






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































AG0-314 

KATIE HOBBS 
SECRETARY OF STATE 

The Honorable Mark Brnovich 
Attorney General 

December 17, 2021 

2005 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Re: Response to AGO Review of the 2021 Elections Procedures Manual 

Mr. Brnovich, 

My Office has reviewed your proposed edits to the draft Election Procedures Manual that I 
submitted on October 1. 

In total, your demands slash close to a third of the Manual-deleting large swaths, the vast 
majority of which you and the Governor approved in 2019 and most of which have been part of 
the Manual for much longer than that. There is no legal basis for these wholesale deletions, and 
they contravene the purpose of the Manual itself, leaving large gaps in election procedures, 
introducing inconsistency to longstanding processes, and creating unnecessary uncertainty and 
risk for election officials on the cusp of an election year that will already be challenging due to 
redistricting. Appendix A identifies just some examples of the most problematic deletions. 

While I can't agree to all these edits, I am willing to accept some of your suggestions in an effort 
at compromise, even though I do not agree that the provisions "exceed the scope of the 
Secretary's statutory authorization or contravene an election statute's purpose." Examples are 
described in Appendix B. Your remaining edits require additional discussion. 

The Manual is an important component of election integrity in Arizona-one that ensures that 
elections across our state are run uniformly and efficiently. An up-to-date Manual protects the 
integrity of our elections. 

The statutory deadline for your approval of the Manual is December 31, two weeks from today. 
While it's unfortunate that your participation thus far has been both late and lacking in 
substance, it's my hope that we can spend the next two weeks productively working together to 
reach agreement on an updated Manual. Even as the holidays quickly approach, my Office is 
prepared to get the job done on behalf of Arizona's voters and election officials. Please let me 
know when you are prepared to discuss these issues further. 

Sincerely, 

Katie Hobbs 
Arizona Secretary of State 
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APPENDIXA 
EXAMPLES OF UNACCEPTABLE DELETIONS 

1. Voter Registration (Chapter 1) 

AG0-315 

You demand deletion of the majority of Chapter 1, which covers the voter registration process. 
While you repeatedly claim that the struck provisions "exceed the scope of the Secretary's 
statutory authorization or contravene an election statute's purpose," this assertion is meritless. 

First, voter registration is plainly within the Secretary's statutory authorization, and you 
provide no meaningful explanation of why you believe this topic is unsuitable for inclusion in 
the EPM, nor do you cite any statute with which the provisions conflict. A.R.S. § 16-452(A) states 
that the Secretary "shall prescribe rules to achieve and maintain the maximum degree of 
correctness, impartiality, uniformity and efficiency on the procedures for early voting and 
voting, and of producing, distributing, collecting, counting, tabulating and storing ballots." 
Because voter registration is a prerequisite to voting for every Arizonan, pursuing the statutory 
goals of the EPM necessarily begins with the registration process. Promulgating rules for 
consistent voter registration across the state promotes consistent voting opportunities and 
procedures. Indeed, voter registration has long been a significant part of the EPM, at least as 
far back as 2006, when your Chief Deputy, Joe Kanefield, was the State Elections Director under 
then-Secretary of State Jan Brewer. 

Even if voter registration procedures did exceed the scope of the Secretary's rulemaking 
authority (they do not), your comments misconstrue McKenna v. Soto, 481 P.3d 695 (Ariz. 2021) 
and Leach v. Hobbs, 483 P.3d 194 (Ariz. 2021). You imply that anything within the EPM that 
does not fall within the Secretary's express statutory authorization must be removed. But 
neither McKenna nor Leach support this conclusion. Leach merely reiterated the rule from 
McKenna that "an EPM regulation that exceeds the scope of its statutory authorization or 
contravenes an election statute's purpose does not have the force of law." 483 P.3d at 198. In 
McKenna, the Arizona Supreme Court explicitly noted that the EPM may contain guidance 
outside of the topics outlined in A.RS. § 16-452(A). 481 P.3d at 699. And while such an EPM 
provision lacks the force oflaw, it "acts as guidance." Id. 

The role of such guidance should not be understated. One of the principal functions of the EPM 
is to serve as a reference for the 15 counties in administering elections. Accordingly, the EPM is 
organized in a manner that instructs election officials on their duties in a logical and 
comprehensible format. For example, much of Chapter 1 simply restates the statutory 
requirements for voter registration. The EPM does not need to give these provisions the force of 
law, because the Arizona Revised Statutes already do. Striking these sections from the EPM 
therefore does nothing to change election officials' obligations, but instead robs them of the 
efficiency and convenience of having the rules laid out clearly within the practical framework of 
election administration. The EPM provides election officials with important context for election 
provisions, even when that context includes nonbinding guidance. Similarly, it contains 
numerous "best practices" that it never attempts to give the full force oflaw. It deliberately does 
so through the use of permissive language such as "should" and "may." This allows the counties 
to consider whether and how to integrate these practices into their duties, thereby fostering 
better election administration. 

Your wholesale deletions from Chapter 1 would also interfere with duties imposed by the courts 
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and by federal law. The sections you have identified for removal include those created by the 
consent decree in League of United Latin American Citizens of Arizona (LULAC) v. Reagan, 
2:17-cv-04102-DGC, Doc. 37 (D. Ariz. June 18, 2018) (the "LULAC Consent Decree"). The 
LULAC Consent Decree mandated that its terms be incorporated into the EPM. LULAC 
Consent Decree at 7-8. Those terms require processing the state and federal voter registrations 
consistently, including registering applicants who do not provide DPOC but are otherwise 
qualified as "federal only" voters, searching AZMVD records for DPOC of such registrants, and 
allowing voters to become "full ballot" voters by submitting DPOC by the Thursday before the 
election. Id. at 8-12. Removing these provisions from the EPM would violate the LULAC 
Consent Decree and invite further litigation on the matter. You should be well aware of this 
problem: you represented then-Secretary of State Michele Reagan in this litigation and in 
negotiating the Consent Decree, and you subsequently approved the required EPM provisions 
twice: in a 2019 addendum to the 2014 EPM, and in the 2019 EPM. Reversing course now shows 
a reckless disregard for the rules that you helped create and that election officials have dutifully 
observed since their enactment in the EPM. 

The sections you have identified for removal also include provisions relating to the Secretary's 
duties as Arizona's chief election official under federal law. A.R.S. § 16-142(A) designates the 
Secretary as the chief state election officer responsible for administering the National Voter 
Registration Act (NVRA) and Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act 
(UOCAVA). For example, the NVRA requires the Secretary to coordinate with local jurisdictions 
and ensure compliance with its voter registration list maintenance provisions. See 52 U.S.C. § 
20507(a)-(g). Chapter 1, Section VIII of the EPM details the corresponding process. To a broader 
extent, the EPM explains what federal law requires of the counties for voter registration under 
the NVRA, UOCAVA, and the Help America Vote Act (RAVA). It promotes uniformity by 
integrating these requirements with the state process. As a result, the counties receive a 
comprehensive guide upon which they can rely. Therefore, widescale deletions within Chapter 
1 will result in inconsistency in voter registration procedures that unacceptably contravenes 
state and federal law, as well as the purpose of the EPM. 

2. Voting Equipment Certification (Chapter 4, Section I) 

You demand deletion of all of Chapter 4, Section 1 on Voting Equipment Certification, again 
stating "[t]he proposed regulations exceed the scope of the Secretary's statutory authorization 
or contravene an election statute's purpose." Again, it is unclear whether you believe the 
Secretary has no authority to address voting equipment certification in the EPM at all, or 
whether you agree it can be addressed in the EPM, but believe the content of the entire section 
violates some statute (even though you cite none). In any case, neither objection has merit. 

The procedures for state certification of voting and tabulation equipment fall squarely within 
the statutory authorization for the EPM. In addition to the authorization in A.R.S. § 16-452(A) 
for procedures to ensure "the maximum degree of correctness, impartiality, uniformity and 
efficiency" for voting, counting, and tabulating ballots, A.RS. § 16-449(B) specifically states that 
the EPM "shall include procedures for ... the electronic scanning of ballots and any other 
matters necessary to ensure the maximum degree of correctness, impartially and uniformity in 
the administration of an electronic ballot tabulation system." This necessarily includes 
procedures for certification, which ensures that only electronic tabulation systems that comply 
with federal and state law are used in Ariwna elections. Indeed, the original iteration of what 
eventually became the current statutory mandate for the EPM required "supplementary 
instructions and procedures for the safe and efficient use of electronic voting systems .... " H.B. 
204, 27th Leg., 2d Reg. Sess. (Ariz. 1966), 1966 Session Laws Ch. 92, § 1. And EPMs at least as 
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As to the content of the section, while minor clarifying edits were made in the 2021 draft, the 
section is almost entirely identical to what you and the Governor approved in the 2019 EPM. 1 I 
trust that you did not believe the section violated Arizona law or "contravened an election 
statute's purpose" when you approved it in 2019. There has been no change in law as to voting 
equipment certification that would render the section unlawful now when it wasn't in 2019. 
Indeed, in addition to being legally indefensible, your demand to delete this section will create 
unnecessary uncertainty and pose a threat to the security and integrity of the voting systems 
used in Arizona elections. Having clear, enforceable procedures in place for certifying voting and 
ballot tabulation systems is a critical component of how we secure Arizona's elections and there 
is no justifiable reason for suddenly discarding these procedures now. 

3. Implementation of S.B. 1485 and S.B. 1530 (Chapter 2, Sections l(B) and (C)) 

A.R.S. § 16-452(A) clearly states that the EPM shall include rules relating to, among other 
things, early voting and the distribution of ballots. And ensuring efficient and consistent 
implementation of new statutory requirements is one of the most important functions of an 
updated EPM. Nonetheless, you demand deletion of provisions in Chapter 2 relating to two new 
early voting laws enacted in the last legislative session: S.B. 1485 and S.B. 1530. You cite no 
specific statute that you believe these provisions violate and you've provided no meaningful 
explanation of why or how these provisions "contravene an election statute's purpose." Indeed, 
none exists. Deleting these provisions contravenes the EPM's purpose and would simply hinder 
Arizona election officials' ability to effectively and consistently implement the new statutory 
requirements. 

4. AEVL Request Forms and Minimum Requirements (Chapter 2) 

You demand removal of provisions in Chapter 2, Section I(B) specifying that a voter may request 
to be placed on the Active Early Voting List (AEVL) by "[m]aking any other written request that 
contains the minimum required information for an AEVL request," and that "[i]n addition to 
the County Recorder's or Secretary of State's official AEVL request form, a voter may use any 
other substantially similar written document to request AEVL status." However, while your 
comment for these deletions says "See A.R.S. § 16-544(B)," the provisions track the requirements 
in that statute exactly. A.R.S. § 16-544(B) specifies what must be included in an application to 
be placed on the AEVL, and then goes on to say: "In lieu of the application, the applicant may 
submit a written request that contains the required information." Deleting the provisions at 
issue suggests that voters must use a formal AEVL request form to enroll, which directly 
contradicts what the statute actually says. 

1 One substantive update to the equipment certification section is the addition of"[l]oss of physical custody 
and control to an unauthorized or untrusted source" to the list of factors the Secretary may consider in 
reaching a preliminary decision to decertify voting equipment (see page 92 of your redline). This addition 
is based on new guidance from the Cyber and Infrastructure Security Agency (CISA). See Dept. of 
Homeland Security, CISA Insights, Chain of Custody and Critical Infrastructure Systems, available at 
https://www.cisa.gov/publication/chain-custody-and-critical-infrastructure-systems ("A break in the 
chain of custody occurring due to a non-validated organization or bad actor gaining custody or access 
increases the risk that the integrity or reliability of the asset cannot be restored."). Any suggestion that 
this addition renders the entire certification section unlawful is absurd. There is no election statute whose 
purpose is to protect voting equipment from potential decertification despite the loss of physical custody 
and control to an unauthorized or untrusted source. 
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You also demand deletion of the provision stating that AEVL request forms distributed by third 
parties, such as candidates, political parties, or nonprofit organizations, "must seek all the 
information required under Chapter 2, Section (l)(B)(4)." Chapter 2, Section (l)(B)(4) in turn 
lists the required information specified in A.R.S. § 16-544(B). Further, A.R.S. § 16-544(B) 
expressly states: "An early voter request form shall conform to the requirements prescribed in 
the [EPM]." 

These deletions contravene express statutory provisions and are already causing confusion 
among county election officials. The deletions are even more inexplicable given that you and the 
Governor approved the exact same provisions for PEVL enrollment in 2019 and no relevant 
portion of the applicable law has changed since then to warrant these deletions. The deletions 
are unacceptable. 

5. Challenges to Early Ballots (Chapter 2, Section V) 

You demand deletion of the provision stating that a challenge to an early ballot must be 
submitted prior to the opening of the early ballot affidavit envelope. Although you cite to A.R.S. 
§ 16-552(D), your opposition to this provision is not only contrary to the administrability of early 
ballot challenges but also contravenes statute and the constitutional right to a secret ballot. 
A.R.S. § 16-552(D) states that an early ballot challenge must be made "before the early ballot is 
placed in the ballot box." Subsections (F) and (G) clarify that an early election board opens the 
affidavit envelope after determining that a challenged vote is allowed, but leaves the envelope 
sealed if the challenged vote is not allowed. A challenge must therefore be raised before the 
affidavit envelope is opened, as the early election board would be unable to comply with A.R.S. 
§ 16-552(F) and (G) if a challenge were raised after. Additionally, once the affidavit envelope is 
opened, there is no way to tie the ballot back to a particular voter. Indeed, it would be 
unconstitutional for the ballot to contain any information that can link it to the voter. See Ariz. 
Const. art. VII, § 1 (noting the right to a secret ballot). As a result, attempting to match a ballot 
to its affidavit envelope after the two have been separated raises the distinct possibility of 
identifying (and possibly rejecting) the wrong ballot. This would threaten the votes of persons 
other than those being challenged. And, to the extent it's possible, connecting a loose ballot to a 
particular voter jeopardizes the right to a secret ballot, threatening voters and election officials 
alike. See Ariz. Const. art. VII, § 1; A.R.S. § 16-1007(2). Therefore, striking this particular EPM 
provision contravenes A.R.S. § 16-552 and the Arizona Constitution, and is unacceptable. 

