State of Maryland
Administrator's Report — June 2019

1. Announcements & Important Meetings
Maryland Association of Election Officials (MAEQ) - 2019 Annual Meeting
MAEOQ’s 2019 Annual Meeting took place May 22nd and May 23rd in Ocean City. The agenda
was substantive and included several rotating breakout sessions covering topics such as
leadership development, the Open Meetings Act, the 2019 Legislative Session, and social
media. Other sessions included information on how we secure elections in Maryland, sharing
of best practices, and informational sessions for local board members. Several SBE
representatives presented at the meeting, and Mike Cogan attended the meeting.

The second day of the meeting was a tabletop exercise (TTX) for local board staff members
who did not participate in SBE’s August 2018 TTX. The TTX was organized and led by two
SBE employees, Tracey Hartman and Erin Perrone, and a team from the Howard County
Board of Elections, including Guy Mickley, Election Director for the Howard County Board of
Elections. Approximately 116 local board staff members participated and were led through
the exercise by 25 moderators. Throughout the day, the moderators presented scenarios to
the participants, and the participants took appropriate action on each scenario. For example,
a court decision prohibiting the use of churches as polling places required quick action to
move polling places, notify pollworkers and voters, and other tasks. Josh Kurtz from
Maryland Matters, an online publication covering State government and politics, joined us as a
fictional media person and allowed us to practice answering questions from the press. While
the day was very hectic, the participants gave overwhelmingly positive feedback in terms of
that they learned and what they still need to learn.

Running concurrent with the TTX was a session on how to conduct a TTX. Attendees of this
session were limited to one or two individuals per local board, and each attendee must have
participated in SBE’s August 2018 TTX. During this session, we discussed possible scenarios
to present to local board members, staff, and election judges and document their responses.
Since the attendees want to continue identifying appropriate responses to various scenarios,
this effort continues.

National “Tabletop the Vote”

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) hosted its second national “Tabletop the
Vote” exercise the week of June 17, 2019. Represented by 34 staff members from 21 local
boards and SBE, Maryland participated in the exercise on June 19th. The exercise included
“injects” (or scenarios), and each state had time to respond to the scenarios and share their
responses with other participants.

SBE Statewide TTX - October 2019

Similar in format to the previous two TTXs, SBE will host another TTX on October 18, 2019, at
the Anne Arundel County Board of Elections. These will be all new injects from the previous
two TTXs, so those who have already participated may participate again. Election Directors
have been asked to select three to four staff members to participate. This TTX will be held
the day after SBE’s biennial meeting.

2019 Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) Retreat
Erin Perrone will attend the Statewide EEO Retreat at Saint Mary’s College from July 10th -
July 12th. This retreat is held every two years and is a great opportunity for Erin to network
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with other EEO officers across the State. Some of the topics covered at this year’s retreat
include the legal and policy aspect of medical cannabis, how to better promote and protect
civility in the workplace, and the laws of workplace discrimination. As the agency’s EEO
Officer, it is important for Erin to attend the retreat to receive the latest law changes and court
decisions.

2. Election Reform and Management
Election Judge Workgroup
The Election Judge Workgroup met last week to discuss a variety of topics and assist SBE with
determining specific processes at the early voting centers and polling places. A new polling
place sign to be used across the State has been developed, with the help of Baltimore City, for
voters to check that they receive the correct ballot style. Assistance was given with
developing new regulations for the Election Day Page Program and regulation changes to
allow voters to drop off absentee ballots during early voting and on election day.

Social Media Working Group

The National Association of Secretaries of State (NASS) and the National Association of State
Election Directors (NASED) formed a nationwide social media workgroup. Cortnee Bryant is
the representative for the State of Maryland. She will work with communications directors
and staff from other State election offices and share with the local boards’ information
presented at these meeting, such as the process to verify social media accounts, security
measures, website updates, and a cyber incident plan.

New Social Media Accounts

We are happy to announce that the Talbot County Board of Elections now has a Twitter and a
Facebook account and the Worcester County Board of Elections now has a Twitter account.
Cortnee Bryant works closely with the local boards and representatives from Twitter and
Facebook to get social media accounts verified.

Comprehensive Audit of 2018 Elections

Preliminary comprehensive audit reports from the 2018 elections were delivered to all
Election Directors on June 14th. This audit reviews 15 different areas of an election that if not
performed correctly may impact the integrity of the election. These areas fall into three topics
- Voting System, Polling Place Operations, and Canvassing and Post-Election Reconciliation
and Audits. The local board can either accept or reject the findings and give reasoning as to
why by June 28th. After reviewing and responding to responses, we will issue final report.

Same Day Registration and Address Change Working Group
A working group, led by Tracey Hartman and including representatives from the all SBE

Divisions, began meeting in March to plan for the implementation of same day registration on
election day and reviewing the process of same day registration and address change during
early voting. This working group is currently working through any obstacles related to
polling place connectivity, and planning and budgeting for all the necessary items to be
procured. This planning is ongoing, and the group will continue to meet through the 2020
General Election.
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3. Voter Registration
MDVOTERS
The team is currently working on GIS requirements and capturing the GIS requirements of the
local boards. This effort will benefit with the redistricting process, and SBE will be working
closely with MAEQ’s committee on redistricting/GIS.

