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APPENDIX A
EXAMPLES OF UNACCEPTABLE DELETIONS

1. Voter Registration (Chapter 1)

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 sugport 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.R.S. § 16-452(A). 481 P.3d at 699. And while such an EPM
provision lacks the force of law, 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 of law. 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-¢v-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 Secratary to coordinate with local jurisdictions
and ensure compliance with its voter registration iist 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 (HAVA). It promotes uniformity by
integrating these requirements with 4he 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 &5 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.R.S. § 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 Arizona 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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far back as 2006 included procedures on voting equipment certification.

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 1
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 I(B) and (C))

AR.S. § 16-452(A) clearly states that the EPM shall include riles 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 provisisiis 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]ln 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 AR.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 “[lJoss 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 (1)(B)(4).” Chapter 2, Section (1)(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 envelspe. 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 iust 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 challeniged 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 hallot 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 rightto 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 Custedy (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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APPENDIX B
EXAMPLES OF ACCEPTABLE DELETIONS

1. Emergency UOCAVA Procedures (Chapter 2, Section I(F))

AR.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 youand 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 inilitary 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 refurn early ballots in times of emergency. Instead,
A.R.S. § 16-543(C) expressly directs the Sacretary 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 prevetit 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, “do[] 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 nonbinding
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 II(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, canagree to accept this deletion.
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MARK BRNOVICH Orrice OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

Avornity Geteaat STATE OF ARIZONA

December 22, 2021

The Honorable Katie Hobbs
Arizona Secretary of State

1700 W, Washington, 7th Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Secretary Hobbs:

I am in receipt of your letter dated December 17, 2021, regarding the Elections
Procedures Manual (EPM). I previously set forth niy 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 iy independent statutory obligation to review the manual
as Arizona’s chief legal officer, I veiterate 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 Merry Christmas and a Happy New
Year.

Sincerely,

3—\/:\——,
Mark Brnovich
Attorney General

2005 NortH Centaal Avenue, PHoemix, Arizona 85004 » Prione 602.542 4266 ¢ Fax 602.542.4085 « www azaG.GOV
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KATIE HOBBS
SECRETARY OF STATE

December 23, 2021

To:  County Recorders and County Election Directors
Re: 2021 Elections Procedures Manual

Colleagues,

Thank vou for your work on the 2021 Elections Procedures Manual (EP'M). Officials from all 15
counties spent countless hours working to ensure 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, ccunting, tabulating and storing
ballots,” among many other topics required by law to be addressed in the EPM. AR.S. § 16-452(A).

Unfortunately, Attorney General Mark Brnovich informed e last night that he has no intention
of working in good faith to approve a new Manual this year, In fact, the Attorney General seems
comfortable blaming his prior unethical behavior ior his current unwillingness to fulfill his
statutory obligation as to the EPM. even though the'two have no rational connection to each other.
And though statute requires my Office to “consuit...with each county board of supervisors or other
officer in charge of elections” as part of this process, it places no similar requirement on the
Attorney General to consider the expertise of election officials. His comments make it clear that
he would benefit greatly from such expertise. Nevertheless, I'm grateful that many of yvou tried to
open a productive dialogue with Mz Brnovich.

While this setback is unfortunate, the past election cycle taught us that, working together. we can
overcome any obstacle—inciuding the intransigence of politicians-—and administer free and fair
elections pursuant to Arizona 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 over the coming months about how we can work together to ensure that all voters in
Arizona can participate in elections that are uniform, efficient, and faithful to Arizona law despite
the Attorney General's refusal to fulfill his statutory duties in good faith.

I told Mr, Brnovich last week that my Office was prepared to work through the holidays to “get the
job done on behalf of Arizona's voters and election officials.” As it's now clear his Office is not
prepared or willing to do the same, 1 wish yvou all Happy Helidays and hope vou get some rest
ahead of the election vear that approaches. I know we all need it.

Sincerely,

Katie Hobbs
Arizona Secretary of State
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STATE OF ARIZONA

DoucLas A. Ducey Orrick oF THE (GOVERNOR Executive OFrICE
(GOVERNOR

December 31, 2021

The Honorable Katie Hobbs

Arizona Secretary of State

1700 West Washington Street, 7% Floor
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Secretary Hobbs:

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 propased 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 notSiraying 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,

ClEFL

Anni L. Foster
General Counsel
Office of Governor Douglas A. Ducey

1700 WesT WASHINGTON STREET, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007
602-542-4331 * WWW.aZgOVCINOL.EOV
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2016'
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 31‘/‘j 0.35% 0 74 213 0
20203
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-
codebooks-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-
codebooks-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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CityScape, One E. Washington St., Ste. 1200, Phoenix, AZ 85004 » (602) 650-2000

Edward F. Novak
March 31, 2022 (602) 650-2020

(602) 532-7128 Fax
enovak@polsinelli.com

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:

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 {o 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 proceditres 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 witk 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 documents, 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.com

Atlanta  Boston Chicago Dallas Denver Houston  Kansas City  Los Angeles Miami Nashville New York
Phoenix St. Louis San Francisco Seattle  Silicon Valley Washington, D.C.  Wilmington
Polsinelli PC, Poisineli LLP in Califonia
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March 31, 2022
Page 2

This process has been explained to agents from your office but has 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.

| Sincerely,
| ‘ N ”//\—
-

Edward F. Novak

EFN:dmc




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 Key Points

- Access the Early .

' Voting Returns (VB10)
{32) module. This .
system is referredto o
as the EVRT system.

Select the ‘AFF .
returns’ button.

Open the ShortCutsVRAS folder

on your desktop.

Notes:

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.

Open File - Security Warning x

We an't verily who created this file. Are you awre you west fo rus this file?

K Name  FAProduction\Vb10BinXB\winVrasEVRTT .o ¢
Hpe Application
Frome  FAProduction\Vh 108inXBG\winV - EVRTF.cxe

- e

This file & in a location rutace your local network. Files from locations
you don't recogaire z: karm youe PC. Only run this file f you trust
The Socation. What'; the nik?

wd EVRT-Early Ballot Returns Processing {NET)  Database: VRASPROD  User ID: NABORC (32}  Build: 2020.05.28.0626
Functions 7/7/2020 10:38:07 AM

?

a j i} f
Ren Batch | PBSupv | Batch info

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

2 EVRT-Early Ballot Returns Processing (NET)  Database: VRASPROD  User ID: NABORC (32)  Buildt 2020.05.28.0626
Functions  7/7/2020 10:38:07 AM

]
VID Retiams

) = \
LaeRmJRnBadx PBSupv | Batch ifo | PORns | Addr Lbis. | EV36 | Bt

£ee-09v



' Important Steps ’ Key Points

' Open a signature | Select the ‘New’ folder (yellow
 verification batch. -. folder icon).