6. Date and Time Calculations (Chapter 2, Section VI (Signature Cure); Chapter 
12 (Navajo Nation/Daylight Savings Time) 

You demand deletion of provisions in Chapter 2, Section VI specifying that, for the purposes of 
determining the applicable early ballot signature cure deadline in A.R.S. § 16-550(A): "(i) the 
PPE is considered a federal election; and (ii) for counties that operate under a four-day 
workweek, only days on which the applicable county office is open for business are considered 
business days." You also demand deletion of a footnote in Chapter 12, Section I specifying that, 
"[a]lthough Arizona does not observe Daylight Savings Time (DST), the Navajo Nation, 
including those portions in Arizona, does. Therefore, when DST is in effect in the Navajo Nation, 
voting locations in the Navajo Nation presumptively close at 7:00 p.m. DST unless extended by 
court order." 

These provisions clearly fall within the scope of A.R.S. § 16-452(A), because they create 
consistency in voting and early voting. By establishing rules for the early ballot signature cure 
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deadline, the EPM aims to provide all voters the same opportunity to cure their early ballot 
after an election, regardless of their county of residence. Similarly, clarifying that voting 
locations on the Navajo Nation operate on their local time guarantees that voters within the 
Navajo Nation have the same opportunity for polling hours as voters in the rest of the state. 

In fact, the signature cure period clarifications were specifically discussed at some length when 
you approved the 2019 EPM. Initially, your office sought to delete them but reconsidered after 
further discussion on the need to address these questions and the importance of establishing 
consistent practices within the state. There has been no change in law or facts that warrant 
discarding these provisions now. And while the Daylight Savings Time provision is new to the 
EPM, it simply codifies the current practice of the three affected counties-Coconino, Navajo, 
and Apache. Because of the ambiguity created by the differing time zones, removing the EPM 
provision would needlessly risk inconsistency, uncertainty, and confusion for election officials 
and voters alike. 

This is precisely the situation the EPM is intended to address; it fills gaps and clarifies 
ambiguities so that election officials and voters receive a singular interpretation and application 
of election rules. Given the threat of prosecution over modifying election dates and deadlines, it 
is more important than ever that election officials have uniform rules for calculating dates and 
deadlines when specific circumstances raise ambiguities. See A.R.S. § 16-407.03. Therefore, 
these deletions are unacceptable. 

7. Ballot Security and Chain of Custody (Chapter 13) 

Despite A.R.S. § 16-452(A)'s clear directive that the EPM include rules relating to the storage 
and retention of ballots, you demand removal of an update in the 2021 EPM that: (a) clarifies 
that the EPM's ballot security and chain of custody requirements-which you and the Governor 
already approved in 2019 and which you apparently take no issue with now-apply whenever 
ballots are handled, including after the official canvass; and (b) includes a footnote referencing 
the U.S. Department of Justice's guidance regarding federal law requirements as to ballot 
retention, security, and chain of custody. These updates provide important clarification and 
guidance to protect the security and integrity of Arizonans' ballots and ensure compliance with 
state and federal laws. Though your cut-and-paste comment states that the updates may 
"contravene an election statute's purpose," you've cited none and there is no election statute 
whose purpose is to undermine ballot security and chain of custody. This deletion is inexplicable 
and unacceptable. 
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1. Emergency UOCAVA Procedures (Chapter 2, Section l(F)) 
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A.R.S. § 16-543(C) states that the Secretary "shall provide in the [EPM] for emergency 
procedures regarding the early balloting process for [UOCAVA voters]," which are to be 
implemented only in the event of a "national or local emergency that makes substantial 
compliance with [UOCAVA] impracticable, including occurrences of natural disasters or armed 
conflict." There can be no dispute as to the Secretary's authority to include emergency UOCAVA 
procedures in the EPM, but you demand deletion of the following provision: 

Should such an event cause insufficient time to receive, execute, and return a 
ballot, the deadline for the receipt of the early ballots mailed, emailed, or faxed 
back to the County Recorder will be 5:00 p.m. on the third business day after 
the election. 

This identical provision was in the 2019 EPM that you and the Governor approved, as well as 
EPMs going as far back as 2006 and 2007. Removing this provision will make it needlessly 
harder for UOCAVA voters-including overseas military voters risking their lives for our 
country-to exercise their right to vote during a national or local emergency. There is no 
statutory deadline for UOCAVA voters to return early ballots in times of emergency. Instead, 
A.R.S. § 16-543(C) expressly directs the Secretary to spell out such emergency procedures and 
we believe these longstanding procedures remain lawful. In any case, we can agree to accept 
this deletion in an effort at compromise and to avoid any allegation of conflict with A.R.S. § 16-
407 .03. But 1 invite you to join my Office in urging the legislature to codify this longstanding 
EPM provision into law to prevent an unjustified regression in access to the right to vote for our 
service members in times of emergency. 

2. Candidate Nomination (Chapter 6) 

You demand deletion of all of Chapter 6 on Candidate Nomination, stating that "[t]he proposed 
regulations exceed the scope of the Secretary's statutory authorization or contravene an election 
statute's purpose," but again citing no statute that is being contravened. We agree that there is 
no express statutory authorization for rulemaking on candidate nomination in the EPM. 
However, based on the Arizona Supreme Court's decision in McKenna v. Soto, any such 
provisions that "do not have any other basis in statute," i.e., they expand upon, rather than 
simply state, existing statutory requirements, "do0 not have the force of law, and simply acts 
as guidance." McKenna v. Soto, 481 P.3d 695, 699 (Ariz. 2021). No authority requires these 
sections be removed. Indeed, the Court in McKenna expressly contemplates such provisions 
being in the EPM-as nonbinding guidance. In any case, the vast majority of what is in Chapter 
6 simply describes, often verbatim, what is required by the cited statutory provision, and after 
the McKenna decision, my Office went through the chapter to ensure that any statements not 
expressly required by statute are clearly phrased as recommendations rather than 
requirements. The chapter contains useful information for filing officers and candidates alike, 
and because no authority requires removal of these provisions and the content of the chapter 
was already approved by you and the Governor in 2019, we would prefer to keep the chapter. 
But again, in an effort towards compromise, we can agree to accept this deletion. 
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3. Signature Gathering and Verification Requirements (Chapter 14, Section III) 

You demand deletion of Chapter 14, Section III on Signature Gathering and Verification 
Requirements, but again cite no statute that is being contravened. This section was approved 
by you and the Governor in 2019. In the 2021 draft, only minor modifications were made to the 
paragraph discussing qualified electors who require assistance in completing and/or signing a 
petition due to a physical disability, and these updates were based on recommendations from 
the Center for Disability Law. We believe this section provides useful guidance consistent with 
the cited statutes. But again, in an effort towards compromise, we can agree to accept this 
deletion. 

4. Political Party Recognition (Chapter 15) 

You demand deletion of all of Chapter 15 on Political Party Recognition, but again cite no statute 
that is being contravened. As with Chapter 6 on Candidate Nomination, we agree that there is 
no express statutory authorization for rulemaking on political party recognition in the EPM. As 
with Chapter 6, because no authority requires removal of the provisions, the chapter simply 
describes existing statutory requirements or makes clear when a provision is non binding 
guidance, and the content of the chapter was already approved by you and the Governor in 2019, 
we would prefer to keep the chapter. But again, in an effort towards compromise, we are willing 
to accept this deletion. 

5. Campaign Finance Enforcement (Chapter 16, Section Il(D)-(E)) 

You demand deletion of Chapter 16, Section II(D) and (E) on Decision by the Enforcement 
Officer and Response to Notice of Violation, but again cite no statute that is being contravened. 
Sections essentially identical to these were approved by you and the Governor in 2019. We 
believe this section provides useful guidance consistent with the cited statutes, but again, in an 
effort towards compromise, can agree to accept this deletion. 
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MAHK BFlNOVICH 
A 1 1 onriL, Grnrn/\t 

Or-FICE OF lHE Arrorn..iEY GENrnAL 

S1A1F OF ArnzoNA 

December 22, 2021 

The Honorable Katie Hobbs 
Arizona Secretary of State 
1700 W. Washington, 7th Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Dear Secretary Hobbs: 

AG0-323 

I am in receipt of your letter dated December 17, 2021, regarding the Elections 
Procedures Manual (EPM). I previously set fo11h my position to you in my letter to you dated 
December 9, 2021. In that letter I made clear what changes need to be made to assure the EPM 
complies with the law and does not unnecessarily expose election officials and workers to 
criminal penalties. I appreciate that you agree with many of these changes. 

However, in accordance with my independent statutory obligation to review the manual 
as Arizona's chief legal officer, I reiterate once again that I will only approve the EPM with the 
changes outlined in my December 9, 2021 correspondence. 

Finally, because of your unprecedented decision to file a bar complaint against me and 
many attorneys in our office, I must refrain from addressing your legal arguments and discussing 
this matter further with you. Once again, I hope you have a MelTy Christmas and a Happy New 
Year. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Brnovich 
Attorney General 
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KATIE HOBBS 
SECRETA.~ oi:- ST/\TE 

December 23, 2021 

To: County Recorders and County Election Directors 
R<i: 2021 Elections Pron•dures Manual 

Colleagues, 

Thank you for your work on the 2021 Elections Procedures Manual (EPM). Officials from all 15 
counties spent countless hours working to tmsure we• had an EPM that maintained the "the 
maximum degree of correctness, impartiality. uniformity and efficiency on the procedures for early 
voting and voting, and of producing, distributing, collecting, counting, tabulating and storing 
ballots," nmong many other topics required by law to he addressed in the EPM. AR.S. § 16-452(A). 

Unfortunately, Attomcy General Mark Bmovich informed me last night that he has no intention 
of' working in good faith lo npprovc a new Manual this yt•ar. In fact, the Attorney General seems 
comfortable blaming his prior unethical behavior for his currl.'nt unwillingness to fulfill his 
statutor~• obligation as to the EPM. even though the two have no rational conneetion to each other. 
And though statute niquires my Office to "consult ... with each county hoard of supervisors or other 
officer in charg._. of elections .. as part of this process, it placc•s no similar requi1·ement on the 
Attornl'y General to consider the l'xpertise of election officials. His comments make it clear that 
he would benefit greatly from such expertise. Nl•,·ertheless. I'm grateful that many of you tried to 
optm a productive dialogue with Mr. Brnov1ch. 

While this setback is unfortunate, the past el~tion cycle taught us that. working together. we can 
overcome any obstacfo-induding the intransigence of politicians-and administer free and fair 
£•1ections pursuant to Atizona laws and procedures. Indeed it was our hard work during 2019 that 
gave us an EPM that remains relevant. though now not fully up-to-date. I look forward to continued 
discussions owr the coming months about how we can work together to ensure that all voters in 
Arizona can partidpate in elections that are uniform. efficient, and faithful to Arizona law dt•spile 
the Attorney GC>neral's refusal to fulfill his statutory duties in good faith. 

I told Mr. Brnovich last wet.~k that my Office was pt-epan•d to work through the holidays to "get th1..· 
job done• on bt•half of Arizona's voters and election officials." As it's now clear his Office is not 
prepared or willing to do the same, I wish you all Happy Holidays and hope you get some rest 
ahead of the eledion year that approaches. I know wr all need it. 

Sincl.'rdy. 

ML-
Katie Hobbs 
Arizona 8ec1·etnry of Stok 
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DouGLAs A. Duc1w 
GovERNOlt 

December 31, 2021 

The Honorable Katie Hobbs 
Arizona Secretary of State 
1700 West Washington Street, 7th Floor 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Dear Secretary Hobbs: 

STATE OF ARIZONA 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

AG0-327 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE. 

The Governor's office has reviewed the 2021 version of the Arizona Secretary of State Elections Procedures Manual (2021 EPM) that you 
submitted for approval on October 1, 2021. Due to the lack of agreement on proposed revisions between you and the Attorney General, there is 
no action for the Governor to take at this time. 

After completing his legal review of the EPM, the Attorney General submitted edits of the EPM to your office on December 9, 2021 and 
subsequently correspondence between the two of you have not resulted in agreement on whether certain revisions should be included or not. 

The Governor believes election integrity is paramount. An accurate and updated EPM ensures both consistency throughout our 15 counties and 
predictability for our electorate. However, given that the EPM carries with it the force of law, the first objective must always be compliance 
with the law by ensuring that the executive branch is not straying into the responsibilities of the legislature. 

In 2021, the historic landscape under which the EPM has been implemented was changed following the decision by the Arizona Supreme Court 
in Leach v. Hobbs, 483 P.3d 194 (Ariz. 2021). As the court clearly articulated in that case, "an EPM regulation that exceeds the scope of its 
statutory authorization or contravenes an election statute's purpose does not have the force of law," Id at 198. It is through this lens that any 
approval of the EPM must be viewed. 

