






































46. The reason that Verity vDrives used in L&A Testing MUST be used for the election, and not

discarded as sworn and documented in the Affidavits of Exhibits 8,9, 10 and 11 are as follows:

e A record of the L&A Testing, verification of the Cast Vote Record (CVR) for the ballot
test deck, machine counts and serial number counts documented on the official L&A
Testing Return Sheet, provides an audit trail and pedigree that can be verified post-election

that the vDrive is, indeed, the authentic media device mapped to the specific machine.

e The ”Blue Seal vDrive Compartment” serial number on the tamper proof tape circled in
red, and highlighted in transparent yellow (black and light gray in monotone versions of
this document) on the Return Sheets in Exhibits 12 must be sequential and are an essential

part of the requirement for a “strict chain of custody.”

s Process vulnerability exploits could be used to create pre- or post- election vDrives to
fabricate election day returns for Verity Scanners and entire precincts that could be
substituted by as few as a single contederate “bad actor.” Evidence of such substitution

could include any or all of the following:

o Entire precincts that cannot be reconciled, as was the case in November 2020 and May

2022 elections as documented in the Return Board reports (Exhibits 5 and 6).
o “Missing” or unreconcilable Return Sheets and Proof Sheets (paper tapes)

o “Missing™ Verity vDrives not turned in by 0200 hours (2:00am) US EST on Election
Eve.

o “Missing” Verity vDrives being “found” post-election that do not reconcile and match
Return Sheets and/or Proof Sheets (paper tapes).

o Unexplained breaks in the required “strict chain of custody” required by the Secretary

of State’s Certification of Hart Intercivic voting systems (Exhibit 1).

Most of which were admitted by (the same) Defendants own attorneys for the November
2020 election in their response to Petitioners appellate cases CV-2020-007532 and CV-
2022-000032.
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That the Defendants provide physical evidence in the form of emails or other suitable
HAVYV responses that all persons requesting mail in, or absentee ballots were verified —
as required by law (P.A. Title 25) before the Defendants sent them, which in turn will may

be spot checked by Petitioners or their designated representatives.

That any ballot of an unverified voter be segregated from the “eligible / qualified voter”
ballots until it is verified, and not be ingested into the processing and specifically that the
ballot envelope remains sealed. This may be simply done by the Defendants providing
proof that they received a response from the SSA for their presumed 18,389 HAVV
requests sent by the Defendants. By statute, an unverified voter (or the Defendants) has

up to 6 days post-election day to verify and process the ballot.

If an unverified voter ballot remains after tabulation and provisional ballot challenge on
the Saturday following the election, any provisional ballots that are subsequently
considered to be counted, will be compared to both the ballots already processed and
counted, and the segregated unverified person’s envelopes before being further ingested

into the counting and tabulation process.

A simple remedy to verifying that only “eligible / qualified voters” mail in ballots be
ingested into the count and processed for tabulation that complies with the letter, intent
and spirit of the law is to enter the returned mail in ballots through the BlueCrest mail
sorter, which as its name implies, will sort the mail in and absentee ballots by precinct,
and also takes an image of each envelope. Whether a voter participated, or not, in an
election is a matter of public record, and is not private or protected information — only the
person’s ballot inside the envelope is sacrosanct. It could not be a violation of pre-
canvassing or canvassing laws or directives to provide Petitioners or their appointed
representatives, or the public envelope images, sorted by precinct, so that they can be
compared with the ballots requested, sent, and received list PRIOR to opening the

envelopes and extracting the inside, sacrosanct ballot for further processing and counting.

Given that mail in and absentee ballots from “verified” “eligible / qualified voters™ should
be sorted by precinct, and available for further ingestion into the counting and tabulation
process, it would seem reasonable and prudent to allow certified poll watchers from

opposing parties, and the public to compare the count of the number of mail in ballots by
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