& Selecting this button will assign a

|

batch of signatures to the user

for verification.
x ,
| Viewing the batch | # The batch screen contains two
| screens . images. 1

? ‘e The larger image is an historical ‘
affidavit with a known approved |
signature. f

e The smaller image is a clipping of | Knowi approved affidavit
the signature on the green '
affidavit envelope (current
election).

signature

image of signature on
.f affidavit envelope

|

' Selecting the mode '» The mode includes four options: |

[ ; High confidence, Low

Confidence, Manager and Audit. |

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

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

e Select the mode as directed by
the supervisor

peC-00OV



Important Steps

Verifying the voter

Key Points Notes:

i
i
!
1

Review four key points on

the screen to ensure the
historical affidavitand 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 )

Gee-OOv
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¢ Analyze the broad, local | e e e e b e
characteristics, and :
letterforms 5

o [f the signature on the
historical affidavit and the
signature on the affidavit
envelope (current election)
match, click the good

' Comparing the signatures

S oy
P

—y—

L ————— 6 -

' button. by =
‘e If the signatures can not be ﬁ::::,mm,__,
| ~ verified click the exception b e
i - button. ' gty
t ‘e If the affidavit is not signed

. by thevoter click the

. exception button.

‘e 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.

Reviewing the batch before § e Use the PREV< and ; ¥ BY25 - Early Voung Signature Verification | LAPLSERIOTI06 ] 3 56AZ.41,138 - O X
- ending. | NEXT» buttons to review
‘ ~ signature dispositions. You  Z
can change the disposition
: if necessary BEFORE you
¢ complete the batch.
* This review step is critical
to ensure the correct
‘ . disposition was selected.

9€€-0OVv




If you cannot complete the = 4 ©26- EayVeting Signstur Vefication | LAPUSERIETIO | 156,241,138 - o x
File: Edt Data image Badch PReports Melp

i

Closing a batch before
completing all signatures.  full batch of afl signatures,
3 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 e Once the review process is W V26 - Earty Voting Signature Verification | LAPUSZX 01 106 | 156.4241.120 - o x
- successfully dispositioning complete, select the ‘End’ | Me B O imige Bach R Hep
- all signatures. -~ folder (Yellow Folder). @W 7t ;
'e Select the ‘New’ folder |
" ({yellow folder icon) to
begin working on another

| ~ batch.

LEE-0OV
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Signature Verification (User Level) Job Aid

MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

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 DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS

Signature can be Verified when
Compared to the Historical Record

T EAS0) WUTINNG TINE GO ':;P
L FUCPNE TERTITI0 D0 Lo QR

P VHE SALLOT

WALLCN WL O
COURTIO BRI

o BIEMWTTNA TUZ AR kv
AP P e o6 L2 S

“Verified and Approved MCTEC” ':E':i" ¥ Philthe Ballot
Stamp o, Lw |
- o — !
sucrewwor oy SHENEGTINI TR SO0 v
Mark, such as an X (Not on Ty AT TR DG 00 L CA
Historical Record being Compared) — % X
with a “Verified and Approved g
MCTEC” Stamp ...g: RS R,
‘ e T Y —-—n—r—'l

Pagelofé6
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MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

l-
-

(A
A
g

~ T

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS
HOLTHE BALDT ’:‘/‘/‘ SHBLI TV TOE (20K 7
ommmm | FICRAE DOSSTOO £ LA CAN
Exception eowms or mrvomeer 1, 1
No Signature V :

:::::; T SARCITIIVIER T DS T
Exception L L O
Signature Cannot be Verified with ce s e |
the Historical Record being wecnsn \? Phil the Ballot ol the SBalt
Compared soomaemonsso —
s v g fne
e vandds.
am : g,
PHIL THE BALLOT
SALACY YL MO 8 Y SNl WIWTING TG DO
Part of the Signature Missing
Not on Historical Record being
Compared)

T, e

Page 20f 6

6£€-00V




o R B RN SR iR sl il o R

MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS

PIBLTHE BALLOT
w7 20061 BTN TWE LG 7

Exception |

Printed Name (Not on Historical
Record being Compared)

Phil the Ballot

swovwanotss U7 SEICIVTVING TUE GO T
oot |/ Lymary SEATIN BFE 4.4 GO Y

Exception PO OF oty

i

i

i
oy

Deceased noted by Household

Member Deceased g

=

> S an gueatumeing

suorwusorm 77 RS MUV VTG DO <7
COMITED WMy < FITORE DTG RELACAMN Y

Exception

Wrong Name is Signed in the
Signature Box

ove-00v

Page3of 6




MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT
SIGNATURE IMAGE

DISPOSITION IN
EVRT/EV26 SCREEN

COMMENTS

Moved noted on Packet

Exception

PIOL THE BAILOT T SRNTTVIRIVIIE O v

YOUR NGNS
POWIRSOF AITOMEY.
N TR

[ S Yy
tATRIANO N
TRANZAAR B 9

.

v FRosE OEETRo DR L coan Y

MOVED

- M vy Iee tae
v

Y SRARIWTERN TG Lol V\:;'
Y TNE DOESSTIR D3 LA SO

§

Mark the Ballot, POA

Power of Attorney (POA) wemEmmON
TRAMTUR Sn 5
nageed o
PUDER DX ABOSADD = o ;
e viin pue tous
-
§ T :i,
. PIEL THE BALLDT
AT YL WOT "‘\/7 28G07 WUTIT I TLUE BOC v
Exception praremrinnid NS B
Signing on Behalf of the Voter Tl s p—. Mark the Ballot for Pl
(i.e., Joe Doe signing for Sally Doe) T~ the Ballot
oz
m'.m

Paged of 6
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(&) MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department
EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN | N
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS
UL THE BALLDT
AOT L OT 9§ ‘{;’7 RN PETI NG TUER e ‘{'7
ivionmred AT KBWITTO B LA GOSN

Exception

Incapacitated noted on Packet INCAPACITATED

e

E i m::‘-_l oo
xception oro it ke for g
Initials Only {Not on Historical : TR PTB
Record being Compared) ~; e —
g POUIA OF AROBAND e et &
ik vemnehin,
pEE— ::%4

Mosrwsmors ¢ 7 QEECH WINIIN TUIE O \_\7
Do (Y FIRESE DOSSTRD B2 LA CAM

Exeqpﬁon

A Mark such as an X (Noton
Historical Record being Compared)

X
e ——

Zre-0Ov

PageSof 6
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MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN |
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS

sansas  MerkheSallot
. 7 SRS TTVLNC) TR SO <
commpwmon |V SR DENTRG DY LA CAMN

. \ Mark-the Ballot

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

Historical Record : : |
en oo - 4
e wiiis sere b
S vondte. i
m-i -..—-.i i

suorwanors U7 SR VAT TIER DKL 7
coumma |/ FIRRNE ORIVI0 D .2 OO

Stamped Signature (Not on == |\  PHILTHE BALLOT g

Historical Record being Compared) oy ,
i T,

SODM DR ASOMED |/ L ma—"

e ey

suTwuere T SO REVIIR TIHE OO €
D e 7 FERING DUV BE R CAMD

e net wie hirvsteg » .
“Unable to Sign due to Disability” - [ Unable to sign due to disability

