ V

A write-in position that is marked correclly with
a contest outlined in red indicates that a
qualified write-in exists. The write-in position
must be resolved to either a qualified write-in
candidate (if one exists with a matching name)
or to a “Not Qualified” record.

Clerk and Recorder

Sacratario y Registrador
{Vate for One J Vola po: Lino}

Joan Poston O
Debra A. Johnson O

TN ze In § Par eserital JO hh Do e O

A write-in position with a name written-in but

without a filled oval or some other sort of voter
intent consistent with other votes on the ballot
is not counted. No action Is allowed, even if

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
{Vuts ‘or One £ Vol pit Uno)

Joan Poston O
Debra A, Johnson O

? 7D buck e

If the contest is outlined in red and the voter
filled in the oval on a write-in fine and
entered an obviously made up name like
“Donald Duck" or “Mickey Mouse” then

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario v Registrador
{Vote for Qne J Vole pur Uno)

Joan Poston O
Debra A, Johnson O

PNt i £ Par esana)
John Dae (©)

A write-in position with a name written-in
and without a filled oval but with some
other intent consistent with other votes on
the ballot may need resolved.

%

the name entered is known to be a qualified
name.

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
(Vete for Gne ¢ Vale par Uno)

Joan Poston @

Debra A, Johnson O

W10 ¢ Doe trita) a D wc- k C)

If the voter marked a regular candidate and

also entered a name on the write-in line but did
not fill in the oval or provide some other sort of

voter intent consistent with other votes on the
ballot, then the write-in fine is ignored and no
action is taken.

Page | 5

@

v’ -Accept

X -Reject

Click the oval so that the write-in resolution
screen appears and look to see if any
names exist in the qualified write-in drop-
down. If there are names, then either
resolve fo the matching name or to *Not
Qualified”.

if there are no names in the qualified write-
in list, then use the "X in the corner of the
screen to close it and take no further
action.

resolve the write-in fo a “Not Qualified”
record.

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
{Vata ‘or Cne  Vata por Una!

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Registrador
WNola o One t Voon por Law)

Joen Poston O

Joan Poston @

Debra A, Johnson @

(1Y

TN Tohh Do @

Debra A. Johnson O
PR e & 7 d: MC ’[( ,

If the voter clearly overvoted the contest
and it includes a vote on the write-in fine
and there Is no clear voter intent to remove
one of the votes then no action is
necessary. The contest should be left
overvoted and there is no need to resolve
the write-in.

Note. There is one exception, and that is if
the name written-in is the same name as
the other regular candidate that was voted
for. If so, then refer to the example below.

? - See Note
@ - Do Nothing

If the voter clearly overvoted the contest and
it includes a vote on the write-in fine and
there is no clear voter intent to remove one
of the votes then no action is necessary.
The contest would be left overvoted and
there is no need to resolve the write-in.

Even if the name written-in is obviously
made up, no action is allowed.

Note: There is one exception, and that is If
the name wrilten-in is the same name as the
other regular candidate that was voted for. if
50, then refer to the example below.

@




* Clerk and Recorder
Secretario y Registrador
{Vola Tur One / Vate par UnsY

Joan Posten O
Debra A. Johnson @

e 3R )

@ |
If the voter clearly overvoted the contest and it

@

includes an oval marked on the write-in line and

there is no clear voter intent fo remove one of
the votes and the write-in line has no name
written-in, then no action is allowed. The
contest must be left overvoted.

In alt the write-in examples above, the only options covered were either to leave the write-in unchanged or resolving them to a qualified name or “Not Qualified”. The
other possible option for the write-in is o “reject” it. Rejecting a write-in removes the vote completely and is only allowed in the following very limited situations.

Clerk and Recorder

Secratario y Registrador
{Vola for Dna ¢ Vota par Uno)

Joan Poston @
Debra A. Johnson O

Wers v Fetsrtei J

If the voter marked a regular candidate and
also entered that same candidate's name on
the write-in line and marked that oval then the
state procedures allow us to reject the vote on

the write-in fine and allow the regular vote to be

counted. The write-in should be "rejected” and
the "Remove Overvote” reason should be
selected.

Page | 6

v~ -Accept

X -Reject

ADJUDICATION QUICK REFERENCE GUIDE

Clerk and Recorder

Socrolario v Rog:strador
{Vota fur Oncy Vetsy aar JeM

Joan Poston O

Debra A, Johnson O

T Jokh Bea ®.

A write-in posilion that is marked correctly
with a contest outlined in red where the
name was filled in but then crossed out
should be resolved to a “Not Qualified”
record even if the written name matches one
of the qualified write-in names.

Clerk and Recorder

Secretario y Regestrador
{vais for Ora 7 Vets por Una)

Joan Poston O

Debra A, Johnson @

e b L) '5{7}1??9,&&@ u

If the voter overvoted the contest but
clearly included voter intent indicating that
they do not want the write-in to be counted,
then the write-in should be “rejected” and
the “Remove Overvote” reason should be
selected.

? - See Note
@ - Do Nothing

it's up to the two board member judges, with
the assistance of the inspector, to determine
when a written name matches one of the
qualified write-ins. An exact name is not
required. State statue provides the following
guide: “Any abbreviation, misspeliing,
common nickname, or other minor variation
in the name of a candidate” is allowad when
determining the intent of the voter. Note:
The oval must also be completed or some
other mark showing intent that is consistant
with other votes on the ballot, for the write-in
fo be counted.

Auditor
Auditor

Ve far Ong § Vata pue Ungg
Timothy M, OBrien O
—w-.Chris Nevitt O
B ¥

e’

YRR SR Y

If the ballot contains a stray mark of some
kind that passes through the oval and the
vote was counted (the ling is highlighted in
green), then the write-in should be ‘rejected”
and the “Stray Mark” reason should be
selected.
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6/13/2022

N
EARLY VOTING DIVISON
Maricopa County Elections Department
VRAS SYSTEMS-RESEARCH
V&
<JB | VOTED
N
RESEARCHING A VOTER
SEARCHING
1. Double click on the VMNE subsystem.
Click on the VMo7 button to open the
inquiry screen
2. Click on the Inquire By drop down
arrow scroll to select the appropriate inquire By. |
field based on what is provided on
the affidavit
\\\,,’ 2

RESEARCH EXHIBIT C



RESEARCH

6/13/2022

RESEARCHING A VOTER \/.m D7

SEARCHING

Enter the voter's last name and first name, select the Open button
on the task bar.

34 VMOT - (Address - Affidavit - Driver License - Name - Prednct - Sodiat Secuity - Voter 1D - State Id - Emil - Phone Number Inguiry)

'F.te Gid  Print  Window

rd

lel'D ¢ & o €3

2
| Up  Dowm »&mll _Print Sereen P mHDCmd Print Harazy H)]

l _Open Clear

RESEARCHING A VOTER

SEARCHING

3. Youmay use an asteris o replace asingle letter, number, or

series of characters. Ex: "JOHN*" may return “JOHN, JOHNS,
JOHNSEN, JOHNSON, JOHNSONN, ETC

4. There may be more results on the next page. Lhck on the Up and

Down arrows to review more results & &
Up__ Dowm_

N’



6/13/2022

e
COMPARING INFORMATION
Once you locate the correct voter, click their name in the results grid.
The VMo8 screen opens with additional details on the voter
Write the voter ID on the document you are researching if it is not
already included. Follow guidance from team lead on location to write
the number,
5
18 vM - Viter Baasten trqusy - Yot Iafarruken Daabart - VRA-PRC)
L i_Mep o e - e o
a[ - ]
,0‘"" Ulear | \pter'+fa | Affidait ' Harar o Primtinfo | Bimimazs . Print Seeesn | VM4 1 Eait
Votar 1D m
blul;s - A ) B . » -Usv.-rlu: ' Tt Fedcmh‘
Name: Stata . Fod EV Eligitity: N
Phone: Drivers Liconse Ne.:
Residential
Mailing
Conversiun
Email Addreas:
Atlidavi: Chenge Dute.  03/18/202) Receve fype: R Herassment
DOR: 1222000 ,  Pony. PND  PeDote: - PPV. N Expiration Deter -
Code Clasa: Not Herussod
8pBtote;  AZ Country: U.S.A DOB: 05/19/1980 A2 yra. .
12514 SSN. . Occupation: 29
Precingt: 0338~ IVANHOE CPC. -
City Lirnts:  GI- GILBERT
Con: § Leg: 14 Sup: 1 Jp: 16 Sch: 0G0  HSch: GO
mcco: 1 Spociats V07, Q2215. Q10
_ ‘PmmEV: Y OPT-OUT: N Altemotive Badat Type: N Active Board Worker: N
K,f 6

RESEARCH 3
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Purpose
A. To determine if the affidavit received is for a new registrant, or if the voter
record in VRAS needs to be modified (record can have a status of Active (A),
Deactive (D), or Restored (R})
B. To confirm that affidavits that are going to be scanned into VRAS have a
residential address that is in Maricopa County, a received date, a source code, and

for Modifications, a voter ID and evidence of signature verification.

Process
A. Check all forms for: -

1. Address in Maricopa County (use USPS, Assessor Sites, or other resources)

a) If the residential address is not in Maricopa County, make a notation on @
Post It that says ‘00C’ aiong with the VOTER ID or ‘NR’ (not registered) and
attach it to the affidavit. Put it on top of the completed research batch along

with any other OOC formes.

b) Queen Creek, Wickenburg, Apache Junction, and others could have

addresses in more than one county.

2. Received Date Stamp is an right edge of form

a) If there is no Received Date, or the Received Date is incorrect, make a
notation on a Post It that says, ‘Incorrect Received Date’ and attach it to the
affidavit. Put it on top of the completed research batch along with any other

Incorrect Received Dates.

3. If postmark date is present, it is same as or before received date.

a) If postmark date is incorrect, moke a notation on a Post It that says,
‘Incorrect Postmark Date’ and attach it to the offidavit. Put it on top of
completed research batch with any other Incorrect Postmark Dates.

B. Using the Source Code Procedures, notate the source code next to each

form’s affidavit number ONLY ON OLD REGISTRATION FORMS.
1. Old Form:
a) Alpha Code plus Numericol Code and Affidavit Number

BOX FOR OFFICE USE GHLY
AREA SOLO PARA EL U530 DE LA CFICINA

" R s

b) Light Tone Numerical Alpha Code Only
]
L 160221960 [ENERBREENARNR

}

2. New Form:

March 15, 2022



a) 2022 forms have Alpha Source Code and Affidavit number only.

AREA SCLOPARA 22, USG DE 1A OF:CIG

 iuiianioamn

C. Using the mouse, click on the Windows icon in bottom Taskbar H
Scroli ta “VRAS Production” and click. Then scroll to “VYMNI- Voter Inquiry System”
and click to open. VMNI Task Bar will open on the top of the screen. Click on
9 |

i
Va7

( B FOR GFFICE DSEORTY

VMO7
D. To begin Research, click the dropdown menu in the “Inquire By” field and
scroll to select the appropriate field based on what is provided on the affidavit.
While searching in VMO7:
1.  You may use an asterisk ("*”} to replace a single letter, number, or series
of characters. Ex: “JOHN*”" may return “JOHN, JOHNS, JOHNSEN, JOHNSON,
JOHNSONN, ETC”
2. You may use an asterisk ("*”) to replace any spaces or special characters.
Ex: “O*BRIEN” may return “O’'BRIEN, OBRIEN, O BRIEN, O-BRIEN, ETC”

3. You may use an asterisk ("*”) to replace any illegible or uncertain

characters. Ex: Here is a name that is challenging to read: ﬁ{'{" v:,;lpo
Identify the letters you can see clearly and replace others with an asterisk ("*”).

You can enter “A*ND*Q” to return possible matches to include ARMANDO,
ALEJANDRO, ALEXANDRO, ETC.

4. YOU WILL BE CREATING TWO PILES OF AFFIDVIT FORMS: NEWS (VOTERS
THAT ARE NOT FOUND IN THE SYSTEM OR HAVE BEEN CANCELLED), AND MODS
(VOTERS THAT ARE FOUND WITH STATUS A, D, ORR.)

5. IFYOU DON'T FIND A VOTER BY ONE INQUIRY CATEGORY, RESEARCH BY
THE NEXT CATEGORY.

6. THERE MAY BE MORE RESULTS ON THE NEXT PAGE. CLICK ON UP AND
DOWN ARROWS TO VIEW MORE RESULTS.

i

e g

“Up  Down

to open inquiry screen from which you will perform Research.

a) DRIVER LICENSE NUMBER (DLN): must be valid AZ DLN (any letter plus 8
digits), or full social security number. CANNOT BE DLN FROM OTHER STATE

b) NAME:
(1) Enter Date of Birth, first or last name, and various combinations

of name and DOB,
March 15, 2022



(2) Allow for:
{a) Records or affidavits with spelling variations of their
name (Ex: Kelly could be Kellie, Kellee, etc. or Jordan could be
Jorden, Jordyn, etc.)

(b) Records or affidavits with an abbreviated name or
nickname (Ex: James could be Jim, Jimmy, Jamie, etc. William
could be Will, Billy, Bill, etc. Joseph could be Joey, Joe, Jo, etc.)
c) SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER:
(1) For best results, research using the last 4 digits of the voter's
SSN, along with the first 3 letters of the voter’s last name or first name,
followed by an asterisk ‘*'. (Ex: Enter “1234” in the Social Security No.
field and “Doe*” in the Last Name field).
d) RESIDENTIAL ADDRESS:

{1) Research using only House No., plus 3-5 letters of the Street
Name, plus an asterisk ‘*. (Ex: 123 £ Main St, Apt 1, 85000 would be
researched by entering '123’ in House No field and ‘MAI*’ in the Street
Name field, then press ‘Enter’)

{2) Numerical Street Names can be accompanied by an asterisk ™.
{Ex: 3rd can be entered as 3*; 152nd can be entered as '152%)
(3) If you must narrow your search even more:

{a) Enter first 3 letters of voter's Last Name.

(b) Enter first 3 letters of voter’s First Name.

(c) tnter Zip Code.

(d) Enter Unit #

e) MAILING ADDRESS
f) PHONE NUMBER

o
4
\

E. NEW — A Voter will be processed as a New Voter IF:
1.  Thevoteris not found in VMOQ7, or the voter is found with a Status of C
(CANCELLED).

a) If the voter is found with a Status of C, and Sign Date is before
Cancellation Change Date, make a notation on a Post It that says ‘Cancelled after
Signing” ard place on top of completed research pile.
2. Place affidavit in the pile of NEWS. Group affidavits with attachments
together and place on top of the NEWS pile.