MVA Transactions

During the month of May, MVA collected the following voter registration transactions:
New Registration - 10,087 Residential Address Changes - 19,050

Last name changes - 2,063 Political Party Changes - 5,502

Non-Citizens’ Information for the Month of May

Submitted to the Office of the State Prosecutor - 11

Removal of non-citizens - 11

Removal of non-citizens who voted - 2

Removal of non-citizens who voted multiple times - 1
Non-citizens reported by Immigration & Customs Enforcement - 0
Change in status from Office of the State Prosecutor - 0

4. Candidacy and Campaign Finance (CCF) Division
Candidacy
The 2020 candidate filing period opened in February 2019. Currently, 23 candidates have
filed at SBE for the 2020 election cycle. SBE has filed 8 candidates for Baltimore City offices.

Campaign Finance

The Contribution Disclosure Statement was due on May 31, 2019, for persons doing public
business and persons who employ a lobbyist and make applicable contributions. 750
statements have been filed.

Enforcement Actions
The CCF Division received the payments for the following civil penalties:

1. Friends of Shanai Dunmore paid a civil penalty of $25.00 on June 7, 2019, for making
cash disbursement greater than $25.00.

2. Friends for Chuck Ferrar paid a civil penalty of $650.00 on June 20, 2019, for failing to
record contributions and expenditures.

5. Project Management office (PMO)
Inventory Management
The FY2019 Annual Inventory Audit for equipment and supplies continues at SBE and the
local boards. June 30t is the deadline for everyone to complete their inventory audit. At
present, 94.47% of equipment and supplies statewide have been inventoried. This includes all
24 local boards being at least 90% compliant and 17 local boards that are 100% compliant
with their inventory audits.

August 15t and September 15t are the due dates for the Department of General Services’
annual reports. Prior to those dates, SBE will be working with the local boards to reconcile
any inventory issues.
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The PMO is working on physically transferring the equipment and supplies slated for disposal
here at the SBE office and from the local boards to SBE’s Central Warehouse.

Additional Space
The PMO continued its coordination, logistics, and scheduling of work with the additional

office space in addition to the upcoming painting and carpeting project that will be taking
place starting in July in the existing office space. During the month of June, management and
staff have been busy preparing for the upcoming work.

Procurements
The PMO is currently working on the procurements for additional precinct voting booths,
privacy sleeves, and black carts.

6. Voting System
Electronic Pollbooks
SBE continues to work with ES&S on the software update to implement same day registration on
election day. We have finalized the specifications and signed off on all change requests and
expect a testable version of the updated software in late summer. An intermediate release will
provide updated screenshots for election judges’ documentation.

Voting System

SBE continues to plan for a possible software and firmware upgrade to all components of the
voting system. On May 1st, SBE received a beta version of the software, including new
software on the precinct scanners and ballot marking devices, for review and familiarization.
SBE expects to receive at the end of June 2019 a beta version with additional features. ES&S
has submitted to the voting system testing lab the software for examination for federal
certification. The U.S. Election Assistance Commission has approved the test plan for the
certification process.

7. Information Technology
Baltimore City - Ransomware Attack
Baltimore City Board of Elections employees continue to use computers in Baltimore and
Harford Counties to process MDVOTERS work. SBE serves as an alternate site for candidates
for Baltimore City offices to file for office.




ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL’S REPORT
June 27, 2019

1. Benisek v. Lamone, No. 1:13-cv-03233 (U.S. District Court, D. Md.). This
case involves claims that the State's congressional districting map is an unconstitutional
political gerrymander. On November 7, 2018, the court granted the plaintiffs’ motion for
summary judgment, denied that of the defendants, and awarded judgment to the
plaintiffs. Defendants appealed to the Supreme Court, and the ruling was stayed during
the pendency of the appeal. On March 26, 2019, the appeal was argued to the Supreme
Court. A ruling is expected on the morning of June 27, 2019.

2. Fusaro v. Davitt et al., No: 1:17-cv-03582 (U.S. District Court, D. Md.).
No change from the last update. Plaintiff Dennis Fusaro brought a complaint in federal
court alleging that Maryland violates the First and Fourteenth Amendments by limiting
access to the voter list to Maryland voters and only for purposes related to the electoral
process. On September 4, 2018, the State defendants’ motion to dismiss the complaint
was granted, and the plaintiff appealed. The Fourth Circuit heard argument on the appeal
on March 20, 2019. The court has not yet ruled.

3. Johnson v. Prince George’s County Board of Elections, No. CAL16-42799
(Cir. Ct. Prince Georges Cnty.). No change from the last update. This case involves a
challenge under the U.S. Constitution and Maryland Constitution and Declaration of
Rights to the SBE’s alleged failure to provide information and access to voter registration
and voting resources to eligible voters detained by the Prince Georges County
Department of Correction during the 2016 election. The case had been originally filed in
the Circuit Court for Prince Georges County but was removed on the basis of the federal
claims asserted by the Plaintiffs. On February 27, 2018, the U.S. District Court for the
District of Maryland granted SBE’s motion to dismiss the Plaintiffs’ federal claims,
declined to exercise jurisdiction over the state claims, and remanded the case to the
Circuit Court for further proceedings. The parties are awaiting further direction from the
court.