Page60f6
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MARICOPA COUNTY

ﬁ’ik
Elections Department

7

Signature Verification (Manager level) Job Aid

Purpose: The J“Ob aid is designed to provide guidance on examples staff may see on the affidavit envelope {electronic) when performing
cation in the manager queue. The manager queue role reviews all records marked as an exception by the user.

signature ver
EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS
suorwanorM 7 BRI TEVINRI TLIE OGN 7
:‘T’ V' e mm‘m D L SOIN
Signature can be Verified when o Phil the Ballot
Compared to the Historical Records - l | ——
- — § i
o2
Pol THE NALLOY
O s O T EEEDY TRl TIEE ERKl ""
Dorpenal |V STHNE DXBTOO0 DI 1A G4 Y
A Mark can be Verified when ""'...".::-‘
Compared to the Historical Records “...."“:“:‘ /s
e et ARBMED
....—-
PHILTHE BALLT
uun-um- o SHEDTWONTHNA VIR —

—" . ﬁ'mmm_emc..& -

— '%/ Phil the Ballot !
i m———

“Verified and Approved MCTEC"
Stamp

Manager Queue Page 1 of 8

yre-0Ov
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MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN ,
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS
:':um zx:mmm“mmaz .::—'
Mark, such as an X {(Not on Good PR ST O L, CRA
Historical Records being Compared) e "% X
with.a “Verified and Approved m“‘...‘,’.' ;L
MCTEC” Stamp "#. R
m--—.-—-‘ w '
L THE BALOT '/' ST VLAR TR e <7
FIRIE DEVVIN 277 LA SALN
No Signature

Signature is Flipped Upside Down
(to purposely add to smaller NS
review queue)

VMTS T I SADC DR A Procyoprinny
AJ- UG DO PPN (IDNR - L MARYMROTI

Gve-OoOv

Manager Queue Page 2 of 8




MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

A
6%
| g

: gy

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS
TR THE BALLOT
soovwammorst 7 SRBIMMITNM TR BN T
Cmpwme |V FITRE DERSTRO DI AL GAN Y
POUS P AT ||

Signature Cannot be Verified with
the Historical Records being

Neegi Packet

Compared R ————
P THE BALLOY
SAUCTILL TS T SR WTTT R TS 0K 7
CommowIOS 7 TG DEMTRO D L cadn v
Part of the Signature Missing --_-7::—- \'1 )
Not on Historical Record being wecann Phil
Compared) Y 1 S ———
ARes vilde g S
PRV TR
(PIRAVCIND., o o ren 40 Swmstaml ,ﬂ
PHIL THESALLOY
Muorwevs T 20000 WEVTIN TU8E RO ‘:;7
PONNE OF APVERSRty
Printed Name (Not on Historical T — "
rinted Name { womee | 4 Phil the Ballot

Records being Compared)

"'" M

Manager Queue Page 3 of 8
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MARICOPA COUNTY
Elections Department
EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS

Deceased noted by Household
Member

PYEL THE RARLOY
wuorwastm G GRAGI WITVIZN TUE DOR <7
e | PSR DEITOD D LA SN
Wrong Name is Signed in the oo oo
Mavrk-the Ballot
A SsTh a 58

Signature Box. The last.names are

identical. 0 —— .
oty v et ack gy finch 4 PODER B8 AROUARS B S AR LIX AT
Rn e gy ha
Sovemtin,
i m-n--——n 1‘

sucrwasorse 7 SRG00 WEVIINN VLIE DO v
COUNTLD WerT YV FRRE DETTS B3 Lo CAN

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

Johnthe Voter

[m :::q,

Manager Queue Page 40f 8
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MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS
PHLTHE SALLOT A J”’ ST VTR A TIE T *7

mm\

n--nnn-q 5
uscsiem MOVED
= — ]
| im ,

Moved noted on Packet

Need Packet

Power of Attorney (POA)

DALCY WA JOY 98 "\'“f SIO0) WEVTRN T2 Bott \!
Y AR pETR0 D Lo GO0

Need kPacket

Mark the Ballot for Phd, i
the Ballot __Q

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

8Y¢-OOV
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MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS
PHIL THE BL0Y
suorwuwore 7 2X30T WTTIN TINE (GRS v
Need Packet e | FIRME DEFTTRD O LA CAMN
Incapacitated noted on Packet u:_;' | INCAPACITATED
T2AMITAR 20 SU
——- e tiaa e s Kapethartsisboig OSSO
m oo o A S DS RS’y
dnvenetin.
P s S --m-r-u
PHLTHE BALLOT
Need Packet o M;—‘nmmmmcm
ee ac wenwhd vy | ', i.i ’
Initials Only (Not on Historical Ppp——— /\f PTB
Records being Compared) - 1 ]
POBIR L ABCRADD e —— . - .
= —
AL e B
|
PHEL THE BAULLDY
SALLOV WL MO B ".,/‘;}"t wmmgz&m '«:7
Need Packet %F g - :
A Mark such as an X (Not on — L\
Historical Records being Compared) vl V X
nes wiiiin g bown.

Lo r—
§ omarmn, o wins v onsteny ;‘

Manager Queue Page 6 of 8
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MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE ~_ EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS
kNG Merkthe Sallet
uwr-nun- ';‘"f ammm VIER tsu:: ’7
The Name Printed on the Affidavit Household Exchange e {\r FHTRMGE DOMTDO 27
- i : -—-n-nn. Mark the g

does not Match the Signature or
Historical Records. The last names

...-...,i/Lm_..___s

are identical.
LI'_-“ —w}l
L Jﬂwﬂw\bﬁr
BT WL MOV I () BSREWTOMITUS RO T
. . i FUTME DIV TFF L2y GO
The Name Printed on the Affidavit Need Packet oo
does not Match the Signature or o n - Johnthe Voter
Historical Records. The last names —— e
are different. LD e r g
o
PONL TV SALLOY

SaACHWRE MOt *‘j ’ B&’.’f mmm T:TEEJOL K"""

Need Packet

Stamped Signature (Not on
Historical Records being Compared)

Manager Queue Page 7 of 8
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MARICOPA COUNTY

Elections Department

EXAMPLE ON THE AFFIDAVIT DISPOSITION IN
SIGNATURE IMAGE EVRT/EV26 SCREEN COMMENTS
1L THE SAOT
ALY WL WOT 8 v ST WIS VLA DR
No Sig e | Vﬂz’mmmwwﬁ

“Unable to Sign due to Disability” e h

not on the historical records. . —— Unable to sign due to disability
(to purposely add to smaller NS NoSig moamn |
review queue) S voome smosee - e
anoe ol pum favs
oy whin.