F. MOD- A Voter will be processed as a Modification or MOD |F:

1. The voteris found in VMO7 with a Status of A (active), R (restored) or D
(de-active).

March 15, 2022



aj If vour research returns a voter that has a Protected record (most data is
REDACTED), make g notation on a Post It that says, ‘Address Protected” and
attach it to the affidavit. Put it on top of the completed research batch along
with any other Address Protected forms.

b) Check voter data on previous affidavits to verify the voter is the same.
c) Write the Voter ID # (VID) in the Map Box field (bottom right corner of the
affidavit).

d) Perform SIGNATURE VERIFICATION through VRAS PRODUCTION>VRAS-
Shell>Voter Signatures.

(1) if the signature on the affidavit matches a signature on file, put a
v check mark left of the signature box (DO NOT INTERFERE WITH THE
VOTER SIGNATURE).

(2) If the signature is missing, does not match, or is signed by POA,
do not put a check mark next to signature.

{(3) If the voter has signed the affidavit in the box for ‘Person
Assisting’, and the signature matches a signature on file, put a checkmark
left of the signature

(4) in case of physical disability, a person who helped complete the
form on the registrant’s behalf may write the words, “Voter Unable to
sign due to disability,” in place of voter’s signature. Put a v'check mark
left of the signature box (DO NOT INTERFERE WITH THE VOTER
SIGNATURE).

2. Place affidavit in the pile of MODS. Group affidavits with attachments
together and place on top of the MODS pile.
G. When research is complete, place initials on the back of the forms near the
postmark stamps (if present) or upper third of the forms.
H. IF YOU SEE SOMETHING ODD ON A VOTER REGISTRATION FORM, PLEASE
SEEK GUIDANCE FROM YOUR SUPERVISOR. (Examples: two registrants using a
single form, forms that have been crossed out, voters unable to sign yet having no
assistance, people using the form to express opinions, etc.)

March 15, 2022 n
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DECLARATION OF JACQUELINE ONIGKEIT

L, Jacqueline Onigkeit, hereby declare as follows under penalty of perjury:

1. I am over the age of 18 and competent to make this declaration.
2. I am a citizen of the United States and of the State of Arizona.
3. I reside in Phoenix, Arizona.

4. From October 14, 2022, through November 16, 2022, I served as a part-time
employee of the County working as a level one signature verification worker. It was
my job to, among other things, perform signature verification on ballots.

5. At my location, there were a total of about 24 people reviewing and verifying
signatures. We were divided into two rooms. In addition, there was also a night crew
of about six to eight people working 3 p.m. until about 7:30 p.m.

6. The process for signature verification of ballots was composed of three levels. Level
one was composed of part-time employees of the county who compared an image of
the ballot envelope against three images of a signature in the voter file which are
normally the three most recent images of voter forms. I performed level 1 review.

| 7. Ballot signatures at level one review were either approved or rejected; another way to
describe rejected ballots was that they were marked “exception.”

8. If a ballot signature was rejected, then it was automatically reviewed at level 2. Level

2 signature verification was composed of managers who were longer term part-time
employees of the county. Review at level 2 allowed the managers to view the same

three images as level 1, but level 2 was also allowed to see additional images of the

signatures in the entire voter file and were allowed to zoom in on signature images.

EXHIBIT 8
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11

12.

13.

14.

There was a level 3 review of signatures as well, but it is unclear whether this third
level was simply part of level two or a truly additional level. In any event, I worked at
level 1, and it was my clear understanding that functionally, there were three levels of
review, and that each of the above levels had the sole ability to reverse a rejection of a
ballot signature. Level 2 could reverse level 1. Level 3 could reverse level 1 and/or 2.
Level 2 managers were William, Jeff, and Andrew. I do not know their last names.
Level 3 managers were Aloma, Michelle, Tony, Celia, and Bill Gates. I do not know
their last names except for Bill Gates.

At times when the workload was high, level 2 and 3 managers sent some of their
work — which was to review our level 1 work —~ back to level 1 to re-review the work
we had already done.

There were observers watching the review of level 1, but there were not any
observers watching all of the review of levels 2 and 3. Sometimes the observers were
able to watch some of the work of Andrew (a level 2 manager) but were not able to
observe any of the work of the other level 2 managers: Jeff and William.

After the above signature review, the approved signature ballots were counted, and
the rejected signature ballots were sent into a process whereby the ballots could be
cured.

There were two major problems with the curing process. First, there was inadequate
personally identifiable information (“PII”) that was necessary to truly confirm the
identity of the alleged voter. Second, when the alleged voter was on the phone, they

did not have the ability to actually see and verify that the signature on the ballot



15.

16.

17.

18.

matched their signature. The curing worker was able to see the signature, but the
alleged voter was not.

the process for curing included a person who would call the voter at the number listed
by the person who filled out the ballot envelope. In many cases, the person calling the
alleged voter only had the pre-printed name and address on the ballot, and the phone
number which was written on the ballot envelope by the alleged voter. However, the
person who sent the ballot was able to give a phone number that could be different
from the one listed in the voter file; this did occur a number of times. I performed
curing work and there were many times that the phone number written on the ballot
by the alleged voter was different than the number or numbers in the voter file.
Sometimes the number written by the alleged voter on the ballot was not found
anywhere among the multiple number listed in the voter file.

Observers were allowed to watch and listen to my curing work.

In order to perform the curing process, we were given a batch of stickers to place on a
ballot, which included stickers with abbreviations. Some, but not all, of the ballot
stickers and abbreviations were as follows: “VER” meant that we verified the voter’s
information, and their ballot was approved to be counted, “WV” meant that a voter
did not want to verify their ballot over the phone, and “LM” meant that we called the
voter and left a message.

One of the problems with the stickers was that nothing prevented a level 1,2 or 3
worked from requesting a massive amount of “approved” stickers and placing them

on ballots. Again, observers did not watch any level 3 work and did not watch most of

level 2 work. Once stickers were placed on ballots, there was no record on the ballot
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

or elsewhere to determine who placed the sticker there. We were told to not sign or
initial the sticker, but to only date it. Accordingly, there was no way to know who
placed “verified” stickers on ballots. The system was wide open to abuse and allowed
for potential false placement of “verified” stickers without accountability.

The first week 1 worked about thirty-five (35) hours over five days. I processed about
1,500 ballots per day, and about 7,500 ballots the first week. The rejection rate was
about 25-30%, so about 1875 to 2,250 ballots were rejected by me this first week.
The second week I worked about sixty (60) hours per week for six days. 1 processed
about 1,750 ballots per day, and about 10,500 ballots the second week. The rejection
rate was about 25-30%, so about 2,625 to 3,150 ballots were rejected by me this
second week.

The third week I worked about sixty (60) hours per week for seven days. I processed
about 1,750 ballots per day, and about 12,250 ballots the third week. The rejection
rate was about 35-40%, so about 4,287 to 4,900 ballots were rejected by me this third
week.

The fourth week I worked about sixty (60) hours per week for seven days. I processed
about 1,750 ballots per day, and about 12,250 ballots the fourth week. The rejection
rate was about 35-40%, so about 4,287 to 4,900 ballots were rejected by me this
fourth week.

The total ballots I processed for signature verification over four weeks was about
42,500, and the total ballots I rejected was about 13,074 to 15,200.

The fifth week we only worked Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday but I only cured

ballots and did not perform signature verification the fifth week.



25.

26.

27.

28.

The other workers in my room had similar complaints about bad signatures resulting
in the rejection of ballots. [ believe the rejection rates for their ballots were similar to
my rejection rates.

There were times that Tony and/or Michelle would make us leave at about 7:30 —
8:30 p.m. and they would be there later than us working on signature verification —
not curing — but just signature verification. When we would come in the next day, we
would ask them how late they were there, and they would tell us they were there until
9:30 or 10:00.

One example of the above occurred on November 15%. Before we left for the day,
Yvonne and I asked Aloma about the remaining ballots because there were still
several bins with about two to three thousand ballots. I did not know whether these
ballots required original signature verification or curing work, but we did both types
of work. Aloma told us we were free to go and to not worry about those thousands of
ballots since they were only for the managers to handle. However, it is my
understanding that no observers monitored the work of the managers on those ballots.
The computer records show the number of signature rejections by me and the
managers. Tony said this information can be accessed from the computers by IT
workers. I do not know how many times the managers reversed my rejection of the
signatures. [ was not able to see that information. I do know that observers were not
watching most of the work of the level 2 managers above me who had the ability to
change my rejection of signatures. Observers were not watching any of the work of
the level 3 managers above me who had the ability to change my rejection of

signatures. I do know that if one of the managers changed my rejection, then that



should be recorded under their name in the computer records. I know this because
Andrew told me that all of our actions for level 1, 2 and 3 workers were recorded in
the cbmputer system under each of our names.

29.  There were times that the curing workers called voters with rejected signatures and
those alleged voters they told them that they never voted. For example, we had some
college students who said they never voted and did not sign the ballots submitted in
their names. Obviously, we voided those ballots, but as long as the person on the
phone said they were the voter, and was able to give some PII, it is my understanding

that those ballots were approved, even if the signature was previously rejected.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct.

Signed:
JacguelieOnigkeit

Date:  V\lo\
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DECLARATION

STATE OF: Arizona

COUNTY OF: Maricopa

|, Denise Marie, a resident of Gilbert, AZ state the following as my declaration pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1746. |
am an employee of Runbeck Election Services. | have been employed by Runbeck Election Services as a sorter
operator since February 2022.

While working at Runbeck on Maricopa County Elections, | witnessed the following:

Ballot Chain of Custody Issues

Election Night Ballot Receiving Process Changed

Prior to Election Day, November 8, 2022, mail-in ballots were delivered in red bins with a chain of custody form
from MCTEC noting how many bins and the quantity received. That form is called the “Maricopa County
Delivery Receipt.” The top of the form was filled out to include the total number of ballot packets including
Regular MOB (green envelope), early in-person CTR (white envelope) and out of specification ballots.

On Election Night, instead of receiving the ballots in red bins, the ballots from the drop boxes had been placed
in mail trays and loaded onto mail cages. MCTEC did not include the Maricopa County Delivery Receipt forms
with any of the Election Day drop box ballot deliveries. There were no chain of custody forms with the ballots
and no count of the number of ballots that were delivered.

Again, no paperwork accompanied the ballots from the MCTEC on Election Night. Instead, Runbeck created a
document with an estimate of the ballots received that was calculated by counting the number of trays and
multiplying by 350 or 400 (estimated number of ballots per tray - this number varied by operator). These
estimates were created by Runbeck employees and were recorded on a form called MC INBOUND - RECEIPT OF
DELIVERY.

At 6:47am on 11/8, a delivery was made by MTEC that included 33,994 regular MOBs, 7,844 CTRs and 1041
needs packet ballots. Maricopa County provided delivery receipts for this part of the delivery that showed
these numbers. There were also an estimated 5,600 ballots that came from the post office. No paperwork
included on the post office ballots (see below).

The next delivery from MCTEC came at 7:15pm. While it is not referenced as such on the receipt of delivery
form generated by Runbeck, the delivery driver’s helper indicated that it came from the post office. | could also
tell that it came from the post office because there was non-election mail and blue envelopes mixed in. One of
the sorter operators estimated the number of ballots for this delivery to be 1,750.

EXHIBIT 9



The next delivery from MCTEC did not come until 10pm. | was told by my lead and other staff members that it
was unusual that we did not have multiple deliveries throughout the day or that another delivery had not been
made prior to me leaving at 9pm. Several drops were made throughout the night after 10 pm and when |
arrived at 6am the next morning, there was a line of cages waiting to be run through the inbound process.

Total count of the ballots received and scanned by Runbeck on Election Day was:

Inbound: 290,735

Provisionals: 6,978

Qvers: 123

Under: 3

Invalid App ID {wrong election envelope): 1,016
Unreadables: 41

Counter reissue: 46

Total: 298,942

On 11/9, at approximately 5:30PM, my lead asked me to get a count of all of the ballots received by Runbeck
on Election Day. Using the Incoming Scan forms, | manually calculated the total numbers above. When | gave
the information to my lead, he mentioned that it was “close” to what Celia (Nabors) of MCTEC had estimated. |
believe he either texted or emailed her with the count from his phone.

As described above, prior to Election Day, mail-in ballots from the drop boxes that came from the county were
transported in red bins with security seals and brought to Runbeck. The delivery included a 3 part half sheet
that had the total count of Mail-in Ballots (MOBs), early in-person (CTR) ballots and out of specification ballots.
This form is initialed off by the person who counted them at MCTEC and then initialed off by a Runbeck
operator and security upon delivery.

Before the 2022 primary, a change was made to the way the paperwork was done for the red bins. Instead of a
form for each bin with its own place to notate the security seal number, it was changed to one form for all the
red bins received. Instead of listing the seal numbers, it had a count of the number of bins. For example, it
would say “62 bins secured.” Each bin did have a security seal, but the seal numbers were NOT notated on any
of the paperwork unless only one bin was received. Therefore, there was no way for Runbeck employees or
security to verify the seal numbers.

It also appeared that the bins had been consolidated from the different drop-off locations. Early in person (CTR)
ballots were separated from the mail-in ballots (regular MOB) and placed in their own bins. During the
primary, the red bins were mostly dropped off in the morning. For the general election they were mostly
dropped off in the evening.

USPS Post Office - Lack of Inbound Ballot Chain of Custody

When mail-in ballots are brought from the post office to Runbeck, the postal receipts that are with them are
NOT used as part of the chain of custody. Estimates are used instead.

On the Runbeck incoming paperwork, (MC Inbound Receipt of Delivery) an estimate is made of the number
USPS (post office inbound) ballots received by counting the number of trays and multiplying by 350 or 400 (the
estimated amount per tray) This number varied by operator. Despite the fact that the post office typically



included a postal receipt with the USPS ballots identifying the number of ballots being delivered, the postal
receipts were not used. When | questioned why the postal receipts were not used on a smaller election last
spring, | was told that they did not use it, it was never correct, and it was usually just thrown out.

| realized that the reason the receipt from the post office was “never correct,” was because they were not
adding the ballots brought from MTEC to the ones from the post office — and then reconciling it with the
number counted by the sorting machine. When | brought that to my lead’s attention (and showed him how
they did balance out), he reiterated that they do not use the receipts, they take too much time to find when it’s
a big election and we cannot slow down the process. {To be fair, the receipts are hard to find when there are a
lot of cages dropped off).