Our office recognizes that there were positive additions made to the 2019 EPM in the 2021 draft EPM, and we were encouraged to see new 
provisions related to security procedures and ballot chain-of-custody procedures. For that reason, the Governor encourages the legislature to 
address any policy matters that exist as the result of the inability to gain approval of the 2021 EPM to ensure the continued integrity of Arizona's 
elections and assist our local officials in providing consistency throughout the state in the operation of elections. 

Sincerely, 

Anni L. Foster 

General Counsel 
Office of Governor Douglas A. Ducey 

1700 \VBST WASlllNGTON STREET, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 

602-542-4331 • www.azgovcrnor.gov 
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20161 

Total Total Total Total % 
Mailed Returned Counted Rejected Rejected Late No Sigs Bad Sigs Dead 

Coconino (Flagstaff) 50627 40523 40220 303 0.75% 124 64 102 0 
Maricopa {Phoenix) 1532341 1249932 1245795 4137 0.33% 358 2209 1451 119 
Pima (Tucson) 382130 321737 320867 870 0.27% 0 34 472 37 
Pinal (San Tan Valley) 122262 90630 89803 827 0.91% 0 530 7 0 
Yavapai (Prescott) 106915 94111 91566 2545 2.70% 147 93 300 0 

20182 

Total Total Total Total % 
Mailed Returned Counted Rejected Rejected Late No Sigs Bad Sigs Dead 

Coconino (Flagstaff) 54265 37398 37112 286 0.76% 227 92 40 0 
Maricopa {Phoenix) 1689491 1184791 1181093 3698 0.31% 1535 1856 307 0 
Pima (Tucson) 411900 304048 302770 1278 0.42% 0 75 488 36 
Pinal (San Tan Valley) 136080 87228 87228 0 0.00% 163 131 41 0 
Yavapai (Prescott) 93276 91493 91176 317 0.35% 0 74 213 0 

2020 3 

Total Total Total Total % 
Mailed Returned Counted Rejected Rejected Late No Sigs Bad Sigs Dead 

Coconino (Flagstaff) 65520 54965 54809 335 0.61% 40 31 230 1 
Maricopa (Phoenix) 2258790 1908067 1905091 2976 0.16% 934 1455 587 0 
Pima {Tucson) 510197 427556 425705 1851 0.43% 337 81 572 37 
Pinal (San Tan Valley) 178468 148524 148208 316 0.21% 81 169 46 0 
Yavapai (Prescott) 142240 116671 116522 149 0.13% 46 8 68 0 

1 Data compiled from county responses to Section C of the 2016 Election Administration and Voting Survey available at https://www.eac.gov/research-and-data/datasets­

code books-and-surveys. 
2 Data compiled from county responses to Section C of the 2018 Election Administration and Voting Survey available at https://www.eac.gov/research-and-data/datasets­

cod e boo ks-and-surveys. 
3 Data compiled from county responses to Section C of the 2020 Election Administration and Voting Survey available at https://www.eac.gov/research-and-data/datasets­

codebooks-and-surveys. 
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~OLSIN ELLI 
CityScape, One E. Washington St, Ste. 1200, PhoeniX, AZ. 85004 • (602) 650-2000 

March 31, 2022 

VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Jennifer Wright 
Assistant Attorney General 
Arizona Attorney General's Office 
2005 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Re: Third Response to March 9 letter 

Dear Ms. Wright: 

Edward F. Novak 
(602) 650-2020 
(602) 532-7128 Fax 
enovak@polsinelli.com 

This is a follow up to the responses provided to you on March 23 and 24, to your letter of 
March 9, 2022. The Recorder and the Elections Department have no additional policies or 
procedures related to signature verification that have not already been provided. Three documents 
which were produced previously are attached to the letter. The Recorder's office thought an 
explanation of how the Recorder utilizes the Verus Pro system as part of the signature verification 
process, would be beneficial to your understanding by supplementing the written materials 
provided. 

There are no written procedures provided to or created for staff as it relates to batching into 
high or low confidence because Runbeck does the batching with Verus Pro. The low confidence 
batch are those envelopes with insufficient pixels or no signatures. Where there is a signature that 
is sufficient for the software to read and match to, it goes into the high confidence batch. 
Importantly, every envelope in both batches is reviewed by signature verification staff members. 
The staff level review is limited to designating a good signature or "exception" meaning it needs 
manager review. The staff members are trained to ignore the high and low confidence labeling 
and work these queues equally. with the same protocols established for all signature review, as 
noted in work documents already provided. 

The exceptions go to managers who are high level staff with additional training. Restricted 
access is in place for the manager review function, so only the higher"level staff can perform this 
review. There are both manager and user job aid docwnents, which outline the process for the 
manager to follow. 

The audit function is restricted to specific limited manager level staff. The audit queue is 
populated by a random 2% sampling of all records set with a disposition, regardless of the 
disposition designated. This audit function occurs prior to further sorting of the envelopes. 

polsinelli.oom 

Atlanta Boston Chicago Dallas Denver Houston Kansas City Los Angeles Miami Nashville New York 
Phoenix St. Louis San Francisco Seattle SIiicon VaHey Washington, D.C. Wilmlngton 
PolalneRI PC. Pofllnelli LLP in Callfomia 
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March 31, 2022 
Page2 

AG0-332 

This process has been explained to agents from your office but bas not been provided to 
you specifically. If you need further explanation, please ask. 

The Recorder and the Elections Department are continuing the search for Runbeck contract 
documents and emails. That search should be completed this week or early next week. With 
regard to the email search, we will advise on the volume and seek some guidance if the volume is 
too great for review purposes. 

Edward F. Novak 

EFN:dmc 
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Maricopa County Elections Department-Early Voting Division 
Standard Work-Signature Verification in Early Voting Returns (EVRT) Module 
Purpose: This document outlines the user level role working in the low and high confidence queues of the EVRT module. 

----- - ------· 

'. Important Steps 

Access the Early 
• Voting Returns (VBl0) 
(32) module. This 
system is ref erred to 
as the EVRT system. 

Select the 'AFF 
returns' button. 

Key Points 

• Open the ShortCutsVRAS folder 
on your desktop. 

• Double click the EVRT shortcut. 
• A box "We can't verify who 

created this file. Are you sure 
you want to open this file" 
appears. Select the 'Open' or 
'Run" button 

• The EVRT system will open and 
the screen will appear. 

• A pop-up screen will appear 
allowing you to open a batch. 

Notes: 

Opon Fil• - Security Wlffling 

w. ... ,_, ..... .._... ___ ,..._,,__ .. __ fle? 

T Nome F:\l'n>dl,ction\VblOBinXllfj\winVrasf.VIO'l'.ot 

Typt, Appliatjon 

ftom: F:\P1oduct.,.,\VblOllinlCl6\winVmfVl!lf.cn 

Run [ C-til 

.._._ 1M lilt is ii\. loc.ltion outsid<your loall _ ... Files''°"' loaltians 
1W youdon'tMog,,i,ranhom,you,PC.Oi,lyrunthisffeiyoutNst 

theloation. ~-At'}. th-t t1,;t] 

X 

r/: EVRT-Earty Ballot Returns Processing (.NE'l) Database: VRASPROD User ID: N.ABORC (32} Build: 2020.0528.0626 

Functions 7[7/2.020 10:38:07 AM 

~1 ~ I IC I !El I t;;J Im I ' I f.J_) I• 1=1• EV25 AFF Reb..ms \110 Reti..ns Lale Fins Rn Batch P8Sopv Batch lrlo PO Rns fddr. I.bis. EV36 &t 

r/j] EVRT-Earty Ballot Returns Processing (.NET) Database: VRASPROD User ID: N.ABORC {32) Buikt 2020.0528.0626 

Functions 7[7/2.02010:38:07 AM 

~1 ~ I [tJ I [!) I tiJ I [El I ,, I .. ~ I • I = 1 • EV2S AFF Rellnw VID Rm.ms Lale Rns Rn IWdi PSS.,v Bill.dl lrto PO Rns Mdr. Lbls. EV36 &i 

1 
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0 
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• Important Steps 

I Open a signature 
verification batch. 

Viewing the batch 
screens 

I Selecting the mode 

, Key Points 

• Select the 'New' folder (yellow 
folder icon). 

• Selecting this button will assign a 
batch of signatures to the user 
for verification. 

• The batch screen contains two 
images. 

• The larger image is an historical 
affidavit with a known approved 
signature. 

• The smaller image is a clipping of 
the signature on the green 
affidavit envelope (current 
election). 

• The mode includes four options: 
High confidence, Low 
Confidence, Manager and Audit. 

• Select the file option at the top 
of the screen. 

• Navigate to mode, hover the 
mouse over the mode. 

• Select the mode as directed by 
the supervisor 

I Notes: 

-i ?126-Ealy Voling~ Vtrificllion i L»IISER101106f 156AZ.41,138 

.I. X 
DKw<dr,Bad 

Known approved affidavit 

signature 

image of signature on 

affidavit envelope 

□ X 

• • Mots.- w 

-----------L--------==-------------------------------

2 
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Important Steps 

: Verifying the voter 

: Key Points 

• Review four key points on 
the screen to ensure the 
historical affidavit and the 
ballot affidavit belong to the 
same person. 

• Use the check mark method 
in the following order: 
preprinted name on the 
affidavit envelope on the 
lower left part of the screen 
(current election), signature 
on the affidavit envelope 
(current signature), signature 
on the historical affidavit, 
and name on the historical 
affidavit. 

• If the four points do not 
match, click the exception 
button at the top. 

• Be aware of family members 
in the same household 
signing the other family 
members affidavit envelope. 
This is an exception. 

• Tip: Right clock the mouse to 
magnify 

Notes: 

3 

.,_ . ...,,...........,..,_,.._..... .... -.~--...... --....... ... 
#,:.:~,mt 

~ n PU -
i =-----=---=~-.::_ ·-----~---
f.;;;;. ____ i---··-:----, ------!- -·-- i 

r=·=~:l=--"'"·1·=:·i.-,-__ ·•- ' 
1 i. .____,.- : l-~ j 
..:;.::;~~=-•--,...--: ,- "IS __ ..,._ (,..:.,-~-,~--1 

""~" ,.~,,,., _________ __, __ ,,._ ··---~----·- ....._ --
... -,..,.'7•- ... ---- l ,. ---
~ -:·::.~ • .!.=~ ~. --:,:, .~--_... _, ___ ...,._ __ ...,.____ _____ ·-~ -r·-·-----1-:.=--==:-· 
X 

•. -I--·-·-.__ ::-
µ-'! _______ ,.._ ___ • ____ , _____ , ~ 

t ~}!~~•--•--,,,,-,--• -,_,.,,<~,h<k"""''"''""""~'-',,_,, >t.O CU''"'"'''~ 

► 
G) 
0 

I 

w 
w 
CJl 
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Comparing the signatures i • Analyze the broad, local 
characteristics, and 
letterforms 

• If the signature on the 
historical affidavit and the 
signature on the affidavit 
envelope (current election) 
match, click the good 
button. 

• If the signatures can not be 
verified click the exception 
button. 

• If the affidavit is not signed 
by the voter click the 
exception button. 

• Refer to the signature 
verification job aid. 

NOTE: All signatures that 
cannot be verified will go 
through a second level review 
in the manager queue. 

··- hiltW .... ......,...,~,.,a\V!'.._ .Cat• 
................ u.a,, ............. 

,;,_.f:.4Jr:,: 

_._._,, ___ -·········-· 

...... - -1 r--t,;._...,._. ___ ...., __ , __ 
1 ~•-· ..... : , ______ ._ .. ____ _ 

~- l "'- ----, ·--......-.-- .....,,....,,. __ .,..,.. \ ----' ,,,, __ _ 
·- ------

.... ,.___ ,._ ... _,.,,_ : .;::;;..=.!:: 
---,-,------w'- ____ J ._ ; -~-
, .:.:;::==-,.--..,.-1 ·---·-- .:::.-·-·--
; f 
____ m,-,.,.,..,A~< ,__.,-, ------'-------~---------: ~---.~-·--'"'"-- l ,.,;#__ ~----- .. --

► : =--~-=~-==-,-· =•= 8 :-:.=-'::"'=l + 
--,-===--= -.:::~1---:::::::.::_ . - . 
X -J --·--==-

L::- -
t;..:=;,;;;.;;=.:-··-·-- ---~::=::--:~. ,•-~·. 

, ..... ,. 

ti • 

1 Reviewing the batch before 
ending. 

• Use the PREV~ and ~M!,-urlyVo1mqSign1t11feV..ifintiM!l.APU5£R101106i1'>6.A.'.'.,ll.lilt □ X 

NEXT► buttons to review 
signature dispositions. You 
can change the disposition 
if necessary BEFORE you 
complete the batch. 

• This review step is critical 
to ensure the correct 
disposition was selected. 

~,~~,...,~a!t,:~J .~---:,_,;,:;~::!:' 
~"'•·~;~~!""'II~~;.;,:,~'. ,,,: -.-:·,, 
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Closing a batch before 

completing all signatures. 

• If you cannot complete the ' "rm-Eaitr\llatingSignllwe'llllliamtfW115Bl11111•1159.42A1.11a 

full batch of all signatures, 

select the 'End' folder 

(Yellow Folder) the close 

batch. This is critical to 

ensure batches do not 

prevent a file from being 

completed. Another user 

can then complete the 

remaining images in the 

batch. 

--------------------------------- ---- ·------

' End the batch after 
• successfully dispositionlng 
-all signatures. 