1GE-09V

Manager Queue Page 8 of 8
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RUNBECK )

ELECTION SERVICES™

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
111S. 3rd Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85003

Re: Revised Quote for Verus Pro. Automated Signature Verificaiion 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; Opticn 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 so:ier by evaluating signature images captured
from the mail packets and compares them to ths reference images from the voter registration
database. This solution consists of a serverriinning 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 tahulation.

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

J Integrates with current sorting system used by the County and Runbeck

. Provides faster ballot preparation and earlier tabulation reporting

. Runbeck support

CONFIDENTIAL/BUSINESS PROPRIETARY MCBOS_004552
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RUNBECK )

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 Ul 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 creation 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 2lection setup through simplified configuration of
new signatures

Refactor code and accessibility code refinement and accessibility fixes

“End to end” test from August 17 tc 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 6%, 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,

America's Election Partner 28005 30th Strect, Pooci, AZ 25040/ GO 2500510 vombedlner

CONFIDENTIAL/BUSINESS PROPRIETARY MCBOS 004553
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OPTION A - two (2) million attempted signature reads (clicks), per year
Initial purchase, first year
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)
Runbeck support, provided by local proximity to the County

Annual Licensing and Support, starting year two

Stand-alone automated signature verification solution - ainual rates, starting in year 2
annual Verus Pro Software License and Supuort
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.

Amcrica's Election Partner 2000 % A0th Street, Phocnis, A7 0038 7 607 220-0010 / vanbinck ot

CONFIDENTIAL/BUSINESS PROPRIETARY MCBOS_004554
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OPTION B - three (3) million attempted signature reads (clicks), per year
Initial purchase, first year
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)
Hardware/workstations/server are provided by the county
Ishipping
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.

Runbeck support, provided by local preximity 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.

America's Election Partier 2800 5. 26th Street, Pheengs O3S 602 2300510 4 ranbed net
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OPTION C four (4) million attempted signature reads (clicks), per year

Initial purchase, first year

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)

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

e o e i s S . Y e 2
o e s s e o s s i e

-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 Suppoit
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.
Runbeck support, provided by local proximity to the County

I 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 . 36" Street

Phoenix, AZ 85034
jsuver@runbeck.net

America’s Flection Partner 2S00 5 30t Sheet, Phocenes A7 B5034 7 607230 OB 10 /7 vunbedk ney
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Jim Suver

From: Richard Greene - RISCX <rgreene@risc.maricopa.gov>
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 2:04 PM

To: Jim Suver

Cc: Scott Hadley - RISCX; Joseph Rodenback - RISCX

Subject: : RE: current click pricing and after June 1, 2020

Option C 4 million. —_— \?“) ‘(O WTJO/O C ’ S&ECT@

Richard Greene, Director of Budget and Administrative Services

Office of Maricopa County Recorder Adrian Fontes
111 South 3" Avenue, Suite 102

Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Phone: 602.506.2471

Mobile; 602.506.2471

B\\ RECORDER . B
ANFRYY/ From:lJim Suver <jsuver@runbeck.net>

Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 1:52 PM

To: Richard Greene - RISCX <rgreene@risc.maricopa.gov>

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, | 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

=]

a: 2800 S. 36th Street, Phoenix, AZ 85034
d: 480-455-1047
o: 602-230-0510

[El[E]

i
H

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

Richard:

As you know, Joey and | spoke on Friday afternoon and he issued the PO to cover up to 4 million.
1
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PO NUMBER #: TRACKING CODE:
DO,200000021627-1 10124SS-P
ISSUE DATE:; COUNTY CONTACT:
PURCHASE ORDER (MST) JOSEPH RODENBACK
602-506-2268
VENDOR: REFERENCE NUMBER: MODIFICATION NAME & DATE:
RUNBECK ELECTION SERVICES INC MA101248S-P rodenbackj 05/29/2020
VC0000001910
2800 S 36TH ST
PHOENIX AZ 85034 F.0.B FREIGHT:
Bob Shepler FOB Destination, Freight Prepaid
602-230-0510
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION:
Verus Pro Signature Verification
COMM |SUPPLIER DELIVERY ﬁ UNIT EXTENDED COMM
CODE# ]| PART# DESCRIPTION DATE }~ QTY ENIT PRICE TOTAL TAX LINE TOTAL
70069 Paper Preduction and [ ] / EA e e 1
Processing Equipment and & ‘ —
Supplies (Not \
BILL TO: SHIP TO: \ SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS PAYMENT TERMS
ELECTIONS ELECTIONS JWAREHOUSE 0.0000%
111 S 3RD AVE STE 102 315 W BUCHANAN ST 30 Days
PHOENIX AZ 85003 PHOENIX AZ 85003\
suB \| pepT : ACTG
FUND DEPT UNIT APPR UNIT OBJECT OBJ | oBJ | ACTIVMOYY PROGRAM LINE | LINE TOTAL
100 D210 2130 1000 8123 0 ELEC 1

ADDITIONAL LINE ITEM INFO:
Verus Pro Signature Verification

/ §
i \

/

VENDORS MAY USE THE COUNTY'S VS§S POR]'IAL TO SUBMIT AN INVOICE

Yo 4

‘ httgs*j/azdom-vss.hostams.comlwebaggngQVSS1)( 1 /AltSeiS'_' rvice B
/ \

/
/v oVTron e’ \
LGRS SeUCTED \l

Vi Z.
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MARICOPA COUNTY
PURCHASE ORDER TERMS & CONDITIONS

A. GENERAL TERMS
L

4.

1.

10.

Acknowledgement and Acceptance

If any of Seller’s terms of sale are not in agreement with the terms of this purchase order, the terms hereon shall govern unless Seller’s tenns are accepted in writing by
the Buyer. Terms and conditions contained in & 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 terms or conditions hercon. Seller’s actions in (2) accepting this order (b) delivering materials or (c)
performing services called for hereunder shall constitute an unqualified acceptance of the terms and conditions hereon,
Price Warranty

Seller shall give buyer the bencfit of any price reductions before actual time of shipment, except that should buyer permit shipment to be made prior to specified
shipping date that he shall never have advantage of any price reduction before specified shipping date.
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 atleged infringement of any patent, copyright, trademark, tradename or any other intellectual property right in connection
with the manufacture or use of any product included in this purchase order and upon written request Seller will defend at its own cost and expease 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 workmanship. 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 injuries to
persons or damage to property in respect to delivery of goods or performance 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 Seller, its agents or employees or the negligence other
than the sole negligence, of Maricopa County, its agents or employecs or that of any person, firm or entity.
Waiver