Not being able to throw away what | considered to be an important part of chain of custody, | did ask the
Maricopa driver if they needed the postal receipts. He took them, but my recollection was that he was unsure
and needed to check. | started sending them with pickups after that. Sometime later, a group of Maricopa
County employees came over for a tour. The postal receipts came up in conversation and one of them
mentioned that they didn’t even know that the receipts existed. This is how the change was made to send
postal receipts back to Maricopa.

But they still were not used to track the incoming number of ballots from the post office. My lead told me that |
could try to use them, however if it slowed things down, he would pull me from the inbound process. | brought
the issue up to him several times trying to get the change made as part of our process. The last time | asked
him about it, he reiterated that | could try to use them as long as | did not slow down the process, but if |
brought the subject up again, he would not have me do the inbound process at all. He did not want me to do
something that | wasn’t comfortable with. This last conversation occurred just before we got busy with
outbound. | didn’t bring it up again.

No Chain of Custody for Runbeck Employee Ballots

Runbeck employees are allowed to bring in their ballots and give them to the sorting department to be inserted
into the batches at Runbeck. Typically, they are run in the next batch of incoming. This is permitted by
management. Runbeck employees, are also permitted to bring family members ballots in for insertion into
batches. (See attached sample of my family member’s ballot on the sorting feeder just prior to being run
through the inbound process during the primary.)

| estimated that | personally saw about 50 ballots given to the sorting department by employees to be inserted
into the next inbound batch during the general election. There is no formal tracking of these ballots, nor is
there any kind of check that the ballot is for the employee or family member (privacy issues is cited as the
reason for not checking). Maricopa County would have no record of these ballots until they are scanned by
Runbeck because they were never in possession of Maricopa County. They are simply added to the next
incoming ballot batch run. (Note: From what | saw, the ballots were legitimately employee or employee
family’s ballots, however | did not see all of them. Allowing this practice to occur, opens the door to potential
problems.)



Maricopa Security Coverage

To my knowledge, the security provided by Maricopa has limited hours. A security officer provided by Maricopa
is on location from | believe 8a-4p. Prior to election day, ballot deliveries were made at about 6:30am in the
morning and then often at 6:30pm. The two busiest times for drop offs and 1 don’t recall seeing their security
officer on site.

During the primary, the Maricopa Security Guard came down and signed the paperwork. During the general
election, Runbeck Security came to sign the paperwork. To my knowledge, there was not a Maricopa Security
Guard on duty for night crew.

No Chain of Custody for Duplicate Ballots

Throughout the 2022 election cycle for both the primary and general elections, Runbeck printed duplicate
ballots. These are duplicates of ballots that had been damaged in some way or the tabulator could not read
them. The selections from the voter were filled in and a new, duplicate ballot was printed. To my knowledge,
there were at least 9,530 duplicate ballots printed. When these ballots were picked up by Maricopa, there was
no paper trail. No delivery/shipping receipt, no chain of custody document, no one signs for them. They are
simply handed over to the delivery driver.

During the 2022 primary, | was able to track down one receipt to send with the duplicated ballots. There was
no place for a signature and Runbeck did not keep a copy. It came from the shipping department and was
generated by the CSM. For next couple of orders, the receipt was not available before pickup and eventually |
stopped asking for it.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Signed on the ___7th day of __December 2022.

Signed by: / MW 7///%/%
1,

Denise Marie
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|, Leslie White, state the following as my declaration pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1746:

1. lam acitizen of the United States and a resident of the State of Arizona.

2. On November 8, 2022, | was a credentialed Prop 309 observer at Maricopa County
Tabulation and Election Center (MCTEC) located at 510 S 3rd Ave, Phoenix, AZ 85003. |
first arrived at approximately 8:00AM. Throughout the day, | observed various areas at
MCTEC including adjudication, duplication, signature verification and processing. At
approximately 4:00PM, all activities at MCTEC were completed and | was told to go
home.

3. lreturned to MCTEC at approximately 7:30PM and went to the warehouse to observe
the receipt of the incoming ballots from the vote centers and drop boxes. When | first
arrived, Stephen Richer, Maricopa County Recorder, greeted me and asked why | was
there. There was a Republican poll observer in the warehouse when | arrived, and he
remained there after | left.

4. Between approximately 9:00PM and 9:30PM, the first delivery of ballots arrived. Some
ballots arrived in personal vehicles and others arrived in the large Penske trucks.

5. The receiving dock has several bays. | was assigned to a specific location of the
warehouse near the 100+ video monitors, near the location of the security / police
officer. | was given a chair in my assigned location. From my location, | could see the
dock receiving team and | could hear them talk to the drivers.

6. There was one person who was responsible for retrieving the memory cards and the
tabulator result tapes from the vote centers delivery. He was a young male,
approximately mid-20s. He would remove the memory cards, walk right past me into
the tabulator room. He would give the memory card to a team of two people in the
tabulator room. The team would scan it as received and would give to another man
who would take it to his computer and upload the data from the memory card.

7. Scott Jarret, Director of Maricopa Elections, would take the memory card and place it on
one of two ten foot tables. The tables were laid out in grids with a specific location for
each vote center. As he received the memory cards, he would place them on the grid.

8. From my assigned location, | did not have a clear view of the activities on the truck or on
the dock. | could not see exact location or and documentation associated with the
removal of the memory cards. During the BoS meeting on 11/28/2022, Scott Jarrett said
that seals were scanned. If scanning was done on the truck on the dock, I likely would
not have seen that.

9. The other supplies that came back from the vote center included a black bag, blue top
plastic container, red top plastic container. The black bag contained tabulated ballots.
There were a group of people who were responsible for receiving the black ballot bags.

EXHIBIT 10
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18.

They took the black bags to a desk. | was told that those ballots were going to be put
into the caged area in a designated location for each vote center.

The red top plastic containers were removed from the delivery vehicle and taken
directly to the “red line” (designation location called for red top plastic containers)
which was a table. These containers sometimes contained a large white envelope with
misfed/misread ballots inside. Some of the large envelopes had labels printed and
others were handwritten. | walked over to the red line to get a closer look and saw at
least one red top container that was nearly full of misfed/misread ballots.

Also in the red top plastic container were the spoiled ballots in clear plastic bags. Other
miscellaneous materials such as signs, posters, training manuals. This container also
included the poll worker sign in sheets.

The blue top containers were removed from the delivery vehicles and either hand
carried or pushed on metal carts to the blue line (designation location called for blue
top plastic containers). The blue line area was right in front of my assigned location for
observing. From my location | was within 10 to 15 feet of the blue top containers and |
would have definitely seen if any counting or auditing was taking place.

Workers would cut off the plastic seals. There were two workers who were cutting off
the plastic seals on the blue top containers. One was Stephen Richer and the other was
Celia Nabor. As they cut the seals, the seals would drop on the floor. Nobody looked at
the seals, nobody recorded the seal numbers. All were just left on the floor.

Richer and Nabor were opening the containers. In some cases, the blue top containers
would have white envelopes with misfed/misread ballots. When these envelopes were
removed from the container, they were placed on a table in a pile.

These blue top containers mostly held large numbers of the Early Voting Ballots. These
were ballots with green envelopes and possibly some provisional ballots as well. There
were no documents or paperwork on the outside of the containers.

| was flabbergasted that they were just opening the containers and just sliding the open
containers down the aisle. At the end of the aisle, there were temporary employees
who were removing the envelopes from the containers and loading them onto trays.

| did not see any person count any ballots or record any information on documents.

The temporary employees were just working quickly to place all of the ballots into trays.
The trays were large plastic USPS mail trays. They are approximately 2ft X 1 % ft wide
with USPS on the side. They would fill a tray and then they would load the tray onto a
metal rolling cage with a solid back but open front.

The staff referred to location where the blue plastic top containers were put as the
“blue line”. In the blue line they were collecting the envelopes of misfed/misread ballots
and there were also envelopes with misfed/misread ballots on the red line. There was
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20.
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22,

23.

24.
25.

26.

no discernable process to account for these ballots. | was concerned with the
disorganized way that the ballots were handled.

| asked one of the employees how many ballots were on each metal cart. | was told that
each cart held approximately 13,500 ballots. It is my understanding that the EPM
requires the county to count and record the exact number of ballots that were inside
each container.

On three different occasions, | saw people carrying 3 tabulators. It was unclear where
the tabulators were coming from. These appeared to be 3 tabulators from vote centers.
These are the same type of tabulators in which a voter would put a ballot thru when
casting a vote at a Vote Center.

When a cart was filled, the temporary employee or Maricopa Election Staffer, would roll
the unsecured metal cart into a hall for storage. There was no security and no
personnel monitoring the carts. When | questioned the employees, they said that the
cameras were sufficient for monitoring the ballots on the carts. | was also told that
those carts were going to be delivered to Runbeck where they would be scanned in to
allow for signature verification the next day.

| asked the officer monitoring the cameras if he was a county employee. He said that he
did not work for Maricopa County—he said he was a contractor.

At approximately 1:00AM, | went into the tabulator room. Scott Jarret was inside, and
all of the trucks had been received and all of the memory cards/tabulation tapes had
been received. All grid boxes on Scotts Vote Center Table had memory cards in their
designated box. Each box on the grid represented a Vote Center and each Vote Center
had 2 Memory Cards, which meant, 2 tabulators were at each Vote Center. All trucks
had been received in from the Vote Centers. So, | asked Scott if he was going to upload
the Election Day results to share with the people / voters in AZ and he said no.

| left the warehouse at approximately 1:30AM on November 9th, 2022.

On November 28, 2022, | was at the Maricopa County Board of Election Meeting | heard
Scott Jarret talking about ballot chain of custody. | was surprised to hear him claim that
they had chain of custody because that is not what | saw while | was observing.

Specifically, Scott Jarrett said:

"Mr. Chairman, if | could just interject. We had a couple of questions from some of the
members of the audience about those 292,000 that Mr. Valenzuela just mentioned, um,
and so those were dropped off throughout the entire day on Election Day. So, state statute
does not allow us to go and retrieve those until the polls close and those are transported
from those voting locations by poll workers of different parties. They are actually transport
containers they all have blue lids on them. They all have tamper evident seals all of those
are logged and they're scanned in as they're received. Then we send those over once they
come back to the elections department we organize all of them and we send them in



bipartisan teams over to our vendor Runbeck to scan those in to get that digital image so
we can start that signature verification process. We had bipartisan team, actually,
Republican there appointed by the county chair observing and participating in that process
as we are scanning those so we maintain chain of custody over them through that entire
process.

27. The claim that Republican observers were “participating” in the process is false. | did
not participate, and the other observers did not participate at any time while | was
there. We only observed. We were not able to touch ballots or cut tamper evident
seals. We were only able to observe, take notes and ask questions.

28. The claim that Republican observers saw all scanning, logging or properly maintaining
chain of custody is false. Jarrett said that the tamper evident seals were “logged and
scanned as they are received” -- it was not done under my observation, and | did not
participate in any process.

29. |1 did, however, observe the entire process from the time the seals were cut off of the
containers and dropped on the floor and at no time did any person count or record any
information about the seals removal or the number or type of ballots inside the blue top
containers. This did not happen.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Signed on the 29th day
of November, 2022.

Ie.sfz'e ﬂ Wﬁ?te

Leslie D. White
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Declaration of Richard Baris Regarding the 2022 Midterm Elections
in Maricopa County, Arizona

December 8, 2022
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Background

[, Rich Baris, have served as the Director of Big Data Poll for six years and as the chief pollster
for The Epoch Times. Our polling, election forecast modeling and analysis have been cited
in outlets ranging from Bloomberg to Fox News. | have also served as an expert and voir dire
researcher in both state and federal court cases with subject matter ranging from elections
to civil rights.

Big Data Poll conducted an exit poll in the state of Arziona from November 1 to November
8, 2022. Participants were recruited using a targeted random sample from the Aristotle
National Vaoter File Database. Beginning on October 24, 2022, invitations were sent to the
resulting list of N=155,000 subjecting potential participants to fraditional voter screens
consisting of questions designed 1o gauge likelihood to vote and 4-cycle vote history.
Participants were instructed to conduct the interview at such time depending on vote
method, i.e. after voting by mail, after voting early in-person, dropping off an absentee
ballot at a polling location or dropbox, or after voting on Election Day. In total, the sampling
size was N=1,299 to include N=813 (62.6%) in Maricopa County.

The following voter file parameter represents the query used to pull a targeted random
sample from the National Voter File Database:

State Select State is (Arizona) and (Exclude Deceased AND Exclude Movers) and
{{{{{Include Only Records with Mobiles AND (Validated Mobile Number]) AND (Exclude
Numbers Ported o Landiine)) AND (Mobile Number Code is (1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5])) AND
{Mobile Confidence Levelis (High or Medium High))))

By design, even unweighted resulfs aimed for representation, though interviews were first
conducted with voters who cast absentee ballots early and dropped them off in-person,
and with a small share of voters who cast ballots early and in-person. At no time during
these interviews did respondents report issues casting ballofs.

On the morning of Tuesday, November 8, 2022, approximately 11 minutes after the polls
opened on Election Day, a voter and expected exit poll participant made us aware that
they were unable to complete the interview due to prolonged wait times resulting in
various—and at the fime, unclear issues—with printing and recording ballots at a particular
precinct. That interview concluded approximately 16 minutes after polls closed.

After relaying this information, we were made aware of fairly widespread issues with
“tabulators” on Election Day. and we suggested quickly amending the exit poll
questionnaire to include asking whether participants had "“any issues or complications when
trying to vote in person” and listed various scenarios detailed later in this report.



Summary of Findings

Our findings support the conclusion that issues at polling stations concerming tabulators,
toners and other challenges presented to voters who sought to cast a ballot on Election
Day disproportionately and negatively impacted voters who intended to cast votes in
support of Republican candidates. Further, our findings indicate that conservative estimates
of suppressed voters would put the overall result of the Arizona gubernatorial election in
doubt.

Those conclusions are based on the following:

1. Registered Republicans represent the majority of votes cast on Election Day.

2. All voters who caost votes on Election Day were significantly more likely to vote
straight Republican, regardless of demographics to include party registration.