4. Barber v. Maryland Board of Elections, No. C-02-CV-17-001691 (Cir. Ct.
Anne Arundel Cnty.) No change from the last update. On January 25, Ms. Barber
appealed from the Circuit Court’s January 11 dismissal of her complaint. Ms. Barber
sought damages and judicial review of, among other things, the State Board’s decision
not to issue a declaratory ruling permitting her to use campaign funds to pay for litigation
costs she incurred in her unsuccessful attempt to retain her position as an administrative
law judge in the District of Columbia. Ms. Barber was ruled ineligible for that position



due to her candidacy in 2016 for Judge of the Circuit Court for Prince George’s County,
Maryland. The appeal is fully briefed, and on December 18, 2018 the Court of Special
Appeals ordered that the appeal would be adjudicated without oral argument.

5. Judicial Watch v. Lamone, No. 1:17-cv-02006-ELH (U.S. District Court, D.
Md.). No change from the last update. This case involves the denial of access to
Maryland’s voter registration database. Under Maryland law, access to the voter
registration list is limited to Maryland registered voters and only for non-commercial,
election-related uses. Judicial Watch—an elections watchdog group located in
Tennessee—requested Maryland’s voter registration “database” and was denied because
it was not a Maryland registered voter. Judicial Watch filed suit, arguing that the
database was required to be disclosed under the federal National Voter Registration Act.
On April 24, 2019, Judicial Watch filed a reply in support of its motion for summary
judgment. On May 8, 2019, the defendants filed a reply in support of their cross-motion
for summary judgment. The motions for summary judgment are now fully briefed.

6. The Washington Post, et al. v. McManus, et al., No. 1:18-cv-02527 (U.S.
District Court, D. Md.). This case presents a First Amendment challenge by a coalition
of newspaper publishers that maintain an online presence to certain provisions of the
recently-passed Online Electioneering Transparency and Accountability Act (the “Act”).
On January 4, 2019, the district court granted the plaintiffs’ motion for preliminary
injunction on the ground that the plaintiffs’ “as applied” constitutional challenge to the
statute was likely to succeed. On February 2, 2019, the defendants appealed that ruling to
the Fourth Circuit. On April 12, 2019, the defendants filed their opening appellate brief.
On April 19, 2019, the Campaign Legal Center and Brennan Center for Justice filed
amicus curiae briefs in support of the appellants. On May 31, 2019, the plaintiffs filed
their response brief. On June 7, 2019, amicus curiae briefs in support of the plaintiffs
were filed by the Institute for Free Speech, the National Association of Broadcasters and
NCTA — The Internet & Television Association, and the News Media Alliance together

with 16 other media organizations. The defendants’ reply is due July 3, 2019.

7. Segal v. Maryland State Board of Elections, No. 1:18-cv-2731 (U.S.
District Court, D. Md.). No change from the last update. On September 5, 2018, Jerome
Segal filed a complaint seeking a preliminary and permanent injunction requiring the
State Board of Elections to accept the petition filed in support of the creation of the Bread
and Roses party, and to include plaintiff’s name on the general election ballot as the
Bread and Roses Party’s nominee for the U.S. Senate contest. On September 18, 2018,
the court denied plaintiff’s requested preliminary injunction, on October 11, 2018 the
court of appeals affirmed that ruling, and on November 14, 2018, the court of appeals
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denied plaintiff’s request for en banc review. On January 4, 2019, the district court
ordered plaintiff to submit a status report by January 18, 2019, indicating if the case can
be dismissed as moot. The court reissued the order on April 9, 2019.

8. Johnston, et al., v. Lamone, No. 18-cv-3988-ADC (D. Md.). No change
from the last update. On December 28, 2018, the Libertarian Party of Maryland (the
“Party”) and its Chairman, Robert Johnston, filed a lawsuit alleging that the statutory
scheme governing the official recognition of minor parties in Maryland, as applied to the
Party, was unconstitutional in at least two ways. They alleged that the scheme violates
their First Amendment speech and association rights by requiring the Party to undertake
the petition process to re-obtain formal recognition under State law, when there are
already over 22,000 Maryland voters currently registered as Libertarians. They also
alleged that the standard by which Maryland verifies petition signatures is
unconstitutionally strict, in that it requires the rejection of signatures of known Maryland
voters due to technical noncompliance with the statutory standard. Plaintiffs moved for a
preliminary injunction, which was denied at a hearing on January 31, 2019.
Subsequently, the defendant filed a motion to dismiss, which is fully briefed and pending
before the court.