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

BILLING, SHIPPING, AND MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS

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

Applicable to Open Purchase Order

Only invoices as listed by the using activity will be paid against the claim for purchase order. {Note: To ensure payment of any invoices applicable to purchase order,
Vendor should check with the using department prior to filing of claim.)
Packing

No extra charges shall be made for packaging or packaging material unless authority is expressly incorporated in this order. Seller shall be responsible for safe
packing which must conform to requirements of carrier’s tariffs. All shipments must carry the correct quantity, product indemnification, purchase order number,
receiving dock and product departnent plainly marked on all packages. Cars ot irucks 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 namie of the shipper, description of goods,
purchase order number, receiving dock and product department.
Deliveries

Time is of the essence in placing this order. Buyer reserves the sighi 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 ths schedulcd deliveries appearing on the face of this order.
Quantity

The quantity of good ordered must not be exceeded or reduced without Buyer's permission in writing except in confonmity with acknowledged industry tolerances.
Inspection

All articles are subject to inspection and test at niace 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 rislz and may be returned to Seller with costs of transportation unpacking, inspection, repacking, reshipping or other
like expenses to the responsibility of the Seller.
Specification Changes

Buyer shall have the right by a written order to make changes from time to time in the work fo be perforined 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 tite required for its performance, an acceptable adjustment shalt 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.
Liens

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

Invoice must contain purchase order numbers and should be mailed at the time of each shipment unless otherwise specified. If invoice is subject to cash discount, the
discount period will be calculated from the date of receipt of a correct invoice.
F.0.B.

Unless otherwise agreed in writing, all delivered terms 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.
Federal Tax Exemption

As a political subdivision of the State of Arizona, Maricopa County is exempt from federal excise tax,

CONFEINENTIAI /RFHIQINECGS PROPRIFTARY MCROS 004559
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RES_BWP_sig

From: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <ryalenzuela@risc.maricopacgov>

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

To: Erin Delany <edelany@runbeck.net>

Cc: Ann Bakker <abakker@runbeck.net>; Barb Dave <bdeye@runbeck.net>
Subject: RE: Primary & General EV Envelopes?

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

The only change we want is to the “Signature” section. We wanted to break apart the signature box
from the “Phone & Date” bexso 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).

[s it possible to work on that signature box section to conform to what would be best for that Al
process?

LD:

MCBOS_004960
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NEW ft):

Reynaldo Valenzuela Jr., CERA

Are you ready for 20207? 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>

Cc: Ann Bakker - Runbeck <abakker@runbeck.net>; Barb Deye - Runbeck <bdeve@runbeck.net>
Subject: RE: Primary & General EV Envelopes?

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

ANCROS NNAGR1T
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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 clip from Verus Pro that looks gaad:
<imageQ07 png>

That reference matched this signature with a score of 83:
<imageC08 png>

Mike Johnson

Fram: Mike Johnson - RISCX

Sent: Sunday, fuly 13, 2020 6:47 AM

To: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <pvalenzuela@rise maricopa gov>

€e: Chris Schiffhaver <gschiffhauer@runbeck net>; Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta®@risc maricopa gay>
Subject: RE: Verus Pro

Rey, | know that we are paying per signature/click, but | m not sure if we are paying per-signature thatwe actually submit or if we ve purchased a blogk of signatures and it s
usejtorloseit In myopinion, if it is use it or lose it, we might as well gather more data on what Verus 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:

# 1  Are we paying “per click” or did we buy a block of “clicks” that we use up? If it is a block, how many “clicks” did-we purchase?
2 The "unrecognized” signatures:
a The “unrecognized” signatures are neither good nor bad, correct? They are unprocessed do (o Verus Pra not understanding the signature for some reason,
# correct?
b This is a “training issue"” for Verus Pro, correct?
¢ Will this issue go away or be minimized as it “learns” or is this going to be an ongging problem?
d  Isthere something MCED can do to help minirmnize this issue?
3 thave alist of about 1000 signatures that did not make it into the Confidences files a* 4il can you look into why? File attached

FY1, here are the current scores returned by Verus Pro Anything lower than 10 is notimiarked as Accepted by Verus Pro

. No T 10to | 20to | 30t0 | 40to | 50to | 60to | 70te | 80to | 90to
Total | Response | Unrecognized 1] 1 2 3 4 1.5 6 7 8 9 19 29 39 49 59 69 79 89 100
36129 | 1065 49 3360 | 2057 | 1493 | 1100 | 850 | 824 | 635 | 572 | 538 | 506 | 3573 | 2656 | 2221 | 2017 | 2035 | 1967 | 2440 | 2507 | 3664

Mike Johnson

From: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX

Sent: Saturday, July 18, 2020 8:16 PM

To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <miohnson@riscmaricaps gov>

Ce: Chris Schiffhauer <gschiffhauer@ runbeck net>; Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta@risc maricopa gov>
Subject: Re: Verus Pro

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

So | 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

So | d 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

E 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 Sigs” 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 55 PM, Mike Johnson - RISCX <michnson@risc maricopa gov> wrote:

What | 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 maode it is in now
It doesn t move anything to any different queue, but we still gather the data

Al

Mike Johnson

MCBOS 005331
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Mike Johnson

I

From: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX

Sent: Monday, luly 27, 2020 12:33 PM

To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <miohnson®risc maricopa gov>; Chris Schiffhauer <cschiffhaue@runback net>
Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta@risc maricapa gav>; Jeff Ellington @hm@mm_ugp Davld Siegel <dsiagel@runbeck nef>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson

<mjacobson@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand d@runbeck net>
Subject: RE: Verus Pro

And we cannot hold the Sig Ver process because we have 20+ staff assigned to do that and cannot get backlogged
Mike, are then afl of these recards 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 Canfidence another, so | 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

510 South 3rd Avenue, Phoernix, Arizona
Phane e

Are you ready for 20207 Visit BeBallotReady Vote
From‘ Mlke Johnson Rlscx <mmmm@mwm>

Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 12:27 PM

To: Chris Schiffhauer <gschiffhauer®runback net>; Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <pvalenzuela@risc maricopa gov>

Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta®risc maricopa gav>; Jeff Eflington <jellington@runbeck net>; David Slegel <dsisgel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <isuver@runbeck nets; M|ke Jacobson
<mijacabson@runkeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand@runbeck net>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

No, they are processed immediately

Mike Johnson

From: Chrls S Schlfﬁmuer«xb.lfﬂzau.ec@mnlxckw

Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 12:05 PM

To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <mjoh isc maricopa gov>; Rey Val la - RISCX <pval Isc haricops gov>

Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta®risc maricopa gov>; Jeff Ellington <jellington@runbeck net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck pet>; Jim Suver <jsyver@runbeck net>: Mike Jacobson
<mjacobson@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@pinbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddzadiuand@runbeck net>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

Mike,

Verus Pro began falling to verify signatures at 11:24am this morning | ve stopjed Verus Pro from automatically verifying new signatures, and am researching the cause of the failure now, | 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
ConfidenceExport20200727114232 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