3. Issues resulting in long wait times and challenges to casting votes were exclusive to
Maricopa County, and heavily Republican areas were disproportionately and
negatively impacted.

4. These and several other confributing data points support the conclusion with a
reasonable degree of mathematical certainty that turnout depression occurred on
Election Day, and that a relatively small percentage did put the overall result of the
gubernatorial election in question.

Our exit polling indicated that a low of 10 percent to a high of 17 percent of total tumout
would consist of Election Day Drop Offs, or “Late Early”. To be clear, that is defined by a
voter who physically delivered their mail-in ballot to a polling station on Election Day. While
historic, the publicly available figures now indicate that our exit polling is correct, at roughly
13%.

Election Day in-person voting in Maricopa County was also projected to be significantly
higher than expected as a percentage of the overall electorate relative to prior elections,
approximately 20%. That share is currently at roughly 16% of the actual total vote
countywide. Our findings conclusively show that voters in Maricopa County were exclusively
impacted and that these voters heavily favored Republican candidates.

| conclude based on standard data analysis that these issues disadvantaged Republican
candidates, to have been most prevalent in Republican congressional districts and
strongholds.



Republicans Are the Majority on Election Day

Maricopa Election Day Returns Per Hour By Party
Source: Maticopa County Recardar Houtly Updates
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While percentages vary throughout the day—which is particularly consequential when
considering the impact of likely voter suppression in this case—Republicans are the majority
on Election Day. Voter registration by party fracked by the Maricopa County Recorder
shows registered Republicans made up 52.7% of total votes cast on Election Day, followed
by 30.7% of non-two party voters and only 16.6% of registered Democrats. (A link to the
graphic above to view in more detail is provided, here.)

These figures are not in dispute. Political parties employ various “get out the vote” or
“GOTV" strategies and Republicans encouraged their voters to vote on Election Day. Long
delays and wait times would have unduly burdened two demographics that heavily
favored Republican candidates—seniors and working class voters attempting to cast @
ballot before the workday.

Voters Who Vote on Election Day Are More Likely to Vote Straight Republican,
Regardless of Demographics, to Include Partisan Registration

The impact from the issues that arose on Election Day—which we will further address in more
detail in subsequent sections of this analysis—cannot be fully understood or appreciated
without understanding voting preference cross tabulated against voting behavior and vote
method.



The evidence is clear that voting behavior by vote method strongly impacts vote
preference. Voters who cast ballofs on Election Day were significantly more likely to support
Republican candidates, up and down the ballot, regardless of self-reported party affiliation
or even party registration.

As previously stated, parties each implement different strategies to tum out voters for
elections. That being said, it is aiso frue that even voters registered as Democrats and
non-two party voters are significantly more likely to support Republican candidates than
those who cast their ballots early through vote-by-mail or in-person early vote.

For example, 16.7% of Democrats in Maricopa County who reported voting on Election Day
in our exit polling also reported fo have voted for Republican Kari Lake. That compares to
only 0.6% of Democrats who participated in the exit poll and voted early by absentee
baliot. When including Democratic voters who also dropped their ballots off on Election Day
that percentage rises to 1.0% flatf, but nowhere near the significant crossover reported
among Democrats who voted on Election Day.

The same is frue of Republicans who cast ballots early by absentee ballot. Slightly less
Republicans {13.6%) who cast early mail-in ballots reported crossing over to vote for Katie
Hobbs than Democrats who voted on Election Day reported voting for Republican Kari
Lake. That compares to only 1.2% of Election Day Republican voters who reported casting
ballots for Democrat Katie Hobbs.

The pattern of behavior is exiremely noteworthy when looking at the percentage of
non-two party voters who voted or may have been suppressed from voting on Election Day.
Non-two party voters who voted early by absentee ballot backed Democrat Katie Hobbs
63.4% to 36.0%. However, those non-two party voters who voted in-person or drop-off their
mail-in baliots on Election Day backed Republican Kari Lake 65.3% to 31.4%.

The Republican candidate for governor often won more than 70% of the vote cast on
Election Day in impacted areas, while losing the total vote by mail by roughly 16 points on
the initial county report, or 58% to 42%. That actual vote tabulation has aiso proven the exit
polling to be highly accurate, if anything even more favorable fo the Democratic
candidate for governor {(as seen in the chart below). The exit poll projected the early vote in
Maricopa County fo favor the Democratic candidate 59.2% to 40.8%.
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In Maricopa, Republicans to include the candidate for governor won the Election Day vote
by a roughly 20- to 50-point margin, location depending, also a result we very clearly
projected. In the more Democratic areas in downfown Phoenix delivered 60/40 margins for
the Republican candidate, while Republican strongholds to include areas plagued by
vofing machine breakdowns met and even exceeded 50-point margins. In several *Box 3"
tabulations, Republican candidates exceeded 70% of the vote, to include one in which
75.8% of votes tallied supported the Republican candidate for attorney general.

Self-Reported Issues Casting Ballots on Election Day Were Exclusive to Maricopa

If a voter indicated that they had cast their ballot on Election Day, they were immediately
asked a follow-up question that was worded as follows:

Q6. Did you have any issues or complications when trying to vofe in person, such as
tabulators rejecting the ballot or voting locations running out of ballots?

As a share of each party, 58.6% of those identifying as Republican reported having issues
while trying fo cast a ballot on Election Day. That compares to just 15.5% of Democrats and
another 39.7% of voters who identify as "“independent” or some “other” party. Partisan data
reported hourly and throughout the day by the Maricopa County Recorder confirms our
projected partisan affiliation was extremely accurate, within the sampling error.

Those who indicated there was a problem casting a baliof on Election Day were exclusive
to Maricopa County, with responses by congressional districts verifying our findings. The



vote centers—at least 31% as reported by Maricopa County—which account for sampling
error and air on the side of caution, the results conclude a figure as little as 2.5% would have
altered the outcome of the gubernatorial election.

For instance, a conservative 2.5% addition to the total 1,560,372 votes cast in Maricopa
County would increase the Election Day share from 16.1% 1o 18.6%. That's still less than the
projected 1 in 5, or roughly 20%, but results in an additional 39,009 votes. Modeling
projected slightly over 300,000 total juxtaposed to 251.6k.

Considering 1) the issues occurred disproporfionately in the most loyal Republican
strongholds that delivered the gubernatorial candidate in excess of 70% of the vote, and 2)
Election Day voters were more likely to vote straight ticket, even such a seemingly
insignificant projection would have a significant impact.

if the current 70% vote share held, it would result in 27,306 votes for the Republican
gubernatorial candidate, and 11,703 votes for the Democratic candidate, a net gain of
15,603 votes for the Republican candidate, decreasing the overall lead for Katie Hobbs to
under 2,000 votes. A 75% margin would result in an additional 29,257 votes for the
Republican candidate, erasing the advantage held by the current leader, altogether.

Worth noting, hourly vote totals reported by the Maricopa County Recorder on Election Day
showed more than 60,000 votes were cast by 9:45 am local time despife the long wait
times, and Republicans requested polls to stay open for an additional three hours on
Election Day.

Conclusion

No single data point discussed here is decisive on its own. Buf considering them in totality
makes for a compelling argument. Voters who cast voies on Election Day were significantly
more likely to vote straight Republican, thus supporting the higher margin scenario. Issues
resulting in long wait times and challenges fo casting voles were exclusive o Maricopa
County, and they disproportionately and negatively impacted heavily Republican areas.
Further, | conclude with areasonable degree of mathematical certainty that a modest
depression in turnout on Election Day would be significant enough to cast doubt on the
overall result of the gubernatorial election in Arizona. it is my conclusion that it did alter the
outcome of the gubernatorial race.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is frue and correct.

£efd D .

Executed on the 8th day of December, 2022.
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DECLARATION OF SHELBY BUSCH

I, Shelby Busch, hereby declare as follows under penalty of perjury:

I.

L8]

I am a citizen of the United States and competent to make this declaration.

I am a citizen of the United States of the State of Arizona.

I reside in the City of Phoenix, in the State of Arizona.

[ am the Chairman of We the People AZ Alliance an Arizona PAC whose purpose is
to provide oversight of and transparency for government to the public. We
accomplish this through a robust public records department and a highly skilled staff
of data analysts, cybersecurity experts and investigative team.

Chris Handsel is our Data Director and one of our data analysts. He currently holds a
bachelor’s degree in electronic engineering and has a collective 30 years of
experience in computer hardware design, applications, database, and software design
as a contractor. He has worked for clients in the commercial, government and military
supply industries.

On April 15th, 2021, Steve Robinson, Co-Founder and Director of Operations for We
the People AZ Alliance, and | were appointed by Former Arizona Secretary of State
and Senate Liaison, Ken Bennett, as Deputy Senate Liaisons to the 2020 Senate
Election Audit. We have continued to work on our research using information
gathered during that audit. In addition, our existing research team gathers and
assesses information from public records requests.

Our data analysts assessed and confirmed multiple instances of voters reporting that
their voter record had been changed, or that they were registered to vote without the

voter knowing and without the voter requesting that they be registered to vote.

EXHIBIT 12



10.

11.

Thereafter, on June 20, 2022, we contacted Senator Fann with this information and
presented our findings to her on or around June 28th, 2022.

We explained to Senator Fann that evidence of the above unauthorized changes to
Arizona citizens’ voting records are contained in the voter registration files. We
requested access to this data which had previously been delivered from the Maricopa
County extemnal drive to the Senate under subpoena and court order.

Senator Fann agreed to provide a copy of the contents of this Maricopa drive to allow
us to evaluate any issues or concerns regarding the validity of voters, their

corresponding signatures, and any potential voter registrations thought to be

contained on the drive.

We received a copy of the drive with this data on July 20th, 2022. Our Data Director
Chris Handsel subsequently reviewed the files, and we began manual review of the
160,000 voter registrations.

On or about Séptember 10th, our Data Director was in the process of building a tool
to review the records on the drive and to isolate common issues. During that process
he located multiple hidden files and a cross-reference document that could be used to
link ballot envelopes and registration forms. Upon initial review, he located a lower
grouping of folders in the bottom part of the directory that appeared to be a duplicate
of other upper folders because the upper and lower folders had the same name. Upon
further review, he discovered that the lower folders contained a far greater number of
unique files than those contained in the upper folders that were not duplicates. The
lower folder also contained a word document with instructions of how to cross

reference the ballot signatures images with the voter registration files.



12.

Steve, Chris, and I began to analyze each one of these files manually based on reports
we received from voters or from the data analytic team. Our analysis led to the
discovery of many anomalies in the signatures and voter registration forms, which are
detailed as follows:

a. Voters that were canceled in the AZSOS voter rolls as deceased, yet they cast a
vote postmortem.

b. Voters that voted more than once under two different voter IDs and yet both votes
were counted. Some of these were merged and both ballots were housed under
only one voter 1D, thus concealing the evidence of this duplicate vote.

¢. Voters that cast a ballot in the election that were associated with voter IDs issued
after the election and, therefore, do not show up in the pre-election voter rolls.

d. Voters had multiple AFFSEQ voter registration forms on file that did not match
the ballot envelope, but had new registrations put on file after the election, on
February 3rd, 2021.

e. Voters had several AFFSEQ voter registrations entered into their file numerous
times in one day with different time stamps, or numerous times in brief periods;
none of these registrations made any notable changes made to their core
information.

f. Blank ballot envelopes that were illegally cured in violation of A.R.S.16-550.

g. Ballot envelopes signed by another individual that were cured or passed through
without curing with signatures of names of voters that did not match the name of
the alleged voter (e.g., the alleged voter name was “John Smith,” but the name

signed was “Fred Johnson™).



13.

14.

15.

h. Ballot envelopes that were modified using a sticker to change the voter
information on the external ballot envelope to match another voter name,
presumably in the same household (e.g., the alleged voter name was “John
Smith,” but the name signed was “Suzy Smith”).

1. Ballots that were cured or passed without curing that appear to fail to meet

Special Election Board guidelines and policy.

j.  Thousands of ballot envelopes with signatures that failed to match the numerous

signature records in the voters’ files, as required by the Arizona Secretary of State
standards and training.
k. Thousands of signatures that were egregious mismatches to all reference
signatures on file.
Accordingly, we requested an ad-hoc hearing with the Arizona Senate and House and,
on November 2nd, 2022, presented the above findings to them.
In response, Senate leaders authorized us to expand our efférts and begin a full
analysis of the 2020 ballot envelope images.
Our Data Director, Chris Handsel created a computer program to allow our team to
perform the function of manual signature verification process in a secure environment
that 1s similar to how it is performed during an election. Our verification is ongoing,
and we are presently using our system to analyze the 1.9 million ballot envelope
images provide by the Arizona Senate. Within our process, a worker is provided with
the scanned image of the ballot envelope sent by Runbeck. Upon this ballot envelope
there is an actual signature of the alleged voter. We compare these alleged voter

signatures with images of signatures of the same alleged voter which are found in



16.

17.

18.

19.

their actual voter file. The signatures on file come from different sources, including: a
signed voter registration form, a previously signed ballot envelope, a signed
provisional ballot, and/or signed letters requesting a voter change.

We recruited a team of workers and trained them using the Arizona Secretary of State

Signature Verification Manual, July 2020 Edition. This is the same manual that is
used for Maricopa County election signature verification training. Qur Data Director
was briefly employed by Maricopa County Elections department and received the
official Maricopa County Elections training. We have also brought three additional
workers onto our team that have been trained by Maricopa County Elections and had
them review our processes, training, and implementation. They affirmed that our
system is an equivalent model of the Maricopa County Election signature verification
system. Moreover, our review tools are more comprehensive than those used by
Maricopa County Elections level 1 workers, as it allows for zooming into images and
provides more reference options for many of the voters.

We created manuals for each worker and provided them with training videos. We
require our workers to sign a data protection agreement and non-disclosure agreement
and to compete all training before they are provided with authorized access to the
voter records system.

To date, our team of workers have manually reviewed 230,339 randomly selected
ballot envelopes and the same corresponding official signatures on file with them
Maricopa County Elections Department during their administration of elections.

We have found that:



a. 22,964 signatures had egregious mismatches as compared to the reference
signatures, meaning they have no similarity or common characteristics with the
reference signatures on file. This equates to 9.97% of the ballot envelopes
reviewed. Applying this same audit percentage to the total number of 1.9 million
2020 ballot envelopes, means that approximately 184,300 ballots should have
been rejected for improper signature verification due to egregious signature
mismatches.

b. 29,406 signatures failed the Arizona Secretary of State standards which means
that of the 1.9 million 2020 ballot envelopes, approximately 12.77% or 242,630
are likely to have questionable signature mismatches that fail the Arizona
Secretary of State standards.