0. Phukan v. Maryland State Board of Elections, No. C-2-CV-19-000192 (Cir.
Ct. Anne Arundel Cnty.). On January 23, 2019, Anjali Reed Phukan, who was the
Republican nominee for Comptroller in the 2018 election, filed a lawsuit against the State
Board of Elections seeking a writ of mandamus directing the State Board of Elections to
decertify Comptroller Peter Franchot’s campaign committee, an injunction requiring Mr.
Franchot and his campaign committee to file corrected campaign finance reports, a
declaratory judgment that Ms. Phukan is entitled to examine the documentation
supporting any corrected campaign finance reports that Mr. Franchot or his committee
files, and a declaratory judgment that Ms. Phukan be issued the oath of office as
Comptroller and be awarded back pay and the costs of suit, should Mr. Franchot or his
committee fail to file corrected campaign finance reports. On April 15, 2019, the court
granted the defendant’s motion to dismiss and dismissed the complaint with prejudice.
On May 22, 2019, the court denied the plaintiff’s motion to vacate the judgment and
motion for a new trial. On May 29, 2019, the plaintiff filed a notice for in banc review by
the circuit court, and filed her memorandum for in banc review on June 21, 2019. The
defendants’ memorandum in opposition is due July 9, 2019.

10. Women Against Private Police, et al. v. State Board of Elections, No. C-2-
CV-19-001327 (Cir. Ct. Anne Arundel Cnty.). On April 29, 2019, plaintiffs Women
Against Private Police and its chairperson, Jillian Aldebron, filed a complaint for judicial
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review and declaratory judgment against the State Board of Elections and the
Administrator of Elections regarding an advance determination issued by Administrator
as to the sufficiency of the format of a proposed petition seeking to place that portion of
SB 793, the Community Safety and Strengthening Act, authorizing Johns Hopkins
University to establish a private police force, to the voters at referendum. On May 21,
2019, the defendants’ motion to dismiss the complaint was granted.

June 27, 2019 Assistant Attorney General’s Report



MARYLAND

STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS

P.O. BOX 6486, ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401-0486 PHONE (410) 269-2840

David J. McManus, Chairman
Patrick J. Hogan, Vice Chairman

Michael R. Cogan
Malcolm L. Funn
Kelley Howells

TO:

Memorandum

State Board Members

FROM: Jared DeMarinis, Director

DATE:

Division of Candidacy and Campaign Finance

June 27, 2019

SUBJECT: Waiver of late filing fees standards

Enclosed are the waiver requests, which were submitted by campaign committees that have been
assessed late filing fees. The attached Waiver Request Information Page contains an overview of
each committee as well as the Administrator’s recommendation for Board approval on granting a
waiver request.

In the past the Board has considered the following facts in determining whether just cause exists
to grant a waiver.

Q
Q

m}

Administrative error of any kind on the part of the Division.

The lateness is due to extenuating circumstances, i.e. physical illness or death in the
family.

The late report is the first late report and allows the committee to close, or contains
minimal financial activity.

The fee will cause undue financial hardship, if the liability of the fine is the personal
responsibility of the officers.

Computer problems occurred which made timely filing impossible. However, the filer
still must have demonstrated a good faith effort to timely file.

Prior to the meeting please review each waiver request. Note the recommendations that you may
disagree with or have questions on that you would like to discuss.

Pursuant to Election Law Article §13-337 (b) (3), the State Administrator has denied nine waiver
request, for the manth of June. No Board action is required on the denials. Late fees collected
year to date for Late Fee Waivers are $47,258.42

Please feel free to contact me at 410-269-2853 if you have any questions.

Linda H. Lamone
Administrator

Nikki Charison
Deputy Administrator



Late Fee Waiver Request

Approved

1.

Denied

LNk wN R

Olive, Abel Friends of

Daniels Obiora, Sharita Friends Of

Daras, Mike Friends of (Michael Daras)

Miller, Delaneo, Friends of, 24th District

Owens-Bey, Ronald M. East Baltimoreans for the Election of
QAC Citizens for Good Government PAC

Taylor, Keirien Friends for

Western Maryland Democratic PAC

White, Erica S. Citizens for

Wilhelm, Chris for County Council



Waiver Request Information Page

General
Account Name Olivo, Abel Friends of
CCF ID: 01011417 | Status: Active
Date Established 2/03/16
Date Waiver Requested 3/27/19
Account Type Candidate Account
Officers
Current Treasurer Start Date:
Responsible Treasurer Margaret Macdonnel 10/28/16
Current Chairman Abel Loivo 2/03/16
Responsible Chairman
Waiver Request Dates
Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior Waiver & | Referred to
fees OSP
1/16/19 N/A $500 $500 11/22/16 -$60 10/28/16 -$100
aid
$ $ 5/15/16-$60 Paid

Total:$500.00

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Outstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
N/A $ 5 5 5
5 $ $ $
5 5 5 5

Reason for Waiver

I resigned as treasurer 1/24/18 I have had no contact with the organization.

Division Comments

Grant for treasurer only, treasurer resign a year before report was due.

Administrator’s Decision




@E@E[\WE@ Margaret MacDonnell

R, 6021 Hawthorne St.
. L R B
MAY r Cheverly, MD 20785
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONU

May 27, 2019

Maryland State Board of Elections
P.O. Box 6486
Annapolis, MD 21401-0486

To Whom It May Concern,

T am writing to ask your consideration regarding my responsibility as Treasurer for Friends of
Abel Olivo (CCF ID: 01011417). Iwas treasurer for the above organization until January 24,
2018, when T resigned. Trecently received a notice that Friends of Abel Olivo had not filed the
2019 annual report and that I would be held liabie, along with the campaign chairman. I am
asking that my responsibility for the fine be waived. 1was treasurer for the campaign for the
first few weeks of the year in question, until paperwork was filed with the Board of Elections to
formally remove my name as treasurer on 1/24/2018. 1 have not been involved with the
campaign since that time—the majority of the year for which the report is due.