Fro
Sent: 27Ju|y, 2020 10:29

To: Chris Schiffhauer <cschiffhauer@runbeck net>; Rey \ 1 |a@ risc maricopa gov>

Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta@risc maricopa gov>; Jeff Ellington qgummn@mnm:k_map David Siege! <dsiegal@runbeck pet>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson
<mjacobson@rygbeck pet>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand@runbeck 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 Schl auer <cschiffhayer@runbeck net>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 9:59 AM

To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <mjohnson®risc maricopa gav>; Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <rvalenzysla@risc aricopa gov>

Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta@risc maricopa gov>; Jeff Ellington <jellington@runheck net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck nef>; Mike Jacobson
<mjarobson@rynbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@runbeck net>; Byson Dandurand mmﬂ@mnhenkmp

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

DAEEYN
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510 South 3rd Avenue

On jul 18, 2020, at 5:22 PM, Mike Johnson - RISCX <mjnhnson@®iise maricopa gow> wrote:

1can look into adding a new queue type to EV26 on Monday, but | 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 Isn t very flexible User,
Manager and Audit are o/most 3 entirely separate programs { m not saylngit s i ible, but itisn t hing that will happen on
Monday, and possibly not something that will happen next week

Mike Johnson

From: Rey Valenzuela - RISCX

Sent: Saturday, July 18, 2020 4 06 PM

To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <miohnsen®iisc maricara gov>; Chris Schiffhauer <gschiffhauer@®unbeck not>
Ce: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilatta@risc. maricona gow>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

Importance: High

Yesand no By that | means we can be less restrictive to lower that 11 3K total but do not want to sacrifice quality to reduce quantity
So let s 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

{nstead, we need to look at adding another "Mode" or User Queue that is specific for "LOW Confidence Sigs™ and renaming the
current USER queue as “HIGH Confidence Sigs”

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

User, Manager, Audit) So add the 4' “Mode” titled “LOM.Confidence SIgs” that the current 1% 3k would go into, rename the current
“User” mode to "HIGH Confidence Sigs” and leave the "Manager” and “Audit” modes alone

<image001 jpg>

With that new queue added, staff can toggle Into any of these as their permission setting allow 5o the below then would be as follows
with a newly added *LOW Confidence Sigs” mode:

¢ 21 8K would go stralght to the LSER queue titled “HIGH Conficen;ze Sigs”
« 11 3K would go stralght to the MANAGER (new) LISER qucus titled “LOW Confidence Sigs”
e 18K were unrecognized and go straight to the MANAGER vueue as well

Mike, by creating that new “LOW Confidence Sigs® modk., that allows us to still have Tier 1 temp staff users review thase without
foreing the limited SME Managers to have to do thatinitial review of 11 3K records We only want that last “unrecognized” group to
g0 straight to the MANAGER mode or queue

This the only solution | see without compremizing the integrity of the current 11 3K rejects  If we can do this we may even be oaky
with leaving the confidence setting whei« it s 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

Reynaldo Valenzusla Ir,. {FRA
Director of Elections (Elecii7: Sarvicas & Eary Voting)

Are you ready for 20207 Visit BeBallotReady.Vote

From: Mike Johnson - RISCX <michnson@rise. maticapa gov>

Sent: Saturday, July 18, 2020 11:14 AM

To: Chris Schiffhauer <gschiffhayer@runbeck net>; Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <pzalenzuela®@risc marjcona gov>
Ce: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta@risc maricopa gov>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

Sorry, | 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, that s OK too, just not as good When this is running live we won t wait for a second run through on any
signature, but we WILL store off the second result

Bey the end result of this test is that of ~35K signatures:

s 21 8K would go straight to the USER queue
» 11 3K woukd go straight to the MANAGER queue
s 18K were unrecognized and go straight to the MANAGER queue as well

1feel like this is a REALLY high load for the manager queue Do we want to adjust the system to be less restrictive?

Mike Johnson

From: Chris Schiffhaver <gschiffhauer®rynhack pet>

Sent: Saturday, july 18, 2020 10:38 AM

To: Ray Val fa - RISCX <val ' isc maricopa gov>; Mike Johnson - RISCX <michnson@rise maricoga gov>
Ce: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta®@risc maricapa goy>

MCBOS 005350
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From: Mike Johnson - RISCX <mighnson®¢isc maricopa gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Rey Val la - RISCX <ryal la@risc maricopa gov>; Chris Schiffhauer <gschiffhauer@runbeck net>

Ce: Gary Bllotta - RISCX <ghilotta@risc maricapa gov>; Jeff Ellington <;gmwnn@nmhgck.m> Davld Siegel <dsiegel® runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@®runhack net>; Mike Jacobson
<mjacohsnn®runbeck nets; Jonathan Wright <jwright@runbeck aet>; Dyson Dand d i@runheck net>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

We supply the initial clipped image, and then Runbeck further crops it down to just the signature | ve attached samples We provided 10001 tif, Runbeck created
10001_Document_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: Mike Johnson - RISCX <gichnsan®risc. maricopa gay>; Chris Schiffhaver <cschiffhauer@runback net>

Ce: Gary Bllotta - RISCX <ghilotta@risc maricopa govs; Jeff Ellington <jellington@runbeck net>; David Siege! <dsiegel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson
<miacebsan@rupheck pet>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand@unbeck net>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

Can{ ask a lay question, but who

Is it the Verus Pro software or us?

| 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 can t 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 Vaienzuela ir., CERA
Director of Elections (Election Services & Eardy Voting)
Office of Maricopa County Recorder Advian Fortes.

510 South 3rd Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Phone Ly
Are you ready for 20207 Visit BeBallotReady.Vote

From: Mike Johnson - RISCX <michnsan@isc maricopa gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 9:09 AM

To: Chris Schiffhauer <cschiffhauer®runbeck net>; Rey Val la - RISCX <[y isc maricopa gov>

Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghllotta@®risc maricopa gov>; Jeff Ellington <jellingtan@runbeck nat>; David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck nat>; lim Suver <jsuyer@runhack nat>; Mike Jacobson
<mjacobson@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@tunbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <dqandurand@runbeck net>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

That s Odd Our database shows that there should be 1,850,318 signatures in those tolders Can you check again? Looking in the first folder {00010000} | can spot several images that
appear to not have a clip by just scrolling the file fist:

\\reveruspro\mci S RepositorA 000100008 10030 tif
\\reyer Amcil S ] itory\ 000100008 100071t
\\reveruspro\mc ASi 25itor\Q0010000NMBI GRS

" Regasitar\ 00010000V (L0 Lif
Additionally, | show 355 signatures from the orlgina) batch as not having been evaluated still { ve attached those tracking numbers