• Once the review process is 
complete, select the 'End' 
folder (Yellow Folder). 

• Select the 'New' folder 
(yellow folder icon) to 
begin working on another 
batch. 

ti em· brt/YolingSignll,il,,Vdic.llian I UPUSElflOl1t111115MZA1,t31 

Ale Edit Dita Image llllkh 

~. 't~~t:~~:~ 

s 

llepo,ts Hdp 

a ,x ,..., ........ 4 ,.;...,t: ,,< 
~-,- .• ' - ""'Ni/itt! ~'.Mf.,,,-, '.~j 

,1' ' ' ' .• •: • ' ,~~ ' .1'"~, 

C X 

□ X 
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MARICOPA COUNTY I 
Elections Department 

1 

_ 

Signature Verification (User Level} Job Aid 
Purpose: The job aid is designed to provide guidance on examples staff may see on the affidavit envelope (electronic) when performing 
signature verification. 

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Signature can be Verified when 
Compared to the Historical Record 

"Verified and Approved MCTEC" 
Stamp 

Mark, such as an X (Not on 
Historical Record being compared) 

with a "Verified and Approved 
MCTEC" Stamp 

DISPOSm0N IN 
EVRT/EV26 SCREEN 

Good 

Good 

Good 

COMMENTS 

---
---· -:-1 2.J:"!t1 tt:'Ti'tJIP3"j't3j: lllU:: 

§;,:: '""'"'-""""' U <Ar, I 
IA=• I . p'hQ,tJ,.e;. 13~ 

~ .• -~:;: J ,~-= ' ·= . 
_.,._ 

---· /!!~ .. ' ~l<!?O] ~'1::la:1! "Vt:!!- ~ 
-- - ·1 -~ PEmlll!.:im'·M'!Ol!<!LC.co.N.., 

~~- pha,tlv,~~ J 
·T Id&-=-_:= :.: I 

l!!:-~-·--·······-~ .... -•~-·-····---···~ 

_.,._ 
---• .--1. z:;e.~1ffl,,,:~·,i::nscc -
-- (~ ~n't'!!ll oo La.c.i..t:. ,: --~ -- -- I ----= t X =t;r--~-- -- - --· --"?i 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

No Signature 

Signature Cannot be Verified with 
the Historical Record being 

Compared 

Part of the Signature Missing 
Not on Historical Record being 

Compared) 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 

DISPOSmON IN 
EVRT/EV26 SCREEN 

Exception 

Exception 

Exception 

COMMENTS 

--- '":., / ~3'!ffl"iUS-' Vt25 (:',tlC V 

~~=-00~=1 

=:-::= ~...n=:z:c:::::s:::r- ::A I 
WI ' I ----, 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Printed Name (Not on Historical 
Record being Compared) 

Deceased noted by Household 
Member 

Wrong Name Is Signed in the 
Signature Box 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department 

DISPOSITION IN 
EVRT/M6 SCREEN 

Exception 

Exception 

Exception 

.._ __ 

COMMENTS 

,··-, ~l mvrnro 'll"C~ ac::: V 
·/ :,.-'lt".JIIE iX!~ 00 l!..A CNll. 

r 
J 

Phil the Ballot 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Moved noted on Packet 

Power of Attorney (POA) 

Signing on Behalf of the Voter 
(i.e., Joe Doe signing for Sally Doe) 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 

DISPOSmON IN 
EVRT/EV26 SCREEN 

Exception 

Exception 

Exception 

-lfflf-

UU01ra1111• ----------·-
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COMMENTS 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Incapacitated noted on Packet 

Initials Only (Not on Historical 
Record being Compared) 

A Mark such as an X (Not on 
Historical Record being Compared) 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 

DISPOSfflON IN 
EVRT/EV26 SCREEN 

Exception 

Exception 

Exception 

l'Ml.llllUUOf 

IA-IIO• --·· -
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

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

Historical Record 

Stamped Signature (Not on 
Historical Record being compared) 

nunable to Sign due to Disability" 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 

DISPOSmON IN 
EYRT/EY26 SCREEN 

Exception 

Exception 

Exception 

COMMENTS 
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MARICOPA COUNTY A 
Elections Department 9 

Signature Verification (Manager level) Job Aid 
Purpose: The job aid is designed to provide guidance on examples staff may see on the affidavit envelope {electronic) when performing 
signature verification in the manager queue. The manager queue role reviews all records marked as an exception by the user. 

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Signature can be Verified when 
Compared to the Historical Records 

A Mark can be Verified when 
Compared to the Historical Records 

''Verified and Approved MCTEC'' 
Stamp 

DISPOSITION IN 
EVRT/EV26 SCREEN 

Good 

Good 

Good 

COMMENTS 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Mark, such as an X (Not on 
Historical Records being Compared) 

with a "Verified and Approved 
MCTEC" Stamp 

No Signature 

Signature is Flipped Upside Down 
(to purposely add to smaller NS 

review queue) 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 

DISPOSITION IN 
EVRT/EV26 SCREEN 

Good 

N0Si1 

NoSl1 

COMMENTS 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Signature Cannot be Verified with 
the Historical Records being 

Compared 

Part of the Signature Missing 
Not on Historical Record being 

Compared) 

Printed Name (Not on Historical 
Records being Compared) 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 

DISPOSmON IN 
EVRT /EV26 SCREEN 

Need Packet 

Need Packet 

Need Packet 

COMMENTS 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Deceased noted by Household 
Member 

Wrong Name is Signed In the 
Signature Box. The last names are 

identical. 

Wrong Name is Signed in the 
Signature Box. The last names are 

different 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 

DISPOSmON IN 
EVRT /EV26 SCREEN 

Deceased 

Household Exchange 

Need Packet 

COMMENTS 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Moved noted on Packet 

Power of Attorney (POA) 

Signing on Behalf of the Voter 
(i.e., Joe Doe signing for Sally Doe) 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 
DISPOSmON IN 

EVRT/EV26 SCREEN 

Need Packet 

Need Packet 

Need Packet 

COMMENTS 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

Incapacitated noted on Packet 

Initials Only (Not on Historical 
Records being Compared) 

A Mark such as an X (Not on 
Historical Records being Compared) 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 
DISPOSITION IN 

EVRT/EV26 SCREEN 

Need Packet 

Need Packet 

Need Packet 

COMMENTS 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

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

Historical Records. The last names 
are identical. 

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

Historical Records. The last names 
are different. 

Stamped Signature (Not on 
Historical Records being Compared) 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department 

DISPOSITION IN 
EVRT/EV26 SCREEN 

Household Exchange 

Need Packet 

Need Packet 

COMMENTS 
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EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT 
SIGNATURE IMAGE 

"Unable to Sign due to Disability'' 
not on the historical records. 

(to purposely add to smaller NS 
review queue) 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
Elections Department I 
DISPOSITION IN 

EVRT /EV26 SCREEN 

NoSig 

COMMENTS 
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AGO-353 

May 5, 2020 (Revised proposal on May 29, 2020 with two (2) additional pricing options for the 
county to choose from) 

Mr. Gary Bilotta 
Director of IT and GIS 
Maricopa County 
111 S. 3rd Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

Re: Revised Quote for Verus Pro. Automated Signature Verification with custom 
development and annual processing of two (2) million signature reads per year. Additional 
options have been added for the county to select from; Option B with three (3) million 
signature reads per year or Option C with four (4) million signature reads per year. 

Verus Pro exchanges files with the inbound mail sorter by evaluating signature images captured 
from the mail packets and compares them to the reference images from the voter registration 
database. This solution consists of a server running the Verus Pro application while exchanging 
files with your voter registration system. Verus Pro is built to save time and ultimately move 
the ballots from the mail packets to tabulation. 

The automated signature verification takes place by using the extracted signature image from 
the mail sorter and comparing it with the reference signature image from the voter registration 
system. For Verus Pro to perform, it is important the reference images in the voter registration 
database are 200 dpi or higher. It is understood the average dpi of signatures in the voter 
registration system maybe 150 dpi. It has also been discussed using previous mail packet 
images as updated reference images to achieve the 200-dpi specification in the voter 
registration database. 

Some of the benefits to the County 
• Integration with your Voter Registration system 
• Audit reports of the signature match 
• Faster signature verification processing {200 dpi or higher of the reference image is 

required) of approximately 1,200 per minute with a single Zeon 3.2 GHz processor 
• Integrates with current sorting system used by the County and Runbeck 
• Provides faster ballot preparation and earlier tabulation reporting 

• Run beck support 

CONFIDENTIAL/BUSINESS PROPRIETARY MCBOS_004552 
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AGO-354 

Note: This assumes images of signatures from the mail packets are captured by RES. It also 
assumes the reference image of the digital signature in the voter registration database is 200 
dpi or higher. 

Version 2.0 
Flat file export with a UI button to start STP 
STP collects confidence level and piece IDs and writes to CSV and streams to a browser 
download 
Service detects scanned files, looking at a hot folder and recognizes when signature files are 
loaded 
Password robustness, harden password 
XPBD template cre~tion by enabling signature identification for specific envelope layout 
"End to end" test from June 12 to June 27 
Acceptance:6/29/2020 

Version 2.5 
Service Wrapper, enables background processing to run invisible to the user 
New Election Patterns, enables independent election setup through simplified configuration of 
new signatures 
Refactor code and accessibility code refinement and accessibility fixes 
"End to end" test from August 17 to August 28 
Acceptance:8/31/2020 

We had a productive conference call on Wednesday, May 6, 2020. The proposal for 
development work has was accepted by the county on May 6th, 2020, and development has 
started. As of May 29, 2020, the county needs to select which pricing option to move forward 
with as it applies to signature reads {clicks) per year. Planned testing will occur during the 
month of June with acceptance of Version 2.0 by June 29, 2020 for use during the August 
Primary election season. Version 2.5 will be tested in August with acceptance by August 31, 
2020 for use during the November General election season. The basic functionality in each 
version is described above. 

The county will select pricing Option A, Option B or Option C based on their needs for annual 
signature (clicks) reads. 
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---- ------------------ -

OPTION A - two (2) million attempted signature reads (clicks), per year 
Initial purchase. first year 

AGO-355 

Verus Pro software with custom development for Maricopa's specific environment 
for license of two (2) million attempted signature reads (clicks} per year 
for annual license of two (2) million reads (clicks) 

Hardware/workstations/server are provided by the county 
hipping 

Install and Training (2-3 days on site) 
Run beck support, provided by local proximity to the County 

------------------------------------------------------
-taxes are not included 

Annual Licensing and Support. starting year two 
Stand-alone automated signature verification solution - annual rates, starting in year 2 

annual Verus Pro Software License and Support 
annual software license of signature reads (clicks) per year (up to 2 million) 

All hardware is provided by the County 
Provided a contract is in place, signature reads (clicks) fully renew at two (2) million clicks, 
annually. At the end of the contract, any remaining clicks expire. 
Runbeck support, provided by local proximity to the County 

------------------------------------------------------
-taxes are not included 

Note: This above model is based on two (2) million signature reads (clicks) per year. If two (2) 
million signature reads (clicks} are not enough in a single year, additional clicks can be 
purchased and will need to be quoted to the county after June 1, 2020. 
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OPTION B - three (3) million attempted signature reads (clicks), per year 
Initial purchase, first year 

AGO-356 

Verus Pro software with custom development for Maricopa's specific environment 
for license of three (3) million attempted signature reads (clicks) per year 
for annual license of three (3) million reads (clicks) 

I Hardware/workstations/server are provided by the county 
Shipping 
Install and Training (2-3 days on site) 

Runbeck support, provided by local proximity to the County 

------------------------------------------------------
-taxes are not included 

Annual Licensing and Support, starting year two 
Stand-alone automated signature verification solution - annual rates, starting in year 2 

annual Verus Pro Software License and Support 
annual software license of signature reads (clicks) per year (up to 3 million) 

All hardware is provided by the County 
Provided a contract is in place, signature reads (clicks) fully renew at three (3) million clicks, 
annually. At the end of the contract, any remaining clicks expire. 
Run beck support, provided by local proximity to the County 

------------------------------------------------------
-taxes are not included 

Note: This above model is based on three {3) million signature reads (clicks) per year. If three 
(3) million signature reads (clicks) are not enough in a single year, additional clicks can be 
purchased and will need to be quoted to the county after June 1, 2020. 
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OPTION C four (4) million attempted signature reads (clicks), per year 
Initial purchase. first year 

AGO-357 

erus Pro software with custom development for Maricopa's specific environment 
or license of four (4) million attempted signature reads (clicks) per year 
or annual license of four (4) million reads (clicks) 

I Hardware/workstations/server are provided by the county 
Shipping 
Install and Training (2-3 days on site) 

Runbeck support, provided by local proximity to the County 

=========================== 
-taxes are not included 

Annual Licensing and Support. starting year two 
Stand-alone automated signature verification solution - annual rates, starting in year 2 

annual Verus Pro Software License and Support 
annual software license of signature reads (clicks) per year (up to 4 million) 

All hardware is provided by the County 
Provided a contract Is in place, signature reads (clicks) fully renew at four (4) million clicks, 
annually. At the end of the contract, any remaining clicks expire. 
Run beck support, provided by local proximity to the County 
------------------------------------------------------

-taxes are not included 

Note: This above model is based on four (4) million signature reads (clicks) per year. If four (4) 
million signature reads (clicks) are not enough in a single year, additional clicks can be 
purchased and will need to be quoted to the county after June 1, 2020. 

Please advise if you have any questions. Thank you. 