I appreciate your consideration of my request. Please let me know if I can provide any additional
information.

Best regards,

Margaret MacDonnell



Waiver Request Information Page

General

Account Name Daniels Obiora, Sharita Friends Of
CCF ID: 01007336 | Status: Active
Date Established 7/05/11

Date Waiver Requested 5/23/19

Account Type Candidate Account

Officers

Current Treasurer

Uzodimma Obiora

Start Date: 7/05/11

Responsible Treasurer

Current Chairman Sharita Obiora 7/05/11

Responsible Chairman

Waiver Request Dates

Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior waiver and | Referred to OSP
fees

11/29/11 7/29/14 $250 $250 ' 1/15/14, 1/16/13,

10/28/11 N/A $250 $250 1/18/12

Total:$500.00

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Outstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
11/29/11 50 50 $33 $
5 $ $ §
5 $ § §

Reason for Waiver

I was unable to file the report due to a snag in the computer system. I am requesting a fee waiver

/reimbursement.

Division Comments

Denied committee has a history of non-compliance.

Administrator’s Decision




gﬂVE. State of Maryland

MAY 23 2019 -
Late Fee Waiver Request Form
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Instructions: Please print clearly or type. 1f you assert as the basis for the request that you were personally unable to
file the report, please explain why the other responsible parties could not file the report. Please limit your request to
this document only. *Requests may only be made by the committee chairman, treasurer or candidate.
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Maryland State Board of Elections
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P.0. Box 6485 @ 151 West Street, Suite 200 @ Annapolis, MD 21401-0486
410-269-2880 © 800-222-8583 @ MD Relay 800-735-2258 @ waw.elections.state. md.us

SBE/CCF # 13-337b Revised 08/2007



Waiver Request Information Page

General

Account Name Daras, Mike Friends of (Michael Daras)
CCF ID: 01011777 | Status: Active
Date Established 6/30/17

Date Waiver Requested 5/23/19

Account Type Candidate Account

Officers

Current Treasurer

Alice Daras

Start Date: 8/01/17

Responsible Treasurer

Current Chairman Michael Daras 8/01/17
Responsible Chairman
Waiver Request Dates
Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior waivers Referred to OSP
and fees
1/16/19 5/23/19 $500 $500 Waived 1/17/18/880 | 11/20/18, -§500
5 5 10/26/18 - $230
Total $500.00

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Outstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
1/16/19 $0 $0 $-369.30 §
5 $ b 8
$ § $ $

Reason for Waiver

The campaign end June 219 no money or transaction have been noted.

Division Comments

Denied committee has a history of non-compliance.

Administrator’s Decision




May 23,2019

“Friends of Mike Daras” Campaign
15092 Chesapeake Bay Drive
Scotland, MD 20687

Case: 19-5617

Maryland State Board of Elections
PO Box 6486
Annapolis, MD 21401-0486

To Whom It May Concern:
This letter is in response to a notification sent to the campaign office of
Mike Daras on May 17, 2019. A complaint is listed for:
2018 Post General due 11/20/2018 $500.
A filing was made 11/19/2018 with the amount of $0.00 recorded in the
bank transactions. A letter was received on April 18, 2019 saying:
Annual 2019 01/16/2019 $500 not filed.
No mention of 11/20/2018 was in this letter. The same procedure was
executed to correct the Annual 2019 (01/16/2019) error.
As of this date-May 23, 2019- another log-in to the campaign
finance.maryland was performed, and another filing for the 2019 Annual
report was entered.
The correspondences for the filings listed above seem to be inaccurate, and
very expensive to the campaign. The campaign ended in June 2019, due to
the Primary Election. No monies or transactions have been posted since
July 2019. A response to clarify the intentions of the letter from the State
Prosecutor, with the removal of the $500.00 charges is anticipated greatly
by the campaign office.

Respectfully Submitted,

Alice Daras, Treaswrer

Alice Dayas, Treasurer “Friends of Mike Daras” campaign
&&al A oA



Waiver Request Information Page

General
Account Name Miller, Delaneo, Friends of, 24th District
CCF ID: 01010063 | Status: Active
Date Established 2/20/14
Date Waiver Requested 5/31/19
Account Type Candidate Account
Officers
Current Treasurer Robert Miller Start Date: 2/20/14
Responsible Treasurer
Current Chairman Delaneo Miller 2/20/14
Responsible Chairman
Waiver Request Dates
Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior waiver and | Referred to OSP
fees
1/16/19 5/03/19 $500 $500 Al112018 reports
$ $
Total:$500

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Outstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
50 $30 $248 $
5 5 $ $
$ 5 $ 5

Reason for Waiver

1 was injury on my job going through pain management.

Division Comments

Denied committee has a history of non-compliance.