Mike Johnson

From: Chris Schiffhauer <cschiffhauer@cunbeck net>

Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:53 AM

To: Mika Johnson - RISCX <michnson@risc maricopa gay>; Rey Valenzuela RISCX <rvalenzuela@risc. mancopa gov>

Cc: Gary Blotta - RISCX <ghllotta@rist maricopa gove; Jeff unbeck net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuyar@cunbeck net>; Mike Jacobson
<mjacobsan®runbeck net>; han Wright <jwright beck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand®runbeck net>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

Mike,

y we cropped an addi 173,071 reference signatures, taking the signature repository from 1,561,923 to 1,634,994 cropped reference signatures

A new confidence export was produced at 7:05am for 710 Incoming pleces that were all recognized from adding 2 new layout to our recognition template Here is a confidence report for
the full election so far, and one for just today s set of signatures:

<image072 png>

I noted that today s signatures had more rejections than accepted signatures, so | reviewed five of the low scores manually | found some whose crop were imperfect but nothing that
stands out:

Tracking Number 137600262467901, Score 0:
<image073 png>

Tracking Number 137604108716801, Score O:
<imageQ74 jpg>

Tracking Number 137600346047 101, Score 2:
<image075 png>

Tracking Number 137612003873201, Score O:

MCBOS_005642
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From: Chids. Schiffhayer
To: Mke Jobnson; Rew Yalsmzusla
Subjet: Re: Verus Pro
Date: Wednesday, Iy 22, 020 1:35:47 PM
Attschments: Imapettng
a0l uong
iinepeQ06 pog
Inaac?.000
Thanks Rey, we're also excited to improve the product with you to increase the accuracy of the results I really appreciate the changes Mike is developing, and what a great partner he’s
been to work with!
From: Rey Val fa - RISCX <rval la@risc maricopa gov>

Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:26:21 PM

To: Chris Schiffhauer <cschiffhauer@runbeck net>; Mike Johnson <mjohnson@risc maricopa gov>

Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <gbilotta@risc maricopa gov>; Jeff Ellington <jellington@runbeck net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@cunbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson
jacob beck net>; han Wright <jwright@runbeck net>; Dyson Dand d <ddand unbeck net>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

And Chris, | am more than aware that these are not the best 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 signature}

So when | say “disappointed”, | do not mean to say | was not expecting this due to those “not so great” reference signatures nor did | want that to be taken as a disappointment or bashing of Verus Pro
1 was just overly optimistic and fingers crossed that the reference signatures would work better than they did

What | am now looking forward to is our new "no line” signature box on the current affidavit that | 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 still 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

Tharnks you all for your efforts

Reynaldo Valenzuela Jr.,, CERA

Diractor of Elsctions {Election Sarvices & Early Voting)
Office of Maricapa County Recorder Adrian Fontes

510 South 3rd Averwe, Phoenix, Arzona 85003

Are you ready for 20207 Visit BeBallotReady.Vote

From: Chrls‘Schl‘ff‘hauer <cschifﬂ»auer@runl;éék net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:16 PM

To: Rey Vak - RISCX <rval la@risc maricopa gov>; Mike Johnson - RISCX <mijchinson@risc maricopa gov>
Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <gbilotta@risc maricopa gov>; Jeff Ellington <jellington@runhock net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson
<mjacobson@runbeck net>; J han Wright <jwrigl k net>; Dyson Daridurand <ddandurand@runbeck net>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro
Rey,

Thank you for voicing your concern about the number of rejects 0¢iiig so high, which Jeff also expressed based on my last email | apologize for not replying sooner while we re actively supporting
production system

I m still very confident we 1l 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 whase reference Images hadn t yet
been recognized, and finally were by adding the below layout to our template | m confident that sample set s accept rate is skewed by being verified against those reference images that matched onty
this layout:

As a larger test of real materials, we copied a random set of 9,493 signatures from our sorter that were scanned this morning, 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_005651
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From: Chis Schiffhauer
Tar Il.km Bn_\uhmun
Subject: RE: Vorus Pro
Date: Monday, July 27, 2020 12:04:58 PM
Attachmants: fnagetl0l 000

sraneQRLang

{maced ang

ka4 000

krage(0S nog
Mike,

Verus Pro began falfing to verify signatures at 11:24am this morning 1 ve stopped Verus Pro from automatically verifying new signatures, and am researching the cause of the failure now, | wilf 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
ConfidenceExpart20200727114232 csv
ConfidenceExport20200727113731 csv
ConflidenceExport20200727113231 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

#rom: Mike Johnson - RISCX <mjohnson@risc maricopa gov>

Sent: 27 July, 2020 10:29

To: Chris Schiffhauer <cschiffhauer@runbeck net>; Rey Vaienzuela <rvalenzuela@risc maricopa 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
<mjacobsan@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand@runbeck 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 Schiffhauer <cschiffhauer@®rynbeck net>

Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 9:59 AM

To: Mike Jehnson - RISCX <miohnson@risc maricnoa gav>; Rey Valenzuela - RISCX <pyalenzuela@rise maricoa gov>

Ce: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilatta@risc maricapa gov>; leff Ellington <jallington® ruabeck net>; David Sege! <dsiegel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck nef>; Mike Jacobson
<wmjacohsga@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwright®runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurandédruobeck nep>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

Thanks Mike, 8939 new signatures processed this morning and are now exported Here ar= 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 <mighnson@risc maricopa gov>

Sent: 27 July, 2020 08:27

To: Chris Schiffhauer <gschiffhauer@cunbeck nat>; Rey Valenzuela <(yalenzuela@risc maricapa gow>

Ce: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghllota@isc maricopa gov; Jeff Ellington <ellington@runbeck net>; David Slegel <dsiegel®runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson
<miacabson@runbeck nat>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@cunbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand®runbeck net>

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

EYJ, 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
Mike Johnson

From: Chrls Schiffhauer <gschiffhaugr@runbeck net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 1:36 PM

MCBOS_005575
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From:
To: s Xatoanuoin Mke lobnxn

Subject: RE: Vorus Pro

Date: Tueadsy, July 28, 2020 1:00:48 PM

Attachments:

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

From: Chris Schiffhauer

Sent: 28 July, 202012 59

To: Rey Valenzuela <rvalenzuela@®risc maricopa gov>; Mike Johnson <mjohnson@risc maricopa gov>

Ce: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta@risc maricopa gov>; leff Ellington <jellington@runbeck net>; David Siege! <dsiegel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@runbeck net>; Mike Jacobson
<mjacobsan@runbeck net>; Jonathan Wright <jwright@runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand@runbeck net>; Andrly Podolnikov - RISCX <apodolnikov@risc maricopa gov>
Subject: RE: Verus Pro

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

bmmenny o

We are still working on answers to the following and will reply vit.x them:

« Identification and fix for recognition failures from iw'onday, luly 27
& Identification of cause for crop change and solution to prevent going forward