20.  Weran the voter files associated with the above mismatched signatures against the
record of alleged voters who voted in the 2022 elections and found:

a. 5,481 of the names associated with the above 22,964 egregious signature
mismatches voted in 2022 general election. If we apply this audit percentage, we
can expect that 130,520 ballots would be rejected for improper signature
venification due to egregious signature mismatches.

b. 14,695 the of names associated with the above 29,406 egregious signature
mismatches under the AZSOS standard failures voted in the 2022 general election.
If we apply this audit percentage, we can expect that 167,176 ballots would be
rejected due to questionable signature mismatches that fail the Arizona Secretary

of State standards.



21, Without even applying audit percentages across the entire voter file, it is an
unequivocal fact that 20,176 alleged voters who voted in the 2022 election, were the
same alleged voters from 2020 whose ballots failed signature verification standards.

22, Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the 5.481 egregious signature
mismatches who names also appear as having voted in the 2022 general election
comparing the signatures as they appear on the 2020 general election ballot envelope
to the official voter signature on file with Maricopa County Election Department.

[ declare under penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct.

Signed:

owe: 12/ ;z[/ 22
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Declaration of Clay U. Parikh

[, CLAY U. PARIKH, declare under penalty of perjury that the following is true and correct:

1. I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth below and would testify competently
to them if called upon to do so.

2. 1 have a Master of Science in Cyber Security, Computer Science from the University of
Alabama in Huntsville. I have a Bachelor of Science in Computer Science, Systems Major from
the University of North Carolina at Wilmington. In February 2007 I obtained the Certified
Information Systems Security Professional (CISSP) certification and have continually
maintained good standing. | also hold the following certifications: Certified Ethical Hacker
(CEH) and Certified Hacking Forensic Investigator (CHFI).

3. Since December of 2003, | have continually worked in the areas of Information
Assurance (IA), Information Security and Cyber Security. [ have performed and led teams in
Vulnerability Management, Security Test and Evaluation (ST&E) and system accreditation. [
have supported both civil and Department of Defense agencies within the U.S. government as
well as international customers, such as NATO. I have served as the Information Security
Manager for enterprise operations at Marshall Space Flight Center, where I ensured all NASA
programs and projects aboard the center met NASA enterprise security standards. I was also
responsible in part for ensuring the Marshall Space Flight Center maintained its Authority To
Operate (ATO) within the NASA agency. I have also served as the Deputy Cyber Manager for
the Army Corps of Engineers where I led and managed several teams directly in: Vulnerability
Management, Assessment and Authorization (A&A), Vulnerability Scanning, Host Based
Security System (HBSS), Ports Protocols and Service Management, and an Information System
Security Manager (ISSM) team for cloud projects. I also have performed internal digital forensic

audits. During this time span, [ also worked at the Army Threat Systems Management Office

]
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(TSMO) as a member of the Threat Computer Network Operations Team (TCNOT). I provided
key Computer Network Operations (CNO) support by performing validated threat CNO
penetration testing and systems security analysis. TCNOT is the highest level of implementation
of the CNO Team concept.

4. 1also have a ITILv3 certification. ITIL stands for the IT Infrastructure Library, an
internationally accepted IT service delivery framework. The ITIL recommends best practices for
IT service management (ITSM) to support the standardization of various processes and stages in
the IT lifecycle.' ITIL is a global framework of best practices for I'T service management focused
on reducing risk, improving customer relations, and supporting IT environments. I have received
recognition for process improvements that I implemented from several of my employers. This
recognition was usually in the way of financial bonuses. Lockheed Martin’s was based on “work
smarter not harderf’ my team improvements greatly improved the overall performance of the
entire program which I worked on. Leidos’s recognition came from repeated praise from the
government customer on how I and my team’s changes to their process and workflow helped
them complete an incredible amount of work, which had to be accomplished in a very short
timeframe.

5. From 2008 to 2017, I also worked through a professional staffing company for several
testing laboratories that tested electronic voting machines. These laboratories included Wyle
Laboratories, which later turned into National Technical Systems (NTS), and Pro V&V. My
duties were to perform security tests on vendor voting systems for certification. Certification was
either to be obtained from the Election Assistance Commission (EAC) or a specific state’s

Secretary of State’s requirements.

! https://www.cio.com/article/272361/infrastructure-it-infrastructure-library-itil-definition-and-solutions.html
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6. I have read multiple affidavits and statements made from poll workers, poll observers and
voters of Maricopa County concerning this past Arizona General election of 2022. I have read
numerous news articles and watched online Maricopa meetings and viewed Maricopa County
Twitter statements on the election, election process and the technical machine issues. I have also
reviewed the certification and test reports for the electronic voting systems used in Arizona, as
well as read Arizona statues pertaining to elections and electronic voting systems. I make the
following observations.

7. Executive Summary. Some components of the voting system used in the election were
not certified thus endangering the entire voting process. The use of one of these uncertified
components violates Arizona law. There were numerous procedural violations that can only be
categorized as intentional. Maricopa County experienced a widespread technical breakdown
across a significant portion of their vote centers. They reported 70 sites out of 223 (31.8%)
voting centers were affected. Other reports list as high as 132 sites out of 223 (59.2%) were
affected. Whichever figure is correct, given the required standards and procedures involved with
the election process, a widespread failure of this magnitude occurring could not arise absent
intentional misconduct. The explanations given to the public and media for what caused the
technical issues were not correct. The county also did not sufficiently provide the affected voters
with instructions nor the poll workers with procedures for the contingency plan or “back up
plan™?, let alone ensure the plan and the mitigation was implemented effectively and efficiently.

8. Components are NOT certified. Arizona law, A.R.S. § 16-442 (B.) states “Machines or
devices used at any election for federal, state or county offices may only be certified for use in

this state and may only be used in this state if they comply with the help America vote act of

2 Term used by Maricopa County Board of Supervisors Chairman Bill Gates on multiple occasions.
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2002 and if those machines or devices have been tested and approved by a laboratory that is
accredited pursuant to the help America vote act of 2002.” The state plan for the Help America
Vote Act of 2002 (HAVA)’ Section 1 states “Certify new and existing voting systems according
to national standards;” Section 4 of the plan states “The secretary of state will adopt voting
systems guidelines and processes consistent with the Voting Systems Standards identified in
section 301.” Performance Goal 2: Voting Accessibility of the plan states it will follow Title III,
Section 301 of HAVA.

9. HAVA Title III Sec. 301. Voting Systems Standards, subtitle (a) Requirements, section
(6)(b) defines what a voting system is. Printers which create ballots are considered part of the
voting system under the HAVA definition. HAVA established the roles and responsibilities for
the U.S. Elections Assistance Commission (EAC), which include establishing Federal voting
system standards. These standards are known as the Voluntary Voting System Guidelines
(VVSG). Maricopa County uses Dominion Voting System (DVS) Democracy Suite 5.5-B for all
its elections. Democracy Suite 5.5-B does have an EAC certificate and scope of conformance
(see Exhibit 1). Suite 5.5-B is tested and certified to VVSG 1.0*. VVSG 1.0 volume 1 section
5.1.2 *Management of Software and Hardware” states “The requirements of this section apply to
all software used in any manner to support any voting-related activities, regardless of the
ownership of the software or the ownership and location of the hardware on which the software
is installed or operates.” This section also states that the requirements apply to “Software that
operates on ballot printers, vote counting devices, and other hardware typically installed at
central or precinct locations (including contractor facilities)”. Section 7 “Security Requirements”

subsection 7.1 “Scope” states that these requirements apply to software that operates on “Ballot

¥ https://azmemory.azlibrary.gov/nodes/view/102506
¢ https://www.eac.gov/sites/default/files/eac_assets/1/28/VVSG.1.0_Volume_1.PDF
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printers, vote counting devices, and other hardware typically installed at central or precinct
locations (including contractor facilities)”. A.R.S. § 16-444 (A)(2) defines "Computer program"”
“includes all programs and documentation adequate to process the ballots at an equivalent
counting center.” This definition would also include the printer drivers installed on computers
within the voting system.

10. While Democracy Suite 5.5-B may be certified, Maricopa County uses uncertified
components to interact Suite 5.5-B causing it to malfunction at levels that nullify the Suite’s
certification. According to Arizona law "A person who knowingly modifies the software,
hardware, or source code for voting equipment without receiving approval or certification
pursuant to A.R.S. § 16-442 is guilty of a class 5 felony. A.R.S. § 16-1004(B)." There were
printers used in the 2022 General election that are not included as part of the Suite 5.5-B
certification. The uncertified printers used were retrofitted OKI B432 and Lexmark C4150
models®. These printers are referred to as Ballot-On-Demand (BOD) printers and were deployed
to the voting centers. Neither printer is listed within the scope of certification for Suite 5.5-B, see
Exhibit 1 "Hardware Components:" table (pages 5-7), nor is either of the printers listed with the
Arizona’s Secretary of State’s office’ as a certified voting component. These printers were not
tested by Voting System Test Lab (VSTL) as part of the Democracy Suite 5.5-B Federal
certification. The VSTL Test Report (Exhibit 2) doesn’t list either of them in Table 1-20. "D-

Suite 5.5 Voting System Equipment” or Table 4-28. "D-Suite 5.5-B Voting System Equipment".

5 https://azsos.gov/sites/default/files/2019_ELECTIONS_PROCEDURES_MANUAL_APPROVED.pdf CHAPTER 4:
Voting Equipment — III. Security Measures for Electronic Voting Systems

® Maricopa County 2022 Elections Plan, page 51.

7 https://azsos.gov/sites/default/files/2020.07.22_Official_List.pdf,
https://azsos.gov/sites/default/files/2022_Election_Cycle_Voting_Equipment_Aug.pdf
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11. Maricopa has about 760 printers for printing ballots. Approximately 600 of those are the
OKI model and 160 the Lexmark model. The mini BOD printer setup incorporates the OKI
model. The majority of voting centers with issues were equipped with the mini BOD printers.
Because the OKI model makes up over 78% of the printer inventory and is the most widely
dispersed printer during election day, proper vetting, testing and certification of the system
should have been done before implementing its use. Ballot printers are considered part of the
voting system,; therefore, they are considered critical infrastructure®. Critical infrastructure
should always have a secure supply chain with reliable servicing. As of March 31%, 2021, OKI
Data Americas, Inc. no longer distributes printer hardware under the OKI brand to the North,
Central and South American markets (see Exhibit 3). OKI also announced that global Original
Equipment Manufacturer (OEM) arrangements and the distribution of specific value-added
product lines, that impact the Americas, will be directly managed by OKI Data Corporation in
Japan (Exhibit 3). This means that supplies and support for a component considered critical
infrastructure are controlled by a foreign entity.

12. As to the specific model, OKI B432 it has a core feature “OKI smart PrintSuperVision”
(sPSV) which allows remote configuration (see Exhibit 4). This feature allows for administrative
remote access. The mini BOD configuration has the OKI printer cabled to a control laptop. This
laptop is connected to the SiteBook via the MoFi router. The SiteBook which is utilized for voter
check in is also connected to the MoFi router. The MoFi router is a mobile cellular device used
to allow the SiteBook to communicate with the Elections Department’. This configuration means
that the sPSV feature has the capability of being executed. There is at least one known

vulnerability with the sPSV feature. The exploit, OKI sPSV Port Manager Unquoted Service

8 https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/IF10677.pdf
%2022 Training Manual Poll Workers August Primary & November General, pg. 29
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Path'® deals with executing malware within the working directory of the untrusted application. In
the past, while conducting testing in the VSTL, I have personally executed this unquoted service
path type exploit on voting systems. This type of exploit is relatively easy to execute.

13. Voters use the SiteBook which is a touch screen terminal to check in. Once checked-in,
the SiteBook will determine the correct ballot for each voter and will send this to the printer
where the ballot is printed. For the SiteBook to send the ballot print job it must have at least one
of two things, either the ballot style or the ballot ID that corresponds to the voter. The SiteBook
is also networked to the ballot printer. Given these two facts the SiteBook must be considered
part of the voting system. The SiteBook uses a mobile cellular device to connect to the Election
department VPN through the public internet. With this connection the SiteBook is performing
other tasks that are not directly related to the voting system’s function. Some of these non-related
tasks include automatically updating the voter registration system when a voter’s new name or
new address can be entered in the SiteBook. SiteBooks are also used for clocking in and out and
reporting wait times''. The Elections department’s computer network resides outside of the local
area network for the voting system. Suite 5.5-B is only allowed to be used on a local area
network with no wireless network connections (Exhibit 1, pages 11 and 12). The local area
network is only for wired client server connections. The MoFi router improperly allows for a
connection outside of this closed network.

14. There are those who take a position that pollbooks and printers aren’t considered part of
the voting system. If this is true, why does the EAC already certify electronic poll books, printers
and ballot on demand printers? Although, the EAC is hesitant to certify electronic poll books

because the majority tend to utilize wireless technology. Wireless is highly insecure and the EAC

10 https://www.exploit-db.com/exploits/49005
112022 Training Manual Poll Workers August Primary & November General, pages 11 and 29
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tends to steer clear of certifying systems that utilize this technology. The VSTLs, Pro V&V and
SLI share the EAC’s concerns on wireless technology and electronic poll books'2. The EAC
currently only has four states listed with electronic poll books that have been certified as a
component of the voting system'?. Arizona is not one of them. Additionally, the fact that the
ballot printers are also cabled directly into the MoFi means they also have the capability of
external access.