Administrator’s Decision




5/31/2019 Maryland.gov Mail - Case -19-5660 late fee

Ebony Parran -SBE- <ebony.parran@maryland.gov>

Case -19-5660 late fee

Robert Miller <ramiller70@hotmail.com> Fri, May 31, 2019 at 4:32 PM
To: Ebony Parran -SBE- <ebony.parran@maryland.gov>

Dear Campaign Finance office

Please excuse me for the late filings for the campaign reports over the past year. I was injured on my job and
is not yet be cured, I'm undergoing treatments for my injury and pain management on top of a very busy life.
Which cause multiply laps in filing. Please waive any late fees on the case 19-5660 account.

Thank you in advance
V/R

Robert Miller A nnoa | 201G

Friends of Delaneo Miller, 24th District



Waiver Request Information Page

General

Account Name Owens-Bey, Ronald M. East Baltimoreans for the Election
of

CCF ID: 01007068 | Status: Active

Date Established 7/02/10

Date Waiver Requested 5/10/19

Account Type Candidate Account

Officers

Current Treasurer

Brian Hitchcock

Start Date: 7/02/10

Responsible Treasurer

Current Chairman Ron Owens-Bey 7/02/10
Responsible Chairman
Waiver Request Dates
Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior waiver Referred to
_ and fees OSsP
1/16/9 5/10/19 $500 $500 6/13/14 late fee 10/24/14

$60 paid

$ $ 5/27/14 fee $60
paid
Total:$500

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Outstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
Affidavit $ 8 5 5
$ 5 3 3
A 5 5 5

Reason for Waiver

Requesting a waiver for the report which stems fron a mailing descrepency.

Division Comments

Denied, committee received and email prior to deadline and didn’t act unpon until 5/10 19.

Administrator’s Decision




RECEIVED
MAY 10 2019

STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS

Zast Faltimoreans jgr The Hection

7
Ronald M Owens- Bey

Post Office Box #23463, Baltimore, Maryland 21203
* * *

TELEPHONE #(410) 340-1887 or E-mail us @ r.m.owensbey@comenst.net
* * *

* * * *

Friday, April 26,2019 4.D.

Madam Administrator Linda H. Lamone
Maryland State Board of Elections
151 West Street—Suite 200

Annapolis, Maryland 21401
TELEPHONE #(410) 269-2840
FACSIMLE#(410) 974-2019

Re: A request for a [w]aiver pertaining to your recent [s|how |cJause communiqué that
purports of an [a[nnual ‘2019 delinquent filing and the subsequent costs thereto, that
which unfortunately seems to stem from, inter alia, an inadvertent mailing discrepancy....

Dear Madam Administrator Lamone:

As per your recent [s]how [c]ause [n]otice, please take special notice of the attached
supporting documentation that which provides mitigating plausibility for your prompt
consideration pertaining to the above captioned matter.

Accordingly, with respect to the same, please reference the attached copies of your said
“Pre Report Notices”—pertaining to January 09, 2019 4.D., that were mailed, via first class
mail, to this [cl]ampaign [f]inance [e]ntity that which were received, on or about January 22,
2019 A.D., dated with a post mark date relative to the same.

Your prompt consideration in this apparently inadvertent matter will be greatly
appreciated.

Respectfully submitted,
4 . ‘7ﬂ7 JW‘{’/‘A/ o
Ronald M. Owens-Bey Vi
Br. Ronald M. Owens-Bey

enclosures

CETIFICATE of FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

[ hereby certify that the foregoing correspondence is being transmitted, via facsimile
transmission, to Madam Administrator Lamonc, at (410)974-2019, on Tuesday, May 30, 2019 4.D.

Respectfully submitted,

Ronald M. Owens-Bey
Br. Ronald M. Owens-Bey
Post Office Box #23463
Baltimore, Maryland 21203



Waiver Request Information Page

General

Account Name QAC Citizens for Good Government PAC
CCF ID: 03013051 | Status: Active
Date Established 6/20/18

Date Waiver Requested 5/31/19

Account Type PAC Account

Officers

Current Treasurer

Jean Keister

Start Date: 6/20/18

Responsible Treasurer

Current Chairman Ann Williams 6/20/18

Responsible Chairman

Waiver Request Dates

Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior Waivers | Referred to

& Fees OSpP

1/16/19 3/25/19 $500 $500 11/20/18 - §500
$ $ 11/26/18 - $500
$ $

Total:$500.00

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Qutstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
Affidavit 5 8 $ 8
5 5. $ 8
$ b h $

Reason for Waiver

I thought the PAC was closed.

Division Comments

Deny committee has a history of non-compliance.

Administrator’s Decision




5/31/2019 ‘ Maryland.gov Mail - Fw: QAC Citizens for Good Government PAC

Ebony Parran -SBE- <ebony.parran@maryland.gov>

Fw: QAC Citizens for Good Government PAC

1 message

Ann Williams <amwilliams6302@hotmail.com> Fri, May 31, 2019 at 10:07 AM
To: "ebony.parran@maryland.gov" <ebony.parran@maryland.gov>

Your email bounced back.

From: Ann Williams <amwilliams6302@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2019 10:05 AM

To: ebony.parron@maryland.gov; Mike Ranelli; jean keister@verizon.net M
Subject: QAC Citizens for Good Government PAC EE@EU\\ﬂE@
MAY 31 2018

STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS

Ebony thanks for helping today. Here is the letter | was writing.