Best regards, 
Jim-

James Suver 
Vice President of Business Development 
Runbeck Election Services 
2800 S. 36th Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85034 
jsuver@runbeck.net 
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Jim Suver 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Richard Greene - RISCX <rgreene@risc.maricopa.gov> 
Monday, June 1, 2020 2:04 PM 
Jim Suver 
Scott Hadley - RISCX; Joseph Rodenback - RISCX 
RE: current click pricing and after June 1, 2020 

Richard Greene, Director of Budget and Administrative Services 
Office of Maricopa County Recorder Adrian Fontes 
111 South 3rd Avenue, Suite 102 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 
Phone: 602.506.2471 
Mobile: 602.506.2471 

From: Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck.net> 
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 1:52 PM 
To: Richard Greene - RISCX <rgreene@risc.maricopa.gov> 

AG0-358 

Cc: Scott Hadley - RISCX <shadley@risc.maricopa.gov>; Joseph Rodenback - RISCX <jrodenback@risc.maricopa.gov> 
Subject: Re: current click pricing and after June 1, 2020 

Sorry to press you on this final step. 

Before we make our order, I just need a final decision by your team if you want option A (2 million), option B (3 million) 
or option C (4 million)??? 

Thanks, 
Jim-

James Suver 
Vice President, Business Development 

I ~r---------- I 
a: 2800 S. 36th Street, Phoenix, AZ 85034 
d: 480-455-104 7 
o: 602-230-0510 

u§Jiuilli 
r r 

On Jun 1, 2020, at 9:08 AM, Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck.net> wrote: 

Richard: 

As you know, Joey and I spoke on Friday afternoon and he Issued the PO to cover up to 4 million. 

1 

CONFIDENTIAL/BUSINESS PROPRIETARY MCBOS_004557 

RETRIE
VED FROM D

EMOCRACYDOCKET.C
OM



• PURCHASE ORDER 
.\. ' 

VENDOR: 

RUNBECK ELECTION SERVICES INC 

VC0000001910 

2800 S 36TH ST 

PHOENIX AZ. 85034 

Bob Shepler 

602-230-0510 

DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION: 

Verus Pro Signature Verification 

COMM SUPPLIER DELIVERY 
CODE# PART# DESCRIPTION DATE 

70069 Paper Production and 

BILL TO: 

Processing Equipment and 
Supplies (Not 

SHIP TO: 

PO NUMBER#: 
DO,200000021627-1 

ISSUE DATE: 
(MST) 

REFERENCE NUMBER: 

MA10124SS-P 

F.O.B FREIGHT: 

FOB Destination, Freight Prepaid 

NIT 
UNIT 
PRICE 

EXTENDED 
TOTAL 

AG0-359 
TRACKING CODE: 
10124SS-P 

COUNTY CONTACT: 
JOSEPH RODENBACK 
602-506-2268 

MODIFICATION NAME & DATE: 

rodenbackj 05/29/2020 

COMM 
LINE TOTAL - - 1 -

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS PAYMENT TERMS 
ELECTIONS ELECTIO OUSE 0.0000% 

30 Days 111 S 3RD AVE STE 102 
PHOENIX AZ. 85003 

315WB ~T 
PHO ENI 003 

SUB DEPT ACTG 
i--;__;....;._-1-----1-;,.._;,-+- ___ ......_ _ _.:.....;..;.J...-4- __ 4- __ 4- _ __;_--1--------+--LI-N_E+LINE TOTAL FUND DEPT UNIT APPRUNIT OBJECT OBJ 1 OBJ ACTIVITY PROGRAM 

812 1 100 D210 2130 1000 ELEC 1 

ADDITIONAL LINE ITEM INFO: I 
I \ 

Verus Pro Signature Verification I \ 

VENDORS MAY USE THE COUNTY'S VSS POR AL TO SUBMIT AN INVOICE 

htl s://azdom-vss.hostams.com/weba 
GRAiiii.j 
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A. GENERAL TERMS 
I. Acknowledgement and Acceptance 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
PURCHASE ORDER TERMS & CONDITIONS 

AGO-360 

If any of Seller's tenns of sale are not in agreement with the tem1s of this purchase order, the terms hereon shall govern unless Seller's tenns are accepted in writing by 
the Buyer. Tenns and conditions contained in a contract under which this purchase order is issued shall prevail in the event of a conflict. No oral agreement or other 
understanding shall in any way modify this order or the lenns or conditions hereon. Seller's actions in (a) accepting this order (b) delivering materials or (c) 
performing services called for hereunder shall constitute an unqualified acceptance oFthe terms and conditions hereon. 

2. Prlce Warranty 
Seller shall give buyer the benefit of any price reductions before actual lime of shipment, except that should buyer pennit shipment to be made prior to specified 

shipping date that he shall never have advantage oFany price reduction before specified shipping date. 
3. Indemnity 

Seller agrees to indemnify and save Maricopa County harmless from any loss, damage or expense whatsoever resulting to Maricopa County from any and all claims 
and demands on account of infringement or alleged infringement of any patent, copyright, trademark, tradename or any other intellectual property right in co1mection 
with the manufacture or use of any product included in this purchase order and upon written request Seller will de Fend at its own cost and expense any legal action or 
suit against Maricopa County involving any such alleged infringement, and will pay and satisfy any and all judgments or decrees rendered in any such legal actions or 
suits. Seller will indemnify Buyer against all claims for damages to person or property resulting from defects in materials or worlcmanship. Seller further agrees to 
indemnify and save Maricopa County harmless from any loss, damage or expense whatsoever from any and all claims or demands arising as a result of iajnrics to 
persons or damage to property in respect to delivery of goods or perfonnance of service, hereunder by Seller, including, but not limited to claims or demands arising 
from accidents occurring on the premises of Maricopa County whether or not caused by the negligence of the Seiter, its agents or employees or the negligence other 
than the sole negligence, of Maricopa County, its agents or employees or that of any person, finn or entity. 

4. Waiver 
Waiver by Buyer ofa condition in any shipment shall not be considered a waiver of that condition for subsequent shipments. 

B. BILLING, SHIPPING, AND MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS 
I. BIIUng 

Send a copy of each invoice showing purchase order number of the purchase order authorizing the transaction to the Maricopa County address indicated on the 
purchase order. All transportation charges must be prepaid by the vendor. 

Applicable to Open P11rchase Order 
Only invoices as listed by the using activity will be paid against the claim for purchase order. (Note: To c11s11re payment of any invoices applicable to purchase order, 
Vendor should check with the using department prior to filing of claim.) 

2. Packing 
No extra charges shall be made for packaging or packaging material unless authority is expressly incorporated in this order. Seller shall be rellponsible for safe 

packing which must conform to requirements of carrier's tariffs. All shipments must carry the correct quanlity, product indemnification, purchase order number, 
receiving dock and product department plainly marked on all packages. Cars or trucks must be loaded to minimum weight requirements to assure lowest rate unless 
otherwise specified or shipper will be charged with excess freight Buyer is required to pay. Each car must be tagged with the name of the shipper, description of goods, 
purchase order 11umber, receiving dock and product department. 

3. Deliveries 
Time is of the essence in placing this order. Buyer reserves the right to cancel and reject the goods upon default by Seller in time, rate or manner of delivery. Buyer 
also reserves the right to refuse shipments made in advance of the scheduled deliveries appearing on the face of this order. 

4. Quantity 
1'he quantity of good ordered must not be exceeded or reduced without Buyer's pennission in writing except in confonnity with acknowledged industry tolerances. 

5. Inspection 
All articles are subject to inspection and test at place of manufacture, the destination or both places by Buyer's representative. Materials failing to meet the 

requirement of this order will be held at Seller's risk and may be returned to Seller with costs oF transportation unpacking, inspection, repacking, reshipping or other 
like expenses to the responsibility of the Seller. 

6. Specification Changes 
Buyer shall have the right by a written order to make changes from time 10 time in the work to .be perfonncd on the materials to be furnished by Seller hereunder. If 

such changes cause an increase or decrease in the amount due under this order or in the time required for its perfonnance, an acceptable adjustment shall be made and 
the order shall be modified in writing accordingly. Any agreement for adjustment must be asserted in writing within 10 days from when the change is ordered. 
Nothing in this clause shall relieve Seller from proceeding without delay in the performance of this order as changed. 

7. Liens 
All goods delivered and labor performed under this order shall be free of all liens and, if the Buyer requests, a formal release of all liens will be delivered to the Buyer. 

8. Invoice and Shipments 
Invoice must contain purchase order numbers and should be mailed at the time of each shipment unless otherwise speci lied. If invoice is subject to cash discount, the 

discount period will be calculated from the date of receipt ofa correct invoice. 
9. F.O.B. 

Unless otherwise agreed in writing, all delivered tenns are FOB Destination and are to be prepaid. All other freight charges are to be prepaid and charged on the 
invoice. If cash discount is not permitted on freight charges, then specific notation of this must be shown on the invoice. 

I 0. Federal Tax Exemption 
As a political subdivision oFthe State of Arizona, Maricopa County is exempt from federal excise tax. 

r.nNi=lnFNTlAl /RI l.!=.lNF.!=..!=. PROPRIFTARY MCBOS 004559 
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RES_BWP _sig 

From: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <rvalenzuela@risc.maricopa.gov> 

Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 1:28 PM 

To: Erin Delany <edelany@runbeck.net> 

Cc: Ann Bakker <abakker@runbeck.net>; Barb Deye <bdeye@runbeck.net> 

Subject: RE: Primary & General EV Envelopes? 

Yes, all is the same for the current red stripe Affidavit Envelope. 

AG0-362 

The only change we want is to the "Signature" section. We wanted to break apart the signature box 

from the "Phone & Date" box so that if and when we go to the Al Signature process, we would have 

a very clean target area to focus in on that is free of the black signature line and free of the text ( 

SIGNATURE REQUIRED/ FIRMA REQUERIDA). 

Is it possible to work on that signature box section to conform to what would be best for that Al 

process? 

OLD: 

MCBOS_004960 

RETRIE
VED FROM D

EMOCRACYDOCKET.C
OM



NEW (draft): 

■ 

Reynaldo Valenzuela Jr., CERA 

Are you ready for 2020? Visit BeBallotReady.Vote 

From: Erin Delany <edelany@runbeck.net> 

Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 1:03 PM 

To: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <rvalenzuela@risc.maricopa.gov> 

AG0-363 

Cc: Ann Bakker - Run beck <abakker@runbeck.net>; Barb Deye - Runbeck <bdeye@runbeck.net> 

Subject: RE: Primary & General EV Envelopes? 

Great! Do you want it to continue to have the red stripe? 

MCBOS_004961 
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Reference file: 

<image002 png> 

Current election file: 
<image004 png> 

Looks like this is the problem, Verus Pro clipped the wrong area of the reference file: 

<image006 png> 

Another reference dip from Verus Pro that looks ISlQd: 
<image007 png> 

That reference matched this signature with a score of 93.: 
<image008 png> 

Mike Johnson 

From: Mike Johnson - RISCX 

Sent: Sunday, July 19, 2020 6:47 AM 

To: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <oraleazue/a@cisc macimaa eov> 

CC: ChrlsSchiffhauer <cscbifftw1er@nmbeck net>; Gary Bilotta - RISCX <gbilotta@risc marirnoa eov> 
Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

Rey, I know that we are paying per signature/click, but Im not sure if we are paying peMignature that we ach1allv submit or ifwe ve purchased a .bl,Qdof signatures and its 

use it pr lose jt In my opinion, if it is use itor lose it, we might as well gather more data on whatVerus Pro can do so that we can make an accurate decision on how to use its 

output, and, if we don t, then aren t we wasting money by NOT submitting signatures? Of course if we are paying as we go, then we are wasting money in the other 
direction 

Chris, a couple of questions: 

Are we paying "per clickn or did we buy a block of "clicks" that we use up? If it is a block, how many "dicks" did we purchase? 

The "unrecognized" signatures: 

a The "unrecognizedn signatures are neither good nor bad, correct? They are unprocessed do to Verus Pro not understanding the signature for some reason, 

correct? 
This is a "training issue" forVerus Pro, correct? 

c Will this issue go away or be minimized as it "learns" or is this going to be an ongoing problem? 
d Is there something MCED can do to help minimize this issue? 