15. The requirements in VVSG 1.0 volume 1 section 5.1.2 and 7.1 apply to all software used
in any manner to support any voting-related activities, regardless of the ownership of the
software or the ownership and location of the hardware on which the software is installed or
operates. It includes hardware typically installed at central or precinct locations to include
contractor facilities. This would apply to any election related contracts or leasing contracts a
county or state may have, including the current contract between Maricopa County and
Runbeck for the printing and distribution of election ballots. There are pieces of hardware
listed in the contract, other than those previously mentioned, that are not on either the EAC or
SOS certification listings. These include the Lexmark CS923 printer and the Oki 9650HDN
printer. There is also a “Novus Ballot Duplication System” which has software and hardware
license and maintenance fees. There appears to be no associated hardware or software title list
for this system. | therefore assume this duplication system is uncertified as well, as there is no
listing on the EAC website for any such certification. The contract does state for existing
invoicing purposes, of the Novus Ballot Duplication System, the annualized date will be June

through May. There is also an election set up fee for this duplication system. In one section of

12"HAVA at 20: Panel 3: Current Issues in Election Administration" Zoom meeting 8/19/2020
13 https://www.eac.gov/voting-equipment/e-pollbook-requirements
14 CONTRACT PRINTING AND DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTION BALLOTS 220121-IGA
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the contract, "4. Inbound Mail Processing" "Scanning, Sorting, and Packaging of Returned Early
Ballots" and in another section “2.15.3 The Contractor will scan the returned early ballots to
capture the signatures...” There is no mention of these activities being overseen or observed by
county employees or nonpartisan observers within the contract. My review of this contract
indicates that Runbeck is involved in more than just printing the ballots. The Novus ballot
duplication system is the most concerning as its role deals with ballot adjudication. The ballot
adjudication function clearly falls under the requirements set forth by the EAC. There is no
evidence of the Novus system being certified as part of the electronic voting system.

16. Contradictory and Incorrect statements. On election day at 8:53 A.M. during a
televised press conference, Board of Supervisors Chairman Bill Gates stated "We are very
excited about how things are going today on election day"'®. He then states he wants to “discuss
one issue”. The issue was the rejection rate of the tabulators. He said the issue only affects about
20% of the voting centers. He then downplayed the issue by giving the total number of voting
centers across the county, 223. So, 20% is only about 44 or 45 centers, depending on whether
you round up or down, not a big number. However, voting centers opened at 6:00 A.M. so in less
than 3 hours the county was operating at 80% functionality with the tabulation of votes? This
level of degradation within such a short amount of time would be considered a failure in any
objective performance evaluation. The EAC recommends that when a voting system or one of its
components isn’t functioning properly and doesn’t meet the required standards that it be
suspended until the root cause is found and the issue is remediated. This course of action on an
election day is not the best optidn. However, the election official should go to the courts and or

legislature and request an extended voting period to allow voters an equal opportunity to vote

13 https://rumble.com/v1smg78-an-incredible-20-of-polling-places-are-experiencing-problems-with-machines-
.html



while remediation and or mitigation efforts take place. Gates also stated that about “1 out of
every 5 or so don’t go through” referring to ballots being accepted by the tabulator. Note that 1
out of 5 is .2 (20%) the EAC requirement for ballot acceptance and certification of the tabulator
is .002 (.2%). The rejection rate that Gates states is 100 times higher than the certification
performance requirement, and thus Aighly unacceptable and should have resulted in the
decertification of the tabulators. Had the tabulators exhibited this same error/rejection rate during
the course of the certification process they would not have been certified.

17. In Anthem, Arizona around 8:22 A.M. a poll worker while explaining to a long line of
voters about the rejection issue with the tabulators and using box 3, states "One tabulator is not
working, okay, the other tabulator is taking about 75% successful"'®. The 75% is misleading as
there are two tabulators at the site. That voting center actually has a 37.5% tabulation success
rate. In the video he claps his hands and shrugs his shoulders a couple of times while talking, like
it’s no big deal, even as a frustrated voter walks off. This demeanor of nothing is really wrong is
reflected in several written affidavits submitted by poll workers, citing that their Inspector acted
like it was no big deal. They also state that those Inspectors, who basically ran the voting centers,
made no attempt to try and find out what was causing the issue. The fact that the Board of
Supervisors Chairman and other officials downplayed the severity of the issue, made incorrect
statements, and then kept vital pieces of information from the voters and the public leads one to
conclude that these actions must be intentional. In the previously mentioned press conference,
Gates states that all tabulators at a site aren’t going down'”. This is not cortect, as proven at the
beginning of this paragraph. He also states, around 9:30 A.M. local time, that they had remedied

the issue. This is also incorrect. The biggest incorrect statement was that this technical issue

18 https://twitter.com/tylerbowyer/status/1589986706744578048
7 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=299uRjhBn3w
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wasn’t causing the long lines at the voting centers. I think there are hundreds if not thousands of
Maricopa residents who would disagree, voters who spent two to three hours at these vote
centers.

18. Probably the most vital piece of information that the county withheld from the public
were the options available for a voter and details on those options. The first being that voters
could use the ICX Accessible Voting Device to cast their vote. This device has its own printer.
The device has an uninterrupted back-up power source. “The devi_ce is loaded with all ballot
styles and available to use as a vote anywhere model in case of an emergency.”'® The second
piece of information would be the steps involved if you decided to go to another vote center to
cast your vote. They were not told that if checked in at the current center, that they would have to
checkout of the SiteBook before going to another voting center. At 6:31 A.M. on November 8th
Recorder Stephen Richer acknowledges publicly “the small issue”"®. From that point on there
were multiple press conferences and video Tweets with and made by Maricopa officials. None of
these videos include informing voters of checking out first before going to another voting center.
Gates and Richer even created a video Tweet at 9:52 A.M. to explain the options avaivlable fora
voter if they encountered the tabulator issue?’. This video didn’t include either the checkout
procedure or the use of the ICX. The first information put out informing voters to first check out
at the SiteBook before going to a new voting center was a text Tweet made by @MaricopaVote
at 1:38 P.M. That was re-Tweeted by @maricopacounty at 3:04 P.M. These were the only two
pieces of information put out by the county on checking out first. The screen captures below

show these two Tweets.

18 2022 ELECTIONS PLAN August Primary & November General, pg. 64
19 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_SnMDFXJ8-g
2 https://twitter.com/MaricopaVote/status/1590009384377384961
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19. One other piece.of information that was incorrect concerned the technical issue itself.
Early election day Maricopa officials stated it was a tabulator issue. As it was early in the
investigative process, this is acceptable as the identifier / result of the issue was ballots being
rejected. After some time, they started saying that it was a printer issue not the tabulators. The
printer issue was with toner and toner setting. Again, this was incorrect. The print media weight
setting they claim to have adjusted affects the heat setting for the printer fusers?'. The fusers heat
up the paper so that the ink/toner will bond properly. Varying paper stock weights require a

different amount of heat to accomplish this.

2L https://okiprinting-en-
us.custhelp.com/app/answers/list/st/5/kw/weight%20setting%20for%20media/p/5495/page/1
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20. County officials announced sometime during the day that the remedy or temporary fix for
the issue was to set all the tray settings or profiles on the printers to “Heavy”. Aside from a
massive amount of defective hardware, this makes no sense to me. As a computer scientist and
programmer who has done hundreds if not thousands of Root Cause Analysis (RCA) this defies
all programming logic. Probably the reason this was announced as the fix would be due to the
spotty ballots that were printed. This however was probably not the sole cause of the tabulators
rejecting the ballots. One site claims to have had two printers set to print in draft mode (see
Exhibit 6). This would cause the same spotty effect, due to the reduced amount of toner used for
that setting. The other possible cause for the rejection rate is an improper ballot style image
causing a skewed or a shrunken down image to be printed. Dominion claims to make over two to
three hundred checks on a ballot inserted into one of their tabulators. A ballot could be rejected
for failing any one of those checks. One of the checks is the length of the ballot paper inserted
into the tabulator. The picture below shows a spoiled ballot and the reprint of the ballot beside it.

Note that the paper size of the ballots is the same.
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However, the timing marks are at different lengths to the paper’s edge. This is because the

spoiled ballot on the left was shrunken down to 19 inches and printed on 20-inch paper. This is
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apparent in the picture above by the light bounding marks (90° angle marks) outside of the ballot
timing marks. These represent the corners of the page for the original ballot image before it was
reduced. This difference of space between the beginning of the paper and the timing marks could
mislead the tabulator. The tabulator could think that there was a paper jam when there is not.
This false jam error was observed by one of the troubleshooters when he responded to tabulator

issues. He states when opening the tabulator some of the paper jams had no paper in them (see

Exhibit 7).

21. County officials stated that a voter could just place their ballot in bin 3 and it would be
tabulated back at Central. That the big high-speed tabulators would process them. Maricopa
County’s purported solution of scanning the defective ballots on ImageCast Central (ICC)
tabulators defies logic. The ICC is loaded with exactly the same ballot definition file as that of
the ImageCast Precinct (ICP). If the ballots were rejected by the ICP tabulators, then the ICC
would reject the same ballots for the same deficiency. Absent a defective tabulator, there is
absolutely no reason that the same ballot could be rejected by an ICP but read by an ICC.
Maricopa’s claim that the ballots were successfully scanned using an ICC is either false or an
anomaly exists that is indicative of malfunction, malfeasance, or malware.

22. Both tabulator types ICP and ICC are programmed to look for the same reference points
(timing marks). These markings are used for the scanner to determine the X and Y coordinates of
everything inside the timing-mark perimeter. The tabulator does not look for a bubble, rather it
looks at where it is told the bubble should be (x and y position). It then determines if that

position and the area immediately surrounding that position (bounding box) is filled.
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23. The following image is the product of a Dominion ImageCast Central troubleshooting
tool which shows what the tabulator looks for by putting a square around it. As can be seen,

there is a square around each timing mark which shows each was successfully located:

RGENCY BALLOT
ON BALLOT

24. Before the scanner reads anything “inside the wire”, it first must establish the perimeter.
All points inside the perimeter that it must find are precisely measured from the reference points
of the timing marks. Therefore, if it cannot establish a complete perimeter, the ballot cannot be
read — no matter if it’s an ICP or an ICC. Exhibit 5 is an example of a ballot image, using the
same tool on an ICC, that shows the timing marks were all successfully established. In contrast,
the ballot image below is from an ICC using the same tool, but does not find one timing mark as

expected and rejects the ballot:
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The ballot was rejected because one timing mark (the first one without a successful bounding
box) was irregular in shape and the ballot was rejected on an ICC. These machines are very
precise. No matter what type of scanner, the measurements and the requirements are the same.
Short of a paper jam or other rare instance, if a scanner reverses a ballot for some type of
deficiency, then that same ballot will be rejected by a different type of scanner for the same

deficiency.

25. Maricopa county claims to utilize over 13,000 ballot styles. Utilizing more that Certified
system limit (3,000) and not tracking ballots.

26. Plans and Procedures NOT followed. Maricopa County developed a detailed 69 page
election plan “Maricopa County Elections Department 2022 ELECTIONS PLAN August
Primary & November General”. The county also created a very detailed 174 page poll workers

manual “Maricopa .County Elections Department 2022 TRAINING MANUAL POLL
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WORKERS August Primary & November General”. The state of Arizona has a 544 page
election manual for the counties to follow “2019 ELECTIONS PROCEDURES MANUAL”.
These plans, manuals and procedures cover every aspect of the election process. The Maricopa
County 2022 Election Plan describes how the county did modeling and forecasting using data
going back as far as 1946. The county used heat maps for planning voting center locations and
supply locations. Section 1.2 states "The Elections Department began planning for the 2022
August Primary and November General elections over twelve months in advance of the
elections." Section 9 of the plan states "The Elections Department’s Risk Management and
Contingency Plan for the 2022 August Primary and November General elections establishes the
procedures that will be followed in the event that a polling location or the central count center
becomes temporarily or permanently inoperable on Election Day due to equipment failures, a
power outage, or other unforeseen disruption."

27. The County officials failed to follow the published and approved procedures. The county
had established five regional supply depots for Trouble Shooters to have access to five regionally
located supply depots to obtain back-up precinct-based tabulators. Yet when one center called
before the polls even opened, they were told it would be several hours before a tech could bring a
replacement (Exhibit 7). This is the site that had a 37.5% tabulation success rate, less than 30
minutes after the polls opened. The published and approved plan states that these pre-staged
regional depots can respond quickly. Several hours does not seem quick. In section 9.1 “Risk
Management and Contingency Planning Methodology and Approach” the plan states “In the
event that a single or small number of voting location(s) experiences an emergency, the Elections
Communications Officer will use social media, traditional media, and other means where

possible to advise voters of the emergency and the nearest Vote Center location until the
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emergency is resolved.” A site functioning at 37.5% would clearly warrant an emergency. There
were other sites which reported tabulator battery issues. One site reported a breaker tripped and
they had to recharge the tabulators. Another site stated they had to charge a tabulator for about
30 minutes before they could start using it again. The poll worker’s manual section on “Set Up
Tabulators” page 65 states the tabulator is to be plugged in. | have personally seen various
vendor’s setup and read their Technical Data Packages (TDP) and in each case batteries are for
back up power only, as this is a VVSG requirement. Why were these tabulators unable to
operate, even if plugged in, until the battery was charged or at of percentage of charge? One
would assume a voting system component being down at a voting center is reported. Once
reported, technical support teams adjust plan, communications / reminders are sent to all voting
centers so that type of incident doesn’t happen again.

28. There are questions concerning the plan and procedures. Section 7.2 (page 53) states
"Set up crews confirm set up completion with Vote Center manager and provide a second set of
onsite test prints that further confirm BOD functionality on site." Were these tests prints checked
for the spottiness caused by BOD printers? Clearly opening inspections and physical security
aren’t being followed if you have 200 or more ballots than voters who checked in at the voting
center. An experienced poll watcher stated that the voting center had 1,018 voters check in, that
they transported 1,218 ballots and of those 1,218, 406 were from door number 3%2, It is well
known that all plans change with time as things are learned, issues happen, adjustments to the
plan are made to account for them. You investigate see what caused the issue and correct it.
However, to ignore an issue discovered well in advance of the execution of the plan is

inexcusable. During poll worker training the tabulators were incorrectly rejecting ballots. An

22 https://twitter.com/TalkMullins/status/1593273664656523264
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Election Marshall testified at a public Election Board meeting that the rejection issues were
known®,

29. Another procedural violation was county officials directed poll workers not to follow
their procedures. Page 115 of the Poll Workers Manual gives direction on how to spoil a ballot.
County officials directed poll workers they were not spoil the ballots but to give the ballots to
them and they would mark them. The county officials then were not properly spoiling the ballots
as directed, per the manual (see Exhibits 8, 9 and 10). Some voting centers reported voters
spoiling two or three ballots. Also mentioned on page 115 of those instructions is to offer the
voter the use of the “Accessible Voting Device” (the ICX). Poll workers were not only directed
not to follow procedures, but they were also stymied from providing a solution or work around to
resolve the rejection issue. A poll worker who was assigned to work the tabulators at one voting
center began to conduct Root Cause Analysis (RCA) on what was causing the ballot rejections at
his center. He correctly analyzed the problem, developed a test theory that would not affect or
harm the current situation at the voting center, then executed it with success. He had deduced
that two of the BOD printers were the cause and had them shut off. This worked as the rejection
issue resolved (see Exhibit 11). He also, suggested voters spoiling their ballots to request to use
the Accessible Voting Device that was successful as well (see Exhibit 6). The Inspector for that
site did not want to hear his solution. She had turned the two bad printers back on. She told him
not to recommend the Accessible Voting Device to voters and that she had written him up. To
make matters worse tech support never showed up to that center (see Exhibit 6).