135 Penny Lane
Stevensville, MD 21666
Friday, May 31, 2019
Linda Lamone
State Board of Elections
151 West Street, Suite 200
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Linda Lamone,

Thank you for your patients with our dysfunctional PAC. We created a PAC to run Facebook information for the local
election. We never opened a bank account nor raised any money. | am not sure why we created a PAC. In November
| was told the PAC was closed.

When | received the late report notes | found out that our treasure was sick. When | called the house | was told the
report was taken care of and the pack was closed. When | got the nest report | attempted to file all the missing
reports and close the PAC down. | was told | did it wrong and would need to wait for the next report to close the
PAC.

Now | have a letter saying we are in big trouble. Please accept my apologies for not staying on top of this. 1 know
what assuming means and this time it surely did backfire. | have asked the treasure to follow up with the letters again
explain the illness and how sick she was. | know this is no excuse but when she was hospitalized so long on and off
for the pneumonia | should have done something to insure the PAC was closed properly.

Please consider waving our fines and closing the PAC as we both thought this had been done in November. | realize
the only fine not sent to the State Prosecutor is for 1/16/19. | have called Cindy Thomas to begin the process to
correct our other issues.

If there is something else we need to do to completely close this out please let me know.

Thanks in advance for working with us.

Ann Williams

Chairperson QAC Citizens for Good Government PAC



Waiver Request Information Page

General .

Account Name Taylor, Keirien Friends for

CCF ID: 01012399 | Status: Active
Date Established 2/16/18

Date Waiver Requested 6/03/19

Account Type Candidate Account

Officers

Current Treasurer

Emily Taylor Start Date: 2/16/18

Responsible Treasurer

Current Chairman Keirien Taylor 2/16/18
Responsible Chairman
Waiver Request Dates
Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior waiver and | Referred to OSP
fees
1/16/19 5/31/19 $500 $500 All2018 reports
$ $
Total:$500

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Outstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
Affidavit $ § $ $
$ $ $ $
$ 5 $ $

Reason for Waiver

My treasurer and I have had many complication with the system.

Division Comments

Deny committee has a history of non-compliance no reports for 2018 were file until 5/31/19

Administrator’s Decision




6/4/2019 Maryland.gov Mail - Fwd: Friends of Keirien Taylor Fee

Victorica Smith -SBE- <victorica.smith@maryland.gov>

Fwd: Friends of Keirien Taylor Fee
2 messages

info she -SBE- <info.sbe@maryland.gov> Mon, Jun 3, 2019 at 3:48 PM
To: Victorica Smith -SBE- <victorica.smith@maryland.gov>, "Ebony R. Parran -SBE-" <ebony.parran@maryland.gov>

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: MidShore Progressives <midshoreprogressives@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jun 3, 2019 at 3:33 PM

Subject: Friends of Keirien Taylor Fee

To: <info.sbe@maryland.gov>

Hello,

| am contacting the Board of Elections, to ask for a fee waiver for the missing 2019 Annual report of $500. My Treasurer and |
have had many complications with the reporting system, largely due to our lack of awareness and technical skills. | called the BOE
and they did not alert me of the possibility of a fee waiver until recently, therefor my previous fees have now been referred to the
OSP. As a recent college graduate looking for work, and my treasurer still enrolled in college, payments on this fine will be
extremely difficult. To my knowledge | had recently found we had several other fines reported to the OSP, as | work to resolve that
issue, it would be greatly appreciated to have this one is waived. | have recently filed all the missing reports as | did not raise over
$1,000 during the election cycle. It is was to my understanding that once filing a close out report, that there was no need to continue
filing. We attempted to do this in May.

Thank You for your assistance and understanding.

Keirien Taylor

Mon, Jun 3, 2019 at 4:56 PM

Ebony Parran -SBE- <ebony.parran@maryland.gov>
To: victorica.smith@maryland.gov

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:

{Quoted text hidden]



Waiver Request Information Page

General
Account Name Western Maryland Democratic PAC
CCF ID: 03009463 | Status: Active
Date Established 10/10/13
Date Waiver Requested 2/27/19
Account Type PAC Account
Officers
Current Treasurer Chris Logsdon Start Date: 4/05/19
Responsible Treasurer Louise Pecoraro 2/05/18
Current Chairman Myrna Whitworth 4/05/19
Responsible Chairman Robin Summerfield 2/05/18
Waiver Request Dates
Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior Waivers | Referred to
& fees OoSpP
11/20/18 - 2/27/19 $500 $500 5122/ 18 -$20 1/18/17-8150
b $ 1/17/18- 810
10/24/14 -$20
Total:$500

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Outstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
11/20/18 $0 50 $8,499 50
5 b $ $
$ § $ $

Reason for Waiver

I sincerely aplogise for our oversight in this manner,

Division Comments

Denied, committee has a history of non-compliance.

Administrator’s Decision




Western Maryland Democratic PAC
PO BOX 2163

Cumnberland, MD 21503

Phone: (301) 697-5839
westernmddems@gmail.com

February 27, 2019

Maryland State Board of Elections
Administrator Linda Lamone

PO BOX 6486

Annapolis, MD 21401-0486

Dear Ms. Lamone,
Re: Western Maryland Democratic PAC, CCF ID 03009463

] am writing to request a waiver of the late filing fec of $500 resulting from our failure to file the required
2018 Post-General Gubernatorial campaign finance report in a timely manner.