I have a list of about 1000 signatures that did not make it into the Confidences flies atall.can you look into why? File attached 

FYI, here are the current scores returned by Verus Pro Anything lower than 10 is not marked as Accepted by Verus Pro 

l0to 
Total 

No 

Response Unrecognized 0 8 9 19 

36129 1065 49 3360 2057 1493 1100 850 824 635 572 538 506 3573 

Mike Johnson 

From: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX 

5ent: Saturday, July 18, 2020 8:16 PM 

To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <miahnsoo@risc rnarioooa gov> 
Cc: Chris Schiffhauer <cscbiffba11ec@c,1nbeck net>~. Gary Bilotta· RISCX <gb1lotta@risc maricara gov:> 
Subject: Re: Verus Pro 

The issue Is there is no need for us to gather data that we re not going to utilize 

20to 

29 

2656 

30to 
39 

2221 

40to SOto 60to 
49 59 69 

2017 2035 1967 

So I would rather not pay a fee for Verus Pro to look at the signatures, put them in these confidence queues that we are not going to use 

70to 80to 

79 89 

2440 2507 

So Id rather hold and build out our EV 26 system to add that new "Low Confidence Sigs" mode, then test Verus Pro as far as putting each into their proper queue Then allow 
staff to work those modes to see data and track stats as to how many of the, as an example 11,300 rejects in "Low Confidence Sigs~ queue did we maintain as rejected versus 

how many did we say were good 

Then we can test how well the confidence level settings are for both the matched USER or "High Confidence Sigs" and the reject "Low Confidence Sig.s" are 

Reynaldo Valenzuela Jr , CERA 

Director of Elections (Election Services & Early Voting) 

Office of Maricopa County Recorder Adrian Fontes 

On Jul 18, 2020, at 7 SS PM, Mike Johnson -RISCX <miobnsoo@risc manrnra e:ov> wrote: 

What I m saying is that we can run the sigs though and get the confidences back and then do nothing with the data Run sigver as is This is the mode it is in now 

It doesn t move anything to any different queue, but we still gather the data 

Mike Johnson 

90to 
100 

3664 

Mcaos_006331 
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Mike Johnson 

"",wj . .._.. From: Rey Valenzuela - RISO< 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 202012:33 PM 
To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <mloboson@risc macioooa eov>; Chrfs Schlffhauer <cscbiffba11er@n1nheck neb 
CC: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ebilntt:a@riv marirona eaV>; Jeff Ellington <iel/iogtqn@mnbeck net>; David Siegel <dsieeel@rnnheck net>; Jim Suver <isIIvec@nmbeck neb; Mike Jacobson 
<miacobsnn@n1nheck oet>;Jonathan Wright<iwrigbt@n1oheck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddaod1@od@n1obeck net> 
Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

And we cannot hold the Sig Ver process because we have 20t staff assigned to do that and cannot get backlogged 

Mike. are then all of these records going Into the "High Confidence" even ones that would otherwise go Into the "Low Confidence"? 

We trained staff to look at High Confidence one way and Low Confidence another, so I need to have them made aware that the •High Confidence" Is not really true and there can and will be a mix of all 
types (match, no match, no signature, etc) in the High Confidence queue, correct? 

Reynaldo Valenzuela Jr., CERA 
Oiredor of Elections {Election Services a Early Voting) 
Offlc:e of Maricopa cwrty Recorder Mian Fontes 
510 5<uh 3rd Averue, Phoemr,. Arizona 85003 
Phone fFax 

I ■ 
Are you ready for 2020? Visit BeBaUotReady Vote 

From: Mike Johnson -RISCX <miobosoo@cisc marimpa eov> 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 202012:27 PM 
To: Chris Schlffhauer <cvbiffha11er@nInbeck net>; Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <cvaleoztiela@risc macicona eav> 
C.C: Gary Bilotta-RISCX.<ehilott:a@risc maclmoa grup;JeffEllington <ieUinemo@c,1nberk net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@n1ohe:ck net>;Jlm Suver<is1rver@n1obeck net>; Mike Jacobson 
<roiacobson@n1nbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <iwrigbt@omherk net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddand11rand@n1nbeck net> 
Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

No, they are processed Immediately 

Mike Johnson 

From: Chris Schlffhauer<qcb/ffhauenii.lwnheck net> 
Sant: Monday, July 27, 2020 12:05 PM 
To: Mike Johnson - RISCX. <mlobosno@risc maricona eav>; Rey Valenzuela - RISCX. <rvalenz11ela@rlsc marirnna iCJv> 
Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ebilotta@cisc marimaa gqy>; Jeff Ellington <jellioeton@runbeck oeb; David Siegel <dsierel@mnheck net>; Jim Suver <iwver@wnheck neb; Mike Jacobson 
<miarnbson@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <iwclsbt@n1nbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddand11rand@nmbeck net> 
SubJoct: RE: Verus Pro 

Mike, 

Verus Pro began falling to verify signatures at 11:24am this morning Ive stopped Verus Pro from automatically verifying new signatures, and am researching the cause of the failure now, I will reply 
back with more Information shortly 

The Issue began while processing the set of signatures that was exported to ConfidenceExport20200727112730 csv The confidences on lines 1-352 have valid scores, then the rest are blank The 
confidences are also blank in each of these subsequent exports: 

ConfidenceExport20200727114732 csv 
ConfldenceExport2020072711~32 csv 
ConfidenceExport20200727113731 csv 
ConfidenceExport20200727113231 csv 

Are you able to not import these confidences Into your system so that we can re-process them when we resolve the problem? 

Thank you, 
Chris 

From; Mike Johnson - RISCX: <minbnsan@ri<c macimoa eov> 
Sent: 27 July, 2020 10:29 
To: Chris Sc:hlffhauer<cscblffba1mr@c,mbeck net>; Rey Valenzuela <rvalenz,1ela@rlsc markona eov> 
Cc: Gary Bilotta -RISCX. <ehilotta@risc madcooa sov>: Jeff Ellington <Jemoeroo@nInbeck oeb; David Siegel <dsiegel@n1nbeck net>;Jim Suver<js11Vec@r11obecf:: net>; Mike Jacobson 
<miarnhwn@n1obeck net>;Jonathan Wrlght<iwcisbt@Prnheck net>: Dyson Dandurand <ddand11rand@nInbeck net? 
Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

Looks like 221 are still in Verus Pro Chris can you see what is happening with those? 

Mike Johnson 

From: Chris Schlffhauer <cscbiffba11er@n1nbeck net> 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 9:59 AM 
To: Mike Johnson -RJSCX<miobnsoo@cisc marimoa gay>; Rey Valenzuela -RISCX <rvalenz,,ela@risc marimoa sov> 
Cc: Gary BIiotta - RISO( <sbllotl:a@risc madcona sov>; Jeff Ellington <iellioetan@runbeck net>: David Siegel <dsiesel@nmbeck oet>; Jim Suver <jsuvec@mnheck net>; Mike Jacobson 
<miacobson@ruobeck net>; Jonathan Wright <iwri@bt@moheck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand@ruobeck net? 
Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

Thanks Mike, 8939 new signatures processed this morning and are now exported Here are our updated statistics for the Primary; 

Accepted: 29,186 
Rejected: 15,565 
Failed to Verify: 67 
Total: 44,818 

ur.RnC; Mli!i10 
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510 South 3rd Avenue 

On Jul 18, 2020, at 5:22 PM, Mike Johnson -RISCX <miobnwo@risc maricana emP wrote: 

I can look into adding a new queue type to EV26 on Monday, but I don t think it is something that can happen easily due to the way 
that program was written If it was written in our new Shell it would be super easy, but that legacy app lsn t very flexible User, 
Manager and Audit ate almost 3 entirely separate programs I m not saying it Is impossible, but It isn t something that will happen on 
Monday, and possibly not something that wnl happen next week 

Mike Johnson 

From: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX 
Sent: Saturday, July 18, 20204 06 PM 

To: Mike Johnson - RISO: <miohnsoo@risc mark:ooa sov>; Chris Sc.hiffhauer <cscbiftba11er@r1mbPfk net> 
Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISC.X <sbiiotta@riS£ maclcaoa ROY> 
Subject: RE: Verus Pro 
Importance: High 

Yes and no By that 1 means we can be less restrictive to lower that 11 3K total but do not want to sacrifice quality to reduce quantity 

So lets adjust the confidence level a bit to get 11 3K down, and that is too high of a load to go directly into the managers queue 

Instead, we need to look at adding another "Mode~ or User Queue that Is specific for "I OW Cootidence SWs-and renaming the 
current USER queue as '"HIGH Confidence Sip" 

Then we would have 4 modes to work or select from in Sig Verification or EV26 Right now we have three modes (See snippet below: 

User, Manaser, Audit) So add the 4th '"Mode" titled *LOW COnfldence SJ,s• that the current 113K would go Into, rename the current 
·user" mode to "HIGH Confidence s1p• and leave the "Mana1er" and "Audftu modes alone 

<imageOOl jpg> 

With that new queue added, staff can toggle lnto any of these as their permission setting allow So the below then would be as follows 
with a newly added "IOW (Ooftdeoce Sin" mode: 

2181< would go straight to the US£B. queue Utled "HIGH C:Oofldeace Siu" 
11 3K woukt go straight to the M6fMf.iEB (new) JJSEllqueue titled "LOW Confidence si,, .. 
18K were unrecognlz.ed and BO straight to the~ queue as well 

Mike, by creating that new •1cw Coofldence Sig:;'" mode, that allows us to still have Tier 1 temp staff users review those without 
fordng the limlted SME Managers to have to do that initial review of 11 3K records We only want that last "'unrecognized~ group to 
go straight to the MANAGER mcx:le or queue 

This the only .solution I see without compromising the integrity of the current 113K rejects tf we c.an do this we may e\len be oaky 
with leaving the confidence setting where it is since under this mode and model, 11 3K is not bad as long as we have the ability to let 
the Teirl Tempe Staff work them 

Reynalda Valllluuol1Jr,, CERA 

iiiijiiiiiivmmal 

Are you ready for 20207 Visit BeBaHotQeady Vote 

From: Mike Johnson - RISC< <miobosno@risc maricooa emb 
Sent: Saturday, July 18, 2020 11:14 AM 
To: Chris Schiffhauer <r:;cbiffba11er@n1obeck net>; Rev Valenzuela - RISCX <rralen211ela@risr mar!cooa ggy> 

C.c: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <gb!fotta@risc macicaaa gov> 
Subjftt: RE: Verus Pro 

Sorry, I was away from my computer When they run through again will they generate a new file In the confidences folder? If so, that 
would be great If not, thats OK too, just not as good When this is running live we won t wait for a second run throush on any 
signature, but we Will store off the second result 

&e.v the end result of this test is that of -3sK signatures: 

21 SKwould go straight to the JJSm_queue 

113K wouki go straight to the MAtiAG£B queue 
1 SK were unrecognized and BO straight to the l4AtiAGEB queue as well 

I feel like this is a REALLY high load for the manager queue Dowe want to adjust the svstem to be less restrlctive? 

Mike Johnson -From: Chris Schiffhauer <cscb!ffba11er@n1oheck oet> 
Sent: Saturday, July 18, 202010:38 AM 
To: Rey Valenzuela • RISCX <cval,.nrnela@civ marirnpa env>; Mike Johnson - RISCX <miabosao@clsc maricooa eov> 

cc: Gary Bilotta -RISCX <ehilotta@riK maclcooa PP'/> 

AG0-367 
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From: Mike Johnson -RISCX <miabosoo@cisc manrnoa eav> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:22 AM 

To: Rey Valenzuela - RISO< <rvaleov,ela@risc marirnoa gop; Chris Schlffhauer <cscblffha11er@rnobeck net> 

AG0-371 

Cc: Gary BIiotta - RISCX: <gbllatta@riK martmoa gay>; Jeff Ellington <iellinetao@rnobeck net>; David Siegel <dsieeel@uiobeck net'>; Jim Suver<1suver@ruob,,.,k net>; Mike Jacobson 
<mlacobsao@n1nbeck net>; Jonathan Wrlght<iwrisbt@ombeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddand1,raod@nmbeck oeb 
Subject RE: Verus Pro 

We supply the Initial clipped Image, and then Run beck further crops It down to just the signature Ive attached samples We provided 10001 Uf, Runbeck created 

lOOOl_Oocument_Alpha tif and that Is what they use to do the actual signature verification 

Mike Johnson 

From: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX. 

Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:16 AM 
To: Mile John$0n -RISCX <mlabnson@risc marimoa eav>; Chris Schiffhauer <cscbtffha11er@H1 □ beck net> 
Cc: Gary BIiotta -RISCX <gbiJotta@riK madmoa gov>; Jeff Ellington <iellioetao@n1nbeck net>; David Siegel <dsieeel@n1obeck net>; Jim Suver <is11Yer@o1nbeck net>~ Mike Jacobson 
<mlacobson@rnnbeck net>;Jonathan Wrlght<iwriebt@omheck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddand11caod@nrnbeck net> 
Subject RE: Verus Pro 

Can I ask a lay question, but who Is cceatlnr the •cnaaed" nr •cmpped• REFERENCE IMAGES that Verus Pro ls uslne to compare tnl 

Is ft the Verus Pro software or us? 