30. One procedural 1ssue is with tech support and the BOD printers and who made the

changes on the printers. There were voting centers that reported techs showed up but didn’t do

23 https://rumble.com/vlxzcyu-an-election-marshall-in-az-says-the-tabulators-didnt-even-work-during-the-b.htmi
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anything (see Exhibit 10). The poll worker stated that Runbeck showed up and changed the
settings. Runbeck isn’t responsible for field set up or support. Page 25 of the ballot printing
contract states “4. Election setup for each Sentio is the responsibility of the County. 5. Field
support during an election is provided by the County." Sentio is the name for the BOD printing
systems. Contracting issue aside, the question remains why with 70 sites affected with this issue
didn’t the county issue instructions to the voting centers or at least their troubleshooters to
implement the fix? One troubleshooter stated he couldn’t understand why they didn’t tell or send
him instructions, changing those settings are easy (see Exhibit 7).

31. In my professional opinion as a certified forensic investigator, the most serious violation
by a county official was breaking the chain of custody. In a chain of custody whenever someone
transfers possession of material within that chain to another person and they sign the transfer
they shall retain a copy for their records. This even holds true for classified curriers as well. One
poll worker had their receipt snatched away by a county official. During this same incident the
poll worker also saw someone cut the seal on one of the bags they just transferred (see Exhibit
9).

32. Logic and Accuracy Testing NOT test.ing all equipment. The pre-election Logic and
Accuracy (L&A) tests were invalid because changes made to the BOD printers during the
“Maricopa 2022 General Election Prep” by updating firmware and drivers as Maricopa did (see
Exhibit 12) that requires more than L&A and stress testing, There is also an MCTEC employee
that participated the pre-L&A testing who admitted that none of the test ballots came from BOD
printers. The EAC’s Election Management Guideline, Chapter 6 states “Pre-election testing, also

called Logic and Accuracy testing (L&A testing), is the act of testing every ballot style and every
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component of the voting system prior to the election.” The EAC Logic and Accuracy Quick
Start Guide states “Use a separate checklist for EACH piece of equipment to document its
functionality and note any issues. Include all equipment planned to be used and all backup
equipment.”? ARS § 16-443 requires both the Secretary of State and the county to each perform
Logic and Accuracy testing on all voting equipment prior to each election.

33. When voters have multiple choices on the way they can vote, which day they can vote
and show up to vote at a voting center on election day they chose to see their ballot tabulated
there in front of them. I have viewed and read hundreds of personal testimonies, sadly the
majority of them were from poll workers and observers who gave their time to support the
election process. | have read and reviewed: county and state plans, manuals and Arizona statues
pertaining to elections and the election process. There were many disenfranchised Maricopa
County voters. Equipment issues were known prior to the election and not fixed. Poll workers
were almost kicked out of training for asking questions. County and State procedures were not
followed by county officials. Uncertified components of the voting system were not certified and
malfunctioned on a large scale the day of the election. Logic and Accuracy testing was not
properly conducted. Incomplete and incorrect information was given to the public, the poll
workers and even worse not given to the voter. Based on these observations and my professional
experience, | find the causes for a majority of these issues to be intentional. A full forensic audit

should be conducted-on all the voting system components involved with this past General

24 https://www.eac.gov/sites/default/files/eac_assets/1/6/Chapter_6__ Pre-Election_and_Parallel_Testing.pdf
25

https://www.eac.gov/sites/default/files/electionofficials/QuickStartGuides/Logic_and_Accuracy_Testing_EAC_Qui
ck_Start_Guide_508.pdf
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election, to include the SiteBooks and BOD oprinters to conduct a

proper analysis and root cause
of these issuyes,

[ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct

Executed on this ‘§ day of December 2022. s/ 2 //

Clay U. Parikh
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United States Election Assistance Commission ‘

VVSG 2005 VER. |

Certificate of Conformance

CERTIFIED

Dominion Voting Systems v
Democtacy Suite 5.5-B
The voting system identified on this certificate has been evaluated at an accredited voting system testing la-
boratory for conformance to the Voluntary Voting System Guidelines Version 1.0 (VVSG 1.0) . Components
evaluated for this certification are detailed in the attached Scope of Certification document. This certificate

applies only to the specific version and release of the product in its evaluated configuration. The evaluation
has been verified by the EAC in accordance with the provisions of the EAC Voting System Testing and Cer-
tification Program Manualand the conclusions of the testing laboratory in the test report are consistent with
the evidence adduced. This certificate is not an codorsement of the product by any agency of the US. Gov-
ernment and no warranty of the product is either expressed or implied.

Product Name: Democracy Suite

Mode or Version:  5.5-B

Name of VSTL: Pro V&V

EAC Certification Number:  DVS-DemSuite5.5-B o I{:“"""":E Dimeror .
Li8. Elecuon Assiytunce Comniission

Date Issued: September 11, 2019 Scope of Centification Attched
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Manufacturer: Dominion Voting Systems (DVS) Laboratory:Pro V&V
System Name: Democracy Suite 5.5-8 Standard: VVSG 1.0 (2005)
Certificate:  DVS-DemSuite5.5-8 Date: September 11, 2019

Scope of Certification

This document describes the scope of the validation and certification of the system defined
above. Any use, configuration changes, revision changes, additions or subtractions from the
described system are not included in this evaluation.

Significance of EAC Certification
An EAC certification is an official recognition that a voting system {in a specific configuration or
configurations) has been tested to and has met an identified set of Federal voting system
standards. An EAC certification is not:
¢ An endorsement of a Manufacturer, voting system, or any of the system’s components.
¢ A Federal warranty of the voting system or any of its components.
» A determination that a voting system, when fielded, will be operated in a manner that
meets all HAVA requirements.
s Asubstitute for State or local certification and testing.
e A determination that the system is ready for use in an election.
e A determination that any particular component of a certified system is itself certified for
use outside the certified configuration.

Representation of EAC Certification

Manufacturers may not represent or imply that a voting system is certified unless it has
received a Certificate of Conformance for that system. Statements regarding EAC certification in
brochures, on Web sites, on displays, and in advertising/sales literature must be made solely in
reference to specific systems. Any action by a Manufacturer to suggest EAC endorsement of its
product or organization is strictly prohibited and may result in a Manufacturer's suspension or
other action pursuant to Federal civil and criminal law.

System Overview:

The D-Suite 5.5-B Voting System is a paper-based optical scan voting system with a hybrid
paper/DRE option consisting of the following major components: The Election Management
System (EMS), the ImageCast Central (ICC), the ImageCast Precinct (ICP and ICP2), the
ImageCast Evolution (ICE), the ImageCast X {ICX) DRE w/ Reports Printer, ImageCast X (ICX) DRE
w/ voter-verifiable paper audit trail (VVPAT), and the ImageCast X ballot marking device (BMD).
The D-Suite 5.5-B Voting System configuration is a modification from the EAC approved D-Suite
5.5 system configuration.

lll’ngrc
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Language capability:

System supports Alaska Native, Apache, Bengali, Chinese, English, Eskimo, Filipino, French,
Hindi, Japanese, licarilla, Keres, Khmer, Korean, Navajo, Seminole, Spanish, Thai, Towa, Ute,
Vietnamese, and Yuman.

Democracy Suite 5.5-B System Diagram

DEMOCRACY SUITE® - System High-Level Block Diagram a
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Components Included:

Exhibit 1

This section provides information describing the components and revision level of the primary
components included in this Certification.

Voting System Software Components:

Redistributable

System Component Firr?\c\j::::/ee(:;on Operating System or COTS Comments
EMS Election Event Designer (EED) 5.5.32.4 Windows 10 Pro EMS
EMS Results Tally and Reporting (RTR) 5.5.32.4 Windows 10 Pro EMS
EMS Application Server 5.5.32.4 Windows Server 2012 R2 EMS
Windows 10 Pro
EMS File System Service (FSS) 5.5.32.4 Window 10 Pro EMS
EMS Audio Studio (AS) 5.5.32.4 Windows 10 Pro EMS
EMS Data Center Manager (DCM) 5.5.324 Windows Server 2012 R2 EMS
Windows 10 Pro
EMS Election Data Translator (EDT) 55324 Windows 10 Pro EMS
ImageCast Voter Activation {ICVA) 55324 Windows 10 Pro EMS
EMS Adjudication {(ADJ) 55.32.4 Windows 10 Pro EMS
EMS Adjudication Services 5.5.32.4 Windows 10 Pro EMS
Smart Card Helper Service {(SCHS) 55324 Windows 10 Pro EMS
Election Firmware 5.5.31.1 uClinux ICP
Firmware Updater 5.5.31.1 uClinux ICP
Firmware Extractor 5.5.31.1 uClinux ICcP
Kernel {uClinux) 55311 Modified COTS ICP
Boot Loader {COLILO) 20040221 Modified COTS ICP
Asymmetric Key Generator 5.531.1 uClinux iCP
Asymmetric Key Exchange Utility 5.5.31.1 uClinux ICP
Firmware Extractor (Technician Key) 55311 uClinux ICP
ICP2 Application 5.5.1.8 uClinux 1CP2
|CP2 Update Card 5.5.1.8 uClinux 1CP2
Voting Machine 5.5.6.5 Ubuntu Linux ICE
Election Application 5.5.6.5 Ubuntu Linux ICE
imageCast Central Application 5.5.32.5 Windows 10 Pro ICC
ICX Application 5.5.13.2 Android 5.1.1 (ICX Prime) 1CX
Android 4.4.4 {ICX Classic)
Voting System Platform:
System Component Version Operatlg(g;r\s/stem or Comments
Microsoft Windows Server 2012 R2 Standard Unmodified COTS EMS Server SW
Component
Microsoft Windows 10 Professional Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
.NET Framework 35 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
Microsoft Visual J# 2.0 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
Microsoft Visual C++ 2013 2013 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
Redistributable SW Component
Microsoft Visuatl C++ 2015 2015 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server

SW Component
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Operating Systam or

28

System Component Version COTS Comments
Java Runtime Environment 7u80 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
Java Runtime Environment 8uldd Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
Microsoft SQL. Server 2016 Standard Unmaodified COTS EMS Client/Server
2016Standard SW Component
Microsoft SQL Server 2016 2016 SP1 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
Service Pack 1 SW Component
Microsoft SQL Server 2016 SP1 2016 5P1 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
Express SW Component
Cepstral Voices 6.2.3.801 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
Arial Narrow Fonts 2.37a Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
Maxim iButton Driver 4.05 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
Adobe Reader DC AcrohatDC Unmedified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
Microsoft Access Database Engine 2010 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
SW Component
Open XML SDK 2.0 for Microsoft 2.0 Unmodified COTS EMS Client/Server
Office SW Component
Infragistics NetAdvantage Win 2011 Vol. 1 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Forms 2011.1
Infragistics NetAdvantage WPF 2012 Vvol. 1 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
2012.1
TX Text Control Library for .NET 16.0 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
SOX 14.3.1 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
NLog 1.0.0.505 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
iTextSharp 5.0.5 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
OpensSL 1.0.2K Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
OpenSSL FIPS Object Module 2.0.14 {Cert 1747) Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
SQlite 1.0.103.0 Unmeodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Lame 3.99.4 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Speex 1.0.4 Unmaodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Ghostscript 9.04 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
One Wire AP| for .NET 4.0.2.0 Unmaodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Avalon-framework-cvs-20020806 20020806 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Batik 0.20-5 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Fop 0.20-5 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Microsoft Visual J# 2.0 2.0 Unmedified COTS EMS SW Platform
Redistributable Package — Second
Edition (x64)
Entity framework 6.1.3 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Spreadsheetlight 343 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Open XML SOK 2.0 for Microsoft 2.0.5022.0 Unmodified COTS EMS SW Platform
Office
QOpen SSL 1.0.2K Unmodified COTS ICP
OpenSSL FIPS Object Module 2.0.10 {Cert 1747) Unmodified COTS ICP
Zlib 1.2.3 Unmodified COTS ICP
uClinux 20070130 Modified COTS ICP
Kernel {Linux} 2.6.30.9-dvs-36 Modified COTS ICE
4|Page
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Operating System or

System Component Version CoTS Comments
U-Boot 1.3.4 Modified COTS ICE
Google Text-to-Speech Engine 3.11.12 Unmodified COTS 1CX SW
Kernel 49.11 Modified COTS ICP2
U-Boot 2017.03 Modified COTS ICP2
Zxing Barcode Scanner 475 Modified COTS ICX SW
SoundTouch 19.2 Modified COTS ICX SW
ICX Prime Android 5,1.1 Image 0405 Modified COTS ICX SW
ICX Classic Android 4.4.4 Image 0.0.98 Modified COTS ICX SW
OpenSSL FIPS Object Module 2.0.10 (Cert 2473) Unmodified COTS ICX SW Build Library
OpenSSL 1.0.2K Unmodified COTS {CC SW Build Library
OpenSSL FIPS Object Module 2.0.10 (Cert 1747) Unmodified COTS ICC SW Build Library
1-Wire Driver (x86) 4.05 Unmodified COTS ICC Runtime SW
1-Wire Driver (x64) 4.05 Unmodified COTS ICC Runtime SW
Canon DR-G1130 TWAIN Driver 1.25P6 Unmedified COTS ICC Runtime SW
Canon DR-G 16011 TWAIN Driver 1.2 SP6 Unmodified COTS ICC Runtime SW
Canon DR-M260 TWAIN Driver, 1.15P2 Unmodified COTS ICC Runtime SW
InoTec HiPro 821 TWAIN Driver 1.23.17 Unmodified COTS ICC Runtime SW
Visual C++ 2013 Redistributable 12.0.30501 Unmcdified COTS ICC Runtime SW

(x86)

Machine Configuration File {(MCF)

5.5.12.1_ 20190510

Proprietary

ICX Configuration File

Device Configuration File {DCF)