Thank you,

Chris

From: Chris Schiffhauer <cschiffhauer@runbeck nat>

Sent: 28 july, 2020 12:27

To: Rey Val fa <pyal {af risc maricapa gov>; Mike Johnson <miohnson@ risc maricopa gov>

Cez Gary Bifotta - RISCX <ghliotta®@ris maricopa goy>; Jeff Eliington <jellipglon@cuntieck net>; David Siegel <dsizgel@runbeck net>; Jim Suver <jsuver@iunheck net>; Mike facobson
<miacobson@runbeck net>; jonathan Wright <jwright@ runbeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <ddandurand®runbeck net>; Andriy Podoinikov - RISCX <apodalnikov@risc maricona.goy>

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 1 apologize for the window in which you were unaware what was happening

From: Mike Johnson - RISCX <mjohnson@risc maricopd gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 12:22:35 PM

To: Chris Schiffhaver <cschiffhayer@runbeck net>; Rey Valenzuela <pvalenzuela@risc maricopa gov>

Cc: Gary Bilotta - RISCX <ghilotta@risc maricona gov>; Jeff Elfington <jellingtoa@cunbeck net>; David Siegel <dsiegel@runbeck nat>; lim Suver <jsuver@runbeck nat>; Mike Jacobson
<ipiacobson@ruabeck niets; Jonathan Wright <lwright@nunkeck net>; Dyson Dandurand <gddandurand®runbeck net>; Andriy Podolnikov - RISCX <apodoinikoy@rise marcopa gov>
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 <gschifthauer@runbeck net>

Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 12;17 PM
To: Mike Johnson - RISCX <michnsan®isc maricopa gov>; Rey Val la - RISCX <pyal la@risc maricopa gov>

‘ MCBOS_005318
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B%Gela Nabor - RISCX <c
'subjeét* Res Verus Pro

1'm adding Dayid Siege! from Runbeck to the thread.

From: ChrisSchiffhauer <cschitffhauer@

Sentx vy, Octobiét 8, 2020 16:26

Tat Rey Valanzusks - RISEX Gary Biltia - RISO Miké lohnson
G Cefia Mabar - RISEX.

‘Subfect: AE: Verus Pro

Reyand team,
| fell behind schedule op this and need te set up:the General Election qnithe server. thﬁltakaa‘faw

hoirs 1 set up; Unth Bhah the system woli't delivar ranfidenoes, 'msiuiking on Hidele
tiow, Is there dnything | should doterHelp'you work around the détay In the rieantine?

Chis
) e T P ri— B
-mamﬁ@eﬁ 2132@ 13;22
m&% !!a&ﬁr‘ BM:M@PW
Spbjeck: RE: Verus Pro

Since Calta'ls busy and wnot hold on a reply... The answers is we are stating now.

Cail you elahorate as to why that is being asked and instead; are you trying
totell us to hold?

Are you ready for 20207 Visit BeBallotReady.Vote

MCBOS_005380
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From: David Siegel
To: Rey Valenzuela; Chris Schiffhauer
Ce: Celia Nabor - RISCX; Gary Bilotta - RISCX; Mike Johnson
Subject: RE: Verus Pro
Date: Friday, October 9, 2020 5:07:39 PM
Attachments: imageQ01.png
imageQ02.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

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 ironing out
the details for the Monday training” 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.

E D R so that Signature Verification can be done now

without harming our staff.

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

MCBOS_005388
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wmng“thjatweywnn% have any issues; and to put my name to that detislon and have'it be a first file
issue is beyond frustrating,

So again, we'need a work around now and remave Verus Pro form the equation now so we can wark
the files.

We will be watching this program very.clasely and Mike, | need to know if we: can shut Verus Pro
down and go back to ourformer pracess after this first file?

Hj Brian,

Gari | gt status on this file? We wers planning ta complete the sig ver fllesowe can plck up tHe
balfats Trethe oning Working the packets tomidrmow moraing is eritica ta irening out the details
forthe Mentay fraining.

Celia

mﬁm&@l’ siege| @runpesk.oet;
sgmgﬁiday@gm;-Q ,,> a7

Rey, as Chilsmentioned te is working this right now. What is the Impact if this 1s nat avellable ustil
Menday morring?

nets; ReyValdhzuela

MCBOS_005380
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Cef Celia Naber - RISCX <chabor@riscmaricopa.gov>
Subjett: Re: Verus Pro

1"'m adding Dayid Siegel from Runheck to the thread.

From: GhrisSchiffhauer<cschiffhauer@runbeck net>

Sent: Friddy, Qctobier g, 2020 16:26

Tot Rey Valarugla - RISEX; Gary Bilotia - RISCX; Mike Johnsor
g Cellia Mabor - RISEX

Subject: RE: Verus Pro

Rey and tedm,

ction an'the server. [t will takeafew

Hell hehind schedule on this and need to set up the General Ble

tiouirs 16 set up, Untit then the syster won't defiver confidencés, I'rhiwurkirig on tie alection sef up
now; I there arything | should dﬁt@hé‘%p?bu wark around the delay In therieamtime?
?&mﬁ@}!@t&mﬂa WSOt azﬁscﬂ D
mwmmsmmz

g Gty | : b o, Pﬁakejéﬁpsaﬂ
mmesﬁW

Since Galta'ls busy and to not hold on a reply... The answers is we are stating now.

Cah you elahorate as to why that is being asked and instead, are you trying
to tell us to hold?

i
Are you ready for 20207 Visit BeBallotReady.Vote

MCBOS_005390
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MARK BRNOVICH OFFICE OF THE ARIZONA ATTORNEY GENERAL JENNIFER WRIGHT

April 11,2022

Via Email

Amy Chan

General Counsel

Arizona Secretary of State

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

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

Dear Ms. Chan:

1 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 correctness, impartiality, uniformity 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.R.S. § 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(B).

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
tules for counties to administer the elections will negatively impact the “correctness, impartiality,
uniformity, 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.GOY
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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

Page 2

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 nron-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. Abscnt 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 Genera!’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 perform this mandatory, statutory
duty.!

Sincerely,

J M right

Assistant Attorney General

{ 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 of an Election Procedures Manual, including the specific provisions related to signature verification and
drop boxes discussed above.
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From: Allie Bones
To: Wright, Jennifer
Cc: Katie Hobbs
Subject: Response to letter regarding Elections Procedures Manual use in 2022 Elections
Date: Monday, April 18, 2022 3:52:20 PM
Attachments: image001.png
2021 Elections P | M | Submissi
Elections Procedures Manual.msg
Ms. Wright,

| 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 consultatiof 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 @dministering the August primary election.

4. The AG is demanding issuance of a new EPM now—contrary to ciear statutory deadlines
intended to ensure a new manual is riot 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 hour to
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 | Her | 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., 7! FI. | Phoenix, AZ | 85007

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