I know we have the full affidavit and some clipped affidavit Images but the ... clipped" or "cropped" REFERENCE IMAGES• that appear to be bad or not clean reference images cant be from 

us since we do not have those and have to be created somehow for this Verus Pro compare process 

Those then seem to be the cause for so many low confidence comparison or rejected packets 

Reynaldo Valenzuela Jr., CERA 
Director d Elections (Election S1ll'Vices I E#ly Voting) 
Offk:ertMaricopa.CountyRecmferMianFOfles 
510 SWlh 31d Averue, Phoeru, Arizona 85003 """""11!!1!!!' 1, .. _ 
9003" 

Are you ready for 2020? Visit BeBallotReady,Yote 

From: Mike Johnson - RISCX <miabn590@1cisc mancooa rov> 

Sent: Tuesday, Jui)' 21, 2020 9:09 AM 
To: Chris Schiffhauer<csch!ffhai1er@mnt>eck net>; Rey Valenzuela• RISCX <Mlenz11ela@risr madcona gov> 
CC: Gary Bilotta -RISCX: <ebJ\atta@clK marlrooa gp,p; Jeff Ellington <1ellio@tao@n1nbeck net>; Davkl Slesel <lisleeel@n1obeck oet>;Jim Suver <fs1wer@o1obetk net>; Mike Jacobson 

<miacabsao@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <iwdgbt@n1oheck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddaod11caod@n1obeck net> 
Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

Thats Odd Our database shows that there should be 1,850,318 signatures in those folders Can vau check again? Looking In the first folder (00010000) I can spot several Images that 

appear to not have a clip by just scmllin& the file list: 

\\reveruscro\mcimases\5ienati,reBenositnrv\Q001CQXl\10007 tif 
\\reYPC\ISPCn\mdmaves\Sl@Oafl 1re8eomltary\QQQJ OQOQ\J 0030 tif 
\\reverusoca\mrimaees\Sigoatt1re8eoositary\OOQJ QOQO\ J 0007 tif 
\\ceven1sprg\mdmages\SignahtreReomltacv\CXJQJOOQO\JOlOR tif 

\\rever11snto\mcimaves\Siena!J1reBe0asitary\OOJJQCffi\JQJQ9 tlf 

Additionally, I show 355 signatures from the orlglnal batch as not having been evaluated still I ve attached those tracking numbers 

Mike Johnson 

From: Chris Schiffhauer <cscbiffha11er@o1oheck net> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:53 AM 

To: Mike Johnson. RISCX <miabosan@rlsc mariroca aov>; Rey Valenzuela-RISCX. <rvalenz11ela@nsc maricaca gov> 
CC: Gary Bilotta~ RISCX <shllPUa@rls marlrnra ppy>; Jeff Ellington <jetHngtan@runheck net>; David Siesel <ds1e2el@n1ohed oet>; Jim Suver <IM1Yer@n1obeck net>: Mike Jacobson 

<miarnbsno@n1oberk net>; Jonathan Wright<;iwriebt@nt □ beck oeb; Dyson Dandurand <ddaoducaod@nmbeck oeb 
Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

Mike, 

Yesterday we cropped an additional 73,071 reference signatures, taklns the signature repository from 1,561,923 to 1,634,994 cropped reference sisnatures 

A new confidence export was produced at 7:05am for 710 lncomlns pieces that were all recosnlzed from add ins a new layout to our recosnition template Here ls a confidence report for 

the full election so far, and one for just todays set of signatures: 

<lmage(J72 png> 

I noted that todays signatures had more rejections than accepted signatures, so I reviewed five of the low scores manually I found some whose crop were imperfect but nothing that 

stands out: 

Tracking Number 137600262467901, Score 0: 

<image073 pntp 

Tracklns Number 137604108716801, Score 0: 
<image074 jpg> 

Tracking Number 137600346047101, Score 2: 

<lmage075 png> 

Tracklns Number 1376U003873201, Score O: 

MCBOS_00&842 
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from: ,~ ... 
IUld•t: ...., 
At&acflments: 

~ 

lill<.lllllmoll­
r-arvfkkrttl·BNX·~~~~~~ 
Re:Ven&Pro 
'NCalmday, July 22, 20l0 1:JS:-47 PM ----

Thanks Rey. we•re also excited to improve the product with you to increase the accuracy of the results 1 really appreciate the changes Mike is developing. and what a great partner he's 
been to work with! 

From: ReyValenzuela-RISCX <rvalenzuela@rlsc maricopa gov> 
Sent: Wednesday.July 22, 2020 1:26:21 PM 
To: Chris Schiffhauer <cschlffhauer@runbeck net>; Mike Johnson <mjohnson@risc maricopa gov> 
Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <gbllotta@)rlsc maricopa gov>; Jeff Ellington <jellington@runbeck net>; David Siegel <dslegel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@)runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson 
<mjacobson@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwrlght@runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand@runbeck net> 
Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

And Chris, I am more than aware that these are not the be5t reference signature since they have that line causing that reference signature to be degraded a bit, so the results are expected for High 
Confidence matches to not be as high, had those reference signatures been better quality (without that line going through the slgnatl.Jre) 

So when I say "disappointed•, I do not mean to say I was not expecting this due to those "not so great" reference signatures nor did I want that to be taken as a disappointment or bashing of Verus Pro 

I was just overly optimistic and fingers crossed that the reference signatures would work better than they did 

What I am now looklng forward to Is our new "no line" signature box on the current affidavit that I am hoping will increase the match rate for the General, when we get to use those as reference 
signatures for some of the General returned packets 

As for the Primary, we stlll have to look at 100% of the signatures so not a major Issue, but do need to wait for that added low confidence queues that Mike is working on, so we can at least have a 
pocket for those for Tier 1 temp staff to be able to access, rather than moving those straight to the Managers queue 

So excited as we move forward 

Thanks you all for your efforts 

Reynaldo Valenzuela Jr., au 
Dinctor cf Elections (Election Srvicu & Earty Voting) 
Office of Maricopa County Recorder Mian rorws 

~-"'1~500! 

[ __ ._■ __ J 
Are you ready for 2020? Visit BeBallotReady Vote 

From: Chris Schlffhauer <cschiffhauer@)runbeck net> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:16 PM 
To: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <rvalenzuela@rlsc maricopa gov>; Mike Johnson - RISCX <mjohnson@risc maricopa gov> 
CC: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <sbilotta@rlsc marlcopa gov>; Jeff Ellington <jelllngton@runbeck net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck neb-; Jim Suver <.jsuver@runbed: net,,; Mike Jacobson 

<mjacobson@)runbeck net>; Jonathan Wrlght <Jwright@runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand@runbeck net> 

Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

Rey, 

Thank you for vofclng your concern about the number of rejects being so high, which Jeff also expressed based on my last email I apologize for not replying sooner whlle we re actively supporting a 

production system 

Im still very confident we II see an accept rate well above 50% across the primary election The low rate this morning was based on a small set of 105 signatures whose reference Images hadn t vet 
been recognized, and flnallywere by adding the below layout to our template Im confident that sample sets accept rate is skewed by being verified against those reference Images that matched onty 

this layout: 

I 

I 
I 
i 
L 

• 
As a larser test of real materials, we copied a random set of 9,493 signatures from our sorter that were scanned this mornins., and the necessary cropped reference images from your repository, to our 

QA environment and verified them A total of 6029 (63 5%) were accepted, and 3464 were rejected Here is the full distribution of confidences: 

• 

For a complete picture of your primary so far, of 35,829 signatures, 23,005 (64 2%} are accepted, and 12,824 are rejected In your production environment: 

MCBOS_005851 
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From: 
To: 
cc, --.. .., 
Atullhmantr. 

Mike, 

~ -­f«tDIPDP·BISCl·..ld...Ellmlm:~~~~~ 
IIIE:VorusPl'O 
Monday,MyZ7, 202012.:0UIPM -----

Verus Pro began falling to verify signatures at 11:24am this morning Ive stopped Verus Pro from automatically verifying new signatures, and am researching the cause of the failure now, I will reply 

back with more information shortly 

The Issue began while processing the set of signatures that was exported to ConfidenceExport20200727112730 csv The confidences on lines 1·352 have valid scores, then the rest are blank The 
confidences are also blank In each of these subsequent exports: 

ConfidenceExport20200727114732 csv 

ConfldenceExport20200727114232 csv 

ConfldenceExport20200727113731 csv 
ConfldenceExport20200727113231 csv 

Are you able to not Import these confidences into your system so that we can re•process them when we resolve the problem? 

Thank you, 

Chris 

From: Mike Johnson - RISCX <mjohnsan@risc marioopa gov,, 

Sent: 27 July, 2020 10:29 
To: Chris Schiffhauer <cschiffhauer@runbeck net>; Rey Valenzuela <rvalenzuela@rlsc marlcopa gov> 

Cc.: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <gbilotta@)risc maricopa gov>; Jeff Ellington <jellington@runbeck net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson 

<mjacobson@>runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwrlght@runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand@runbeck net> 

Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

looks like 221are still In Verus Pro Chris can you see what is happening with those? 

Mike Johnson 

From: Chris Schiffhauer <cscbiffha1,er@runbeck neb 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 9:59 AM 
To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <miobnwo@r!sc marirnra gov>; Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <rvaleowe!a@cisc marirnoa eav:> 
cc Gary Bilotta- RISCX <sbtlatta@dsc: maricoPa eov>; Jeff Ellington <Jellingtoo@nmbeck orb; David Slegel <rislesel@Ptnbeck net>;Jlm Suver<is1iver@n1obPck net>; Mike Jacobson 

<rnjarnhsoo@n1obeck net:>;Jonathan Wright<!wriebt@n1obeck net>: Dyson Dandurand <ddaod11raod@n1obeck net> 
Subject RE: Verus Pro 

Thanks Mike, 8939 new signatures processed this morning and are now exported Here are our updated statistics for the Primary: 

Accepted: 29,186 

Rejected: 15,565 

Failed to Verify: 67 

Total: 44,818 

■ 

Please let me know if I can provide any further Information 

Thanks agaln, 
Chris 

From: Mike Johnson - RISCX <rniobown@rlsc rnaricooa sov> 

Sent: 27 July, 2020 08:27 

To: Chris Schlffhauer <cscb!ffha1mc@cuobeck net>; Rey Valenzuela <rvaleozt1eta@risc marirnoa gm:> 
Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISOC <shllPtta@risc roadrooa sov>; Jeff Ellington <iellingtoo@n1nbeck net>; David Slesel <d5iesel@n1obeck net>i Jim suver <fwver@ruobeck net>; Mike Jacobson 

<miarnhson@ruobeck net>;Jonathan Wright <iwrisbt@nrnheck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddaodurand@n1nheck net,. 

Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

FYI, the integration has been turned on again A new VR file was exported this morning and all new signatures will be exported as we receive them 

Mi~.e Johnson 

From: Chrfs Schlffhauer <ocblffha,ier@nrnbed net> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:36 PM 

MCBOS_005575 
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•= 
To: .., 
SuldNL: .. .., 
Attact-b: 

~ -~ f-1VYNrnta·BISC:¥·~~~~~~Ao1rtvf'odolOihov RIX:¥ 
R£:vona,ro 
Tllil!lmY, July 28, zmo 1:00:41 PM -----------~ --

HI Mike, the 16,528 remaining pieces are now exported Thanks 

From: Chris Schlffhauer 
Sent: 28 July, 202012 59 
To: Rey Valenzuela <rvalenzuela@risc maricopa gov>; Mike Johnson <mjohnson@lrisc marlcopa gov> 
O:: Gary Bilotta - RISO( <gbilotta@rlsc maricopa aov>; Jeff Ellington <jelllngton@runbeck net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson 
<mjacobson@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwrlght@runbeck net>; Dy.son Dandurand <ddandurand@runbed..net>; Andrly Podolnikov • RISCX <apodolnlkov@lrlsc maricopa gov> 
SubJect: RE: Verus Pro 

The Incoming signatures from this morning are finished verifying, here is the current snapshot: 

• 

We are still working on answers to the followlns and will reply with them: 

• Identification and fix for recognition failures from Monday, July 27 
• Identification of cause for crop change and solution to prevent going forward 

Thank you, 

Chris 

From: Chris Schlffhauer <cscbiffha1,Pr@o1nbeck net> 
Sent: 28 July, 2020 12:27 

To: Rey Valenzuela <c:valenz11e!a@risc maricooa gov>; Mike Johnson <miaboson@cisc marirnoa gov> 
CC: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <e;hi!ntta@fix marimna eov>; Jeff Elllngton <wUinKTAn@nmheck □Pt>; David Siegel <dsipsel@n,ohed net>;Jim Suver <js1JYPr@r11obeck net>; Mil-.e Jacobson 
<miacohsoo@nmheck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwdebt@ □ 1obeck net:>; Dyson Dandurand <ddaod11cand@n1obed net>; Andrly Podolnikov - RISCX <aoodo)nlkm@cisr madrora ggy> 
Subject: Re: Verus Pro 

We are notifying you as quickly as possible when there Is a production Incident Our communications are slowed a bit while supporting Verus Pro as we lose our network connectivity when connected to 

the shared VPN account I apologize for the window ln which you were unaware what was happening 

From: Mike Johnson~ RISCX. <.m!obnsoo@cbc marlcona sov> 
Sent: Tue1day, July 28, 2020 12:22:35 PM 

To: Chris Schlffhauer <cschlffhai1er@r11nbeck oeb; Rey Valenzuela <ruafeoz11ela@nsc marlmoa FOIP 
cc: Gary Bilotta~ RISO: <shilntta@riK maricooa gov>; Jeff Ellington <iellioatao@woheck orbi David Siegel <dsireel@qrnherk orb: Jim Suver<is1wer@C110heck net>; Mll:.e Jacobson 

<miarnbsno@n1obed: net>;Jonathan Wrtght <iwrlsht@nmbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddaod11cand@n1oheck oeb; Andrly Podolnlkov • RISOC <aooda!nikov@cisc madcaoa sov> 

Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

OK, thanks for the update In the future, if you stop the process from operating in the middle of the day, please inform us ASAP so that we know what Is happening 

Mike Johnson 

From: Chris Schiffhauer <cvbiffha11er@o,obed net> 
Sent:: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 12;17 PM 
To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <mlobmon@risc maricaaa eav>; Rey Valenzuela - RISO( <rvaleowela@r!sc marimra gov> 

MCBOS_005318 
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·riq ~lta ~bor ~ ~ «flabot@rlsQJDaticapa,ggy;,. 
SUhfeW Re: Vl!tils Pro 

1hapk,ymi> 

t:htis 

,. 

fnmi;;f(e\,·JJ~J-t{lso( ~atenmeia@r.is<:.martmpa.g® 
/~--~iDm1~~ 
'f~: ~tt ~~ -Rt$<$·~ilcittrlfilf1&m~Jtrl.Ra~ ,f.11~ ~Mtbs91l 
-~mllth@D@o~~·~Bdi~¢s9hlffh™t@runhn~ 
~Olia .ta. ... ·~11a anabor@nsc.marJoo»a!ffl)IP 
liJdtJtlB1·~ptp 

Sinc4 O!lta· Js bllsy and trftitn hold ors a reply, .. The! :answers is we are smtlngnow. . . . 