5.5.31_20190423

Proprietary

ICP and ICC
Configuration File

ICE Machine Behavior Settings

5.5.6.3 20190512

Proprietary

ICE Configuration

ICP2 Machine Behavior Settings 5.5.1.4 20190510 Proprietary ICP2 Configuration
Hardware Components:

System Component Hardware Version Propcrlg]t_asry or Comments
ImageCast Precinct {ICP) PCOS-320C Proprietary Precinct Scanner
ImageCast Precinct {ICP) PCOS-320A Proprietary Precinct Scanner
ImageCast 2 Precinct {ICP2) PCOS-330A Proprietary Precinct Scanner
ImageCast Evolution {ICE) PCOS-410A Proprietary Precinct Scanner
ICP Ballot Box BOX-330A Proprietary Ballot Box
ICP Ballot Box BOX-340C Proprietary Batlot Box
ICP Ballot Box BOX-341C Proprietary Ballot Box
ICP Ballot Box ElectionSource IM-COLLAPSIBLE Proprietary Ballot Box
ICE Ballot Box BOX-410A Proprietary Ballot Box
ICE Ballot Box BOX-420A Proprietary Ballot Box
ICP2 Ballot Box BOX-350A Proprietary Ballot Box
{CP2 Ballot Box BOX-340C Proprietary Ballot Box
ICP2 Ballot Box BOX-341C Proprietary Ballot Box
ICP2 Ballot Box ElectionSource IM-COLLAPSIBLE Proprietary Ballot Box
ICX UPS Inline EMI Filter 1.0 Proprictary EMI Filter
ICX Tablet {Classic) aValue 15" Tablet {SID-15V) COoTS Ballot Marking Device
ICX Tabtet (Classic) aValue 21" Tablet (SID-21V} (Steel or CcOoTS Ballot Marking Device

Aluminum chassis)
ICX Tablet (Prime) aValue 21" Tablet (HID-21V) (Steel or COTS Ballot Marking Device or
Aluminum chassis) Direct Recording
Electronic
Thermal Printer Sil RP-D10 COTS Report Printer

29
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Proprietary or

System Component Hardware Version coTS Comments
Thermal Printer KFi VRP3 COTS Voter-verifiable paper
audit trail (VWPAT)
Server Dell PowerEdge R620 COTS Standard Server
Server Dell PowerEdge R630 COTS Standard Server
Server Dell PowerEdge R640 COTS Standard Server
ICC Workstation HW Dell OptiPiex 7440 All in One COTS
ICC Workstation HW Dell OptiPlex 3050 All In One COTS
|CC Workstation HW Dell OptiPlex 9030 All in One COTS
ICC Workstation HW Dell OptiPlex 9020 All in One COTS
ICC Workstation HW Dell OptiPlex 9010 All in One COTS
ICC Scanner Canon imageFormula DR-G1130 COTS Central Count Scanner
ICC Scanner Canon imageFormula DR-M 16011 COTS Central Count Scanner
ICC Scanner Canon imageFormula DR-M260 COTS Central Count Scanner
ICC Scanner InoTec HiPro 821 COTS Central Count Scanner
ICC Scanner Dell Optiplex 7050 COTS
ICC Scanner Dell 24 18HT Monitor COTS
Client Workstation HW and Dell Precision 3430 COoTS
Express Server
Client Workstation HW and Dell Precision 3431 CoTS
Express Server
Client Workstation HW and Dell Precision T3420 COTS
Express Server
Client Workstation HW Dell Precision T1700 COTS
Client Workstation HW Dell Latitude 3400 COTS
Client Workstation HW Dell Latitude 3490 COTS
Client Workstation HW Dell Latitude E3480 COTS
Client Workstation HW Dell Latitude E3470 CQTS
Client Workstation HW Dell Latitude E7450 COTS
ICX Printer HP LaserJet Pro Printer M402dn COTS
ICX Printer HP LaserJet Pro Printer M402dne COTS
Monitor Dell Monitor KM632 COTS
Monitor Dell Monitor P2414Hb COTS
Monitor P2419H COTS
Monitor P2417H COTS
Monitor Deli Ultrasharp 24” Monitor U2414H COTS
CD/DVD Reader Dell DVD Multi Recorder GP6ONBG0 COTS
iButton Programmer Maxim iButton Programmer COTS
DS9490R# with DS1402-RP8+
UPS Tripp Lite SMART1500RMXL2U CoTS
UPS APC SMT1500C Smart-UPS COTS
UPS APC SMT1500 Smart-UPS COTS
UPs APC BEGOOM 1 COTS
UPS APC BR1000G COTS
Network Switch Dell X1008 COTS
Network Switch Dell X1018 COTS
Network Switch Dell X1026 COTS
Network Switch Deli PowerConnect 2808 COTS
Sip and Puff Enabling Devices #972 COTS
Headphones Cyber Acoustics ACM-70 and ACM- COTS
708
4-way Joystick Controller 526 Modified COTS
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System Component Hardware Version Propég;asry or Comments
Rocker (Paddle) Switch Enabling Device #971 COTS
Rocker (Paddle) Switch AbleNet 10033400 {2x) COTS
CF Card Reader IOGEAR SDHC/microSDHC COoTS
0U51USC410
CF Card Dual-Slot Reader Lexar USB 3.0 COTS
CF Card Reader Hoodman Steel USB 3.0 102015 COTS
CF Card Reader Lexar Professionai CFR1 COTS
CF Card Reader Kingston FCR-HS4 COTS
ATl ATl handset Proprietary
AT ATI-USB handset Proprietary
ACS PC-Linked ACR38 COoTs
Smart Card Reader
ACS PC-Linked ACR39 coTS
Smart Card Reader
System Limitations
This table depicts the limits the system has been tested and certified to meet.
- Limiting .
Characteristic Limit Comment
Component
Ballot positions Ballot 292* /462** Landscape Ballot: 240
candidates + 24 write-ins + 28
Yes/No choices.
Precincts in an election EMS 1000; 250 Standard; Express
Contests in an election EMS 1000; 250 Standard; Express
Candidates/Counters in an election EMS 10000; 2500 Standard; Express
Candidates/Counters in a precinct Ballot 240*/462** Both
Candidates/Counters in a tabulator Tabulator 10000; 2500 Standard; Express
Ballot Styles in an election Tabulator 3000; 750 Standard; Express
Ballot IDs in a tabulator Tabulator 200 Both
Contests in a ballot style Ballot 38*/156** Both
Candidates in a contest Ballot 240*/231** Both
Ballot styles in a precinct Tabulator 5 Both
Number of political parties Tabulator 30 Both
"yote for” in a contest Ballot 24*%/30%* Both
Supported languages in an election Tabulator 5 Both
Number of write-ins Ballot 24*/462** Both

* Reflects the system limit for a ballot printed in landscape.

** Reflects the system limit for a ballot printed in portrait.
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Functionality
2005 VVSG Supported Functionality Declaration

party selection

Feature/Characteristic Yes/No | Comment
Voter Verified Paper Audit Trails
VVPAT YES
Accessibility
Forward Approach YES
Paraliel (Side) Approach YES
Closed Primary
Primary: Closed YES
Open Primary
Primary: Open Standard (provide definition of how supported) YES
Primary: Open Blanket {provide definition of how supported) YES
Partisan & Non-Partisan:
Partisan & Non-Partisan: Vote for 1 of N race YES
Partisan & Non-Partisan: Multi-member (“vote for N of M”) YES
board races
Partisan & Non-Partisan: “vote for 1” race with a single YES
candidate and write-in voting
Partisan & Non-Partisan “vote for 1” race with no declared YES
candidates and write-in voting
Write-in Voting:
Write-in Voting: System default is a voting position identified for YES
write-ins.
Write-in Voting: Without selecting a write in position. NO
Write-in: With No Declared Candidates YES
Write-in: [dentification of write-ins for resolution at central YES
count
Primary Presidential Delegation Nominations & Slates:
Primary Presidential Delegation Nominations: Displayed YES
delegate slates for each presidential party
Slate & Group Voting: one selection votes the slate. YES
Ballot Rotation:
Rotation of Names within an Office; define all supported YES Equal time rotation
rotation methods for location on the ballot and vote
tabulation/reporting
Straight Party Voting:
Straight Party: A single selection for partisan races in a general YES
election
Straight Party: Vote for each candidate individually YES
Straight Party: Modify straight party selections with crossover YES
votes
Straight Party: A race without a candidate for one party YES
Straight Party: “N of M race (where “N">1) YES
Straight Party: Excludes a partisan contest from the straight YES
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Feature/Characteristic Yes/No | Comment
Cross-Party Endorsement:
Cross party endorsements, multiple parties endorse one YES
candidate.
Split Precincts:
Split Precincts: Multiple ballot styles YES
Split Precincts: P & M system support splits with correct contests YES
and ballot identification of each split
Split Precincts: DRE matches voter to all applicable races. YES
Split Precincts: Reporting of voter counts {# of voters) to the YES
precinct split level; Reporting of vote totals is to the precinct
level
Vote N of M:
Vote for N of M: Counts each selected candidate, if the YES
maximum is not exceeded.
Vote for N of M: Invalidates all candidates in an overvote {paper) YES
Recall issues, with options:
Recall Issues with Options: Simple Yes/No with separate YES
race/election. (Vote Yes or No Question)
Recall Issues with Options: Retain is the first option, NO
Replacement candidate for the second or more options (Vote 1
of M)
Recall ssues with Options: Two contests with access to a second NO
contest conditional upon a specific vote in contest one. {Must
vote Yes to vote in 2nd contest.)
Recall Issues with Options: Two contests with access to a second NO
contest conditional upon any vote in contest one. {Must vote
Yes to vote in 2nd contest.)
Cumulative Voting
Cumulative Voting: Voters are permitted to cast, as many votes NO
as there are seats to be filled for one or more candidates. Voters
are not limited to giving only one vote to a candidate. Instead,
they can put multiple votes on one or more candidate.
Ranked Order Voting
Ranked Order Voting: Voters can write in a ranked vote. NO
Ranked Order Voting: A ballot stops being counting when all NO
ranked choices have been eliminated
Ranked Order Voting: A ballot with a skipped rank counts the NO
vote for the next rank. )
Ranked Order Voting: Voters rank candidates in a contest in NO

order of choice. A candidate receiving a majority of the first
choice votes wins. if no candidate receives a majority of first
choice votes, the last place candidate is deleted, each ballot cast
for the deleted candidate counts for the second choice
candidate listed on the ballot. The process of eliminating the last
place candidate and recounting the ballots continues until one
candidate receives a majority of the vote
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Feature/Characteristic Yes/No | Comment
Ranked Order Voting: A ballot with two choices ranked the NO
same, stops being counted at the point of two similarly ranked
choices.
Ranked Order Voting: The total number of votes for two or more NO

candidates with the least votes is less than the votes of the
candidate with the next highest number of votes, the candidates
with the least votes are eliminated simultaneously and their
votes transferred to the next-ranked continuing candidate.
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Feature/Characteristic Yes/No | Comment
Provisional or Challenged Ballots
Provisional/Challenged Ballots: A voted provisional ballots is YES
identified but not included in the tabulation, but can be added in
the central count.
Provisional/Challenged Ballots: A voted provisional ballots is NO
included in the tabulation, but is identified and can be
subtracted in the central count
Provisional/Challenged Ballots: Provisional ballots maintain the YES
secrecy of the ballot.
Overvotes (must support for specific type of voting system)
Overvotes: P & M: Overvote invalidates the vote. Define how YES Overvotes cause a
overvotes are counted. warning to the voter
and can be configured
to allow voter to
override.
Overvotes: DRE: Prevented from or requires correction of YES
overvoting.
Overvotes: If a system does not prevent overvotes, it must count YES If allowed via voter
them. Define how overvotes are counted. override, overvotes are
tallied separately.
Overvotes: DRE systems that provide a method to data enter N/A
absentee votes must account for overvotes.
Undervotes
Undervotes: System counts undervotes cast for accounting YES
purposes
Blank Ballots
Totally Blank Ballots: Any blank ballot alert is tested. YES Precinct voters receive
a warning; both
precinct and central
scanners will warn on
blank ballots.
Totally Blank Ballots: If blank ballots are notimmediately YES Blank ballots are
processed, there must be a provision to recognize and accept flagged. These ballots
them can be manually
examined and then be
scanned and accepted
as blank; or precinct
voter can override and
‘ accept.
Totally Blank Ballots: If operators can access a blank ballot, there YES Operators can examine
must be a provision for resolution. a blank ballot, re-mark
if needed and allowed,
and then re-scan it.
Networking
Wide Area Network — Use of Modems NO
Wide Area Network — Use of Wireless NO
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Feature/Characteristic Yes/No | Comment
Local Area Network — Use of TCP/iP YES Client/server only
Local Area Network — Use of Infrared NO
Local Area Network — Use of Wireless NO
FIPS 140-2 validated cryptographic module YES

Used as !if applicable):

Precinct counting device

YES imageCast Precinct

Central counting device

YES ImageCast Central

Baseline Certification Engineering Change Orders (ECO)

ECO# Component Description
100503 ICP PCOS-320C & Adding a COTS ccllapsible ballot box to AVL for use with the ICP
ICP PCOS-320A
100521 Servers and Added DELL P2419H monitor as a display device.
Workstations

100527 EMS Workstations. | Added DELL Latitude 2490 computer with updated i3-8130U
processor (Dual Core, 4MB Cache, 2.2GHz) to DVS PN 190-000061 (a
client workstation).

100543 ICC Scanner Update to the DR-G1130 Scanner LCD Panel User Interface.

100588 ICX Workstation Added new models of VVPAT printer for use with the D-Suite ICX
workstation due to previous model becoming commercially
unavailable

100596 EMS Workstation Added DELL Latitude 3400 computer as a client workstation due to
the DELL Latitude 3490 computer becoming commercially
unavailable for purchase

100597 EMS Server Added DELL PowerEdge R640 computer with new processor and
RAM as an AVL to the existing R640 server computer configurations

100602 EMS Server and Added DELL Precision 3431 computer in an EMS Express Server and

Workstations EMS Client Workstation configuration due to the DELL Precision 3430
computer becoming commercially unavailable for purchase

100603 ICC Scanner Added DELL P2418HT monitor as & display device for ICC HiPro

scanner workstation configuration due to the Lenovo 10QXPAR1US
monitar becoming commercially unavailable for purchase
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