AG0-379 

Qfl ypu cd•~~t1$ tt» Whv that Is bein1 ••ked 1U1d ln.-.ci, &Ito' yga, trying 
to·~•II us to hc,td? 

Are you n,ady ft,r 10101 Vlslt BeBalletReady.Vote 

Mcsos_006380 

RETRIE
VED FROM D

EMOCRACYDOCKET.C
OM



AGO-380 

Exhibit 1-11 

RETRIE
VED FROM D

EMOCRACYDOCKET.C
OM



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Dayjd Siegel 
Rey Valenzuela: Chris Schiffhauer 
Celja Nabor - RISCX: Gar:y Bilotta - RISCX: Mike Johnson 
RE: Verus Pro 

Friday, October 9, 2020 5:07:39 PM 

jmageOOJ png 
image002.png 

Rey, I understand. This is our absolute to priority now. We will get this to you ASAP. 

From: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <rvalenzuela@risc.maricopa.gov> 

Sent: Friday, October 9, 2020 4:48 PM 

To: David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck.net>; Chris Schiffhauer <cschiffhauer@runbeck.net> 

Cc: Celia Nabor - RISCX <cnabor@risc.maricopa.gov>; Gary Bilotta - RISCX 

<gbilotta@risc.maricopa.gov>; Mike Johnson <mjohnson@risc.maricopa.gov> 

Subject: RE: Verus Pro 

AG0-381 

David, the impact is that you will lose then contract and we 
will NOT being using Verus Pro for the General. 

We need these ready to work now. So much for using Verus Pro for the General and me stating 

early on to proceed, noting we should not see any major issues. 

As noted by Celia below, "Working the packets tomorrow morning is critical to jronine out 
the details for the Monday traioine" so we need those signature verified today to pick 

those up tomorrow. 

I do NOT see why we are not ready to use Verus Pro now when RES ran the packets for us, so RES 

knew we are getting Sig Ver files. 

Excuse my French but this .shit show needs to be improved on post haste 

from RES side. First is our M file code issue that substantially delayed our text message "ballot 

status" issuance that we still have not completely lived down and now we can't do signature 

verification FOR A COUPLE OF HOURS -you realize it is 4:34pm and a couple of hours has puts our 

staff sitting and waiting until the late evening. 

I know it is not a lot in the queue but we need those done now so we can have the packets 

tomorrow, and to ask us at last minute to hold staff for a couple of hours is not welcomed at all. 

WE NEED A WORK AROUND NOW so that Signature Verification can be done now 

without harming our staff. 

Again, I am regretting my decision to proceed with using Verus Pro for the General and to be proven 

MCBOS_005388 
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Wf9\1tt "lft~twe wan't haw ijhV issues, and to put my tt~meto that d~lon and hiJW:it be~ ffr,st flla 
JsSue iS beyond ftusttattttg, 

SQ ajilln, we·ne1:1d·~ work around now and remove Verus Pro form thli eQu;itlon f\OW so we can ~k 
t,tef~~-

W.ewtll•im Wiltdtltltlthls pt:qsram vav.d~e::ly and Mike. I need ta hnow tr we: can snut V.ens~ Pru 
down ;ndgo bai:k tp;0Urfomter1>r~aft:erthls flrst tue? 

AJ.BFffi 
~t~~l~an thi$ fJl~'l We·wer.a~~ to e>rop~ tbe~Ja ~ ftle~!Nlt~JJ Pl9k-w,ttte 
bs_,lft\the mal!fftir. WOrktnJ the,pall<elsttmrarrow n'ttlftltl\t itootitdl ttiftMillg nJ.ttthe i:teWJs 
torthe ~•1ta1ntng. 

Are you realty for !OJCJ?·Vfslt BeB.allotReady.Yote 

,FtO)fj}IJawf st.r ' . 
~~l~~; 4~'f~ 
f p; gll~Jl:hiflha(ae!f,~tffbagw@Wt\petk.n~ fwyValeqzue)a - RJSd< 
~@rf~ 
ft9Q\IAJ ~ --RiitX--(§tds;m;tt;i<?PJm~; aarv mltiU-a C, am 
"'BhJktati~ m~: Mhleh'nD -•~~l){imJDiltk::o.Jsa<w: 
;~~ffl';; ~·~ 
~~·~ '-, ~ 

Ref••·~metftl~h•is-.w~tfttsd,;ttnow. Whatlsttieltftl)1etlftfustsffllt,avaifaileulftll 
MomiiY~hl? 

.,. 

Fr'(ml~ Gtt~ffllialter ~rprunlie.tk.net> 
~~t~ &11&~1 PM 
io; ~rvtlQtta ~ ~JiQ(~lQtm(@mg.ma,:iOOQi&lly:►,; Mlk~-~,~ 
<roJAbn,dt@nsc.mafiPJDiUm~i ~vill;$£we] (dsiegelllilOJrtjleck.nep; i«W'llkimOO~ 
.qnletgdQld)~@ctg· 
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Ctf ~fa N~twr-fUSGl <cnabor@riscmaricgpa,g® 
SU~ R~\lattls Pm 

I'm ad,d)flg~d stegel fmm Runb~t~ th~ th~ad. 

Fromi ~~uer·<J.:Schlffhauer@Eunbeck.net> 
s~r~tQet4~ta rJJtli)'1,;1~ 
Tot-Rey~ ... ,R~tiary Bilotta~ Rf~ Mlk4!'JOOll50l1 
~.Ce(ta 8- ~ ~ • 
jul,J~ I~: V~itr(.l 

Sin~£emrrs b1:1$Y and toflt1t h·otd on a reply ... The answers is we are stating tKiW, 

AG0-383 

c.n yc,u •l•bo.rata :as to whv that 1, bein1 •~ked and ,._.cl; •re vou ~rvt.,_ 
tottelt usu, h""d? 

Ar.e yeu ready for ZOiO? Visit BeBallot&eady.Vote 
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MARK BRN0VICH 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Via Email 

Amy Chan 
General Counsel 
Arizona Secretary of State 

OFFICE OF THE ARIZONA ATTORNEY GENERAL 
SOLICITOR GENERAL'S OFFICE 

April 11, 2022 

1700 West Washington Street, 7th Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
achan@azsos.gov 

AG0-385 

JENNIFER WRIGHT 
AsSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Re: Promulgation of Valid Elections Procedures Manual for Use in 2022 
Statewide Elections 

Dear Ms. Chan: 

I write regarding the Elections Procedures Manual ("EPM"). Arizona law imposes a non­
discretionary duty on the Secretary of State ("Secretary") to "prescribe rules to achieve and 
maintain the maximum degree of con-ectness, impartiality, unifonnity and efficiency on the 
procedures for early voting and voting, and of producing, distributing, collecting, counting, 
tabulating and storing ballots" in "an official instructions and procedures manual" that shall "be 
issued not later than December 31 of each odd-numbered year immediately preceding the general 
election." A.RS. § 16-452(A),(B). The law further requires the Secretary to "submit the manual 
to the governor and the attorney general not later than October 1 of the year before each general 
election." A.R.S. § 16-452(8). 

On October 1, 2021, the Secretary sent a Draft 2021 Elections Procedures Manual ("Draft 
2021 EPM") to the Attorney General and Governor containing provisions that exceed the 
Secretary's authority and contravened the purpose of Arizona election laws. Despite being twice 
notified that the Draft 2021 EPM failed to conform to Arizona law, the Secretary refused to make 
all changes necessary for the Attorney General to approve the Draft 2021 EPM. Consequently, 
Arizona county election officials currently lack a legally binding set of uniform rules necessary to 
administer the 2022 statewide elections. 

Entering into the 2022 statewide elections without a legally compliant and uniform set of 
rules for counties to adm:nister the elections will negatively impact the ''correctness, impartiality, 
unifonnity. and efficiency" of those elections. To avoid that result, it is imperative that the 

2005 North Central Avenue • Phoenix, Arizona • 85004 • Phone (602} 542-3333 • Fax (602) 542-8308 • WWW,AZAG.GOV 
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Amy Chan, General Counsel for the Arizona Secretary of State 
Re: Promulgation of Valid Elections Procedures Manual for Use in 2022 Statewide Elections 
April 11, 2022 
Page2 

Secretary submit a legally compliant EPM to the Attorney General and Governor for approval and 
that she do so on or before Monday, April 18, 2022. Although the statutory deadline for the 
Secretary to provide a legally-compliant draft passed months ago, an EPM can and must be issued 
for use in the 2022 statewide elections. 

To be legally compliant, the Draft 2021 EPM must incorporate the changes that the 
Attorney General provided to the Secretary on December 9, 2021. 

Furthermore, to achieve the maximum degree of correctness, impartiality, uniformity and 
efficiency in early voting procedures as required by law, the submitted EPM must also include 
legally enforceable signature verification standards to ensure that all counties provide the 
necessary level of scrutiny to early ballot affidavits to confirm the voter's identity. Notably, the 
procedures should clarify that nothing in article 4 or article 8 of chapter 4 of Title 16 contemplates 
or authorizes a county to outsource signature verification to a non-governmental third party or to 
use artificial intelligence or computerized programs to verify whether a ballot affidavit signature 
matches the signature in the voter registration record. Absent statutory oversight, allowing third­
parties to conduct signature verification and the use of computerized technology to compare 
signatures risks ballot security and secrecy and could result in application of imprecise and 
manipulatable comparison standards. 

The Draft 2021 EPM should also update Chapter 2, Section I to prohibit the use of unstaffed 
drop boxes to prevent counties from violating A. R.S. § 16-1005(E) and its statutory purpose of 
preventing ballot harvesting. 

The Attorney General's Office looks forward to receiving a legally compliant and updated 
EPM on or before April 18, 2022. The EPM is a critical tool to restore Arizonans' confidence in 
Arizona's electoral process; as such, the Attorney General reserves the right to take legal action to 
compel such a manual should the Secretary continue to fail to perfonn this mandatory, statutory 
duty.1 

Sincerely, 

JWw~rzvr 
Assistant Attorney General 

1 Furthermore, this letter also serves as notice pursuant to Section 3.0 of the Attorney General's Office Conflicts 
Manual, that the Attorney General's Office will argue that special action relief is an appropriate method to compel 
issuance ofan Election Procedures Manual, including the specific provisions related to signature verification and 
drop boxes discussed above. 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Allie Bones 
Wright Jennifer 
Katie Hobbs 
Response to letter regarding Elections Procedures Manual use in 2022 Elections 
Monday, April 18, 2022 3:52:20 PM 

AG0-388 

Attachments: iroaae001.png 

Ms. Wright, 

2021 Elections Procedures Manual Submission msg 
Elections Procedures Manual,msg 

I write in response to your letter dated April 11, 2022, which demands the Secretary re-submit a 

draft EPM to the AG. Further, based on your letter: 

1. The AG is demanding that the Secretary remove the security procedures regarding 

unstaffed ballot drop boxes-even though he approved those exact procedures in 2019. 

In fact, attorneys from his Office (yourself included) helped to draft and add those exact 

procedures to the 2019 EPM and there's been no change in the applicable law since. 

2. The AG is demanding that the Secretary, "after consultation with each county board of 

supervisors or other officer in charge of elections" as required by law, develop new 

signature verification procedures in less than a week. 

3. The AG is demanding that a new EPM-with significant, unwarranted, and unlawful 

changes-be issued now, while some counties are actively administering May elections 

and while all counties are on the verge of administering the August primary election. 

4. The AG is demanding issuance of a new EPM now-contrary to clear statutory deadlines 

intended to ensure a new manual is not adopted in the middle of an election year. 

As you know, in compliance with her duties under A.R.S. § 16-452, the Secretary submitted a legally 

compliant 2021 EPM to the AG and Governor on October 1, 2021 (attached). She also urged the AG 

to work in good faith with our Office and counties to finalize the EPM by the December 31, 2021 

deadline. Instead of working with us in good faith, however, the AG waited until the eleventh hourto 

demand wholesale changes to the draft-deleting a third of the Manual (including entire chapters 

he approved just two years earlier) and demanding changes and new procedures that were directly 

contrary to existing law. 

Despite the AG's unprecedented and, frankly, authoritarian, approach, the Secretary responded in 

an effort to reach compromise (attached). She explained why certain of the AG's proposed changes 

could not be implemented under current law, identified certain changes that were acceptable to 

her, and requested an opportunity to discuss other proposed changes that warranted further 

discussion. Unfortunately, the AG refused to come to the table or work in good faith to fulfill his 

statutory duty to approve an updated Manual by December 31. 

The AG's conduct and demands now, like his conduct and demands in 2021, are politically 

motivated, inconsistent with Arizona law, and unworkable. They are the opposite of what is 

necessary to ensure successful and secure election administration and strengthen voter confidence 

in our democratic processes. 

The Secretary remains committed to and focused on ensuring free, fair, and secure elections in 
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Arizona in 2022. She will not accede to the AG's new round of legally baseless and nonsensical 

demands that would undermine that effort. 

Best, 

Allie Bones 

Allie Bones (She I Her I Hers) 
Assistant Secretary of State 
Arizona Secretary of State 

Email: abones@azsos.gov 
Office: 602-542-4919 
Cell: 602-540-5348 

1700 W. Washington St., jh Fl. I Phoenix, AZ.I85007 

This message and any messages in response to the sender of this 
message may be subject to a public records request. 
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