I sincerely apologize for our ovérsight in this matter. We had no income or expenditures for the period
covered by the report. Our 2019 Annual Report was filed as required on January 15, 2019 and the
delinquent report has been filed as of February 27, 2019.

I appreciate your consideration of this request and assure you that we will file all future reports as

required. If you have any questions or need additional in formation, please feel free to contact me at 301-
697-5839.

Sincerely,

Robin Summerfield. Chair

C

The Western Maryland Democratic PAC
Like westernmarylanddems on Facebook
Follow us on Twitter @westernmddems

By Authority of the Western Maryland Democratic Potitical Action Committee, Gregory Pecoraro, Treasurer



Waiver Request Information Page

General
Account Name White, Erica S. Citizens for
CCF ID: 01011423 | Status: Active
Date Established 2/03/16
Date Waiver Requested 5/25/19
Account Type Candidate Account
Officers
Current Treasurer Bernadette Crawford Start Date: 2/03/16
Responsible Treasurer
Current Chairman Erica White 2/03/16
Responsible Chairman
Waiver Request Dates
Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior waiver and | Referred to OSP
fees
1/16/19 N/ A $500 $500 1/18/17 - $80.00 All reports for
2016
$ $
Total:3500

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Outstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
N/A $ ) 5 $
5 5 $ $
5 $ 8 5

Reason for Waiver

1 thought account was closed.

Division Comments

Denied report has not been filed.

Administrator’s Decision




State of Maryland
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Waiver Request Information Page

General
Account Name Wilhelm, Chris for County Council
CCF ID: 150115687 | Status: Active
Date Established 2/21/17
Date Waiver Requested 5/13/19
Account Type Public Financing Account
Officers
Current Treasurer Elizabeth Mcmeekin Start Date: 2/21/17
Responsible Treasurer
Current Chairman Chris Wihelm 2/21/17
Responsible Chairman
Waiver Request Dates
Late Report | Affidavit | Date Received | Fees Total Fees Prior wdiver and Referred to OSP
fees
1/16/19 2/11/19 $260 $260 1 5/22/18 - $20.00 6/15/18 -$20
$ $
Total:$260

All required notices were sent to this campaign account for the above listed report(s).

Recent Financial Activity History

Report Contributions Expenditures Cash Balance Outstanding/ Loans/
Obligations
5 3 § $
5 $ $ $
5 3 $ §

Reason for Waiver

I am requesting consideration of a waiver or modification of the late fee.

Division Comments

Deny, committee has a history of non-compliance..

Administrator’s Decision




Ms. Victoria Molina

State Board of Elections

Division of Candidacy and Campaign Finance
151 West Street, Suite 200

Annapolis, MD. 21401

Ref: Payment of Late Filing Fee

Dear Ms. Molina,

Elizabeth McMeekin

Treasurer, Chris Wilhelm for County Council
CCF ID: 15011587

8213 Flower Ave

Takoma Park, MD. 20912

REGEIVED
MAY 13 201

STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS

May 9, 2019

in early February, | sent a letter to Ms. Lamone, requesting consideration of waiver or
modification of the late filing fee for the 2019 Annual Campaign Finance report. Having
received no response to that missive, please find enclosed with this letter a check (#102) in the
amount of $260.00. This is payment in full for the late filing fee associated CCF ID # 15011587.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or concerns.

Respectfully,

% *1 MOWKQQ/MN

Elizabéth McMeekin
Treasurer



COMAR 33.08.05 Post Election Verification & Audit assuming proposed regulations approved for
publication at the October and November 2018 meetings of the State Board of Elections are
approved as published

33.08.05 Post-Election Verification and Audit

.01 Definition.
A. In this chapter, the following terms have the meanings indicated.
B. Terms Defined.
(1) “Automated software audit” is a software audit performed by an entity other than the
vendor of the certified voting system.
(2) “Discrepancy” means the difference between the voting system results and the results of an
automated or manual audit.
(3) “Manual audit” has the meaning stated in Election Law Article, §11-309, Annotated Code of
Maryland.
(4) “Precinct” includes an early voting center in Regulations .02 through .06.
(5) “Previous comparable general election” has the meaning stated in Election Law Article,
§11-309, Annotated Code of Maryland.
(6) “Voter-verifiable paper record” has the meaning stated in Election Law Article, §9-102,
Annotated Code of Maryland.

.08 Post-Election Audit—Ballot Tabulation Audit—In General.
A. Audits Conducted by the State Administrator. The State Administrator shall conduct an
automated software audit of the electronic images of all ballots cast:
(1) After each Statewide primary election; and
(2) After each Statewide general election.
B. Audit Conducted by the Local Boards. Each local board shall conduct a manual audit of voter-
verifiable paper records:
(1) After each Statewide general election; and
(2) After a Statewide primary election at the direction of the State Administrator.
C. Reporting of Audit Results.
(1) Within 14 days after the conclusion of the manual audit, the State Administrator shall post
on the website a report that describes:
(a) The precincts and number of votes selected for the manual audit in each county and the
manner in which the precincts and votes were selected;
(b) The results of the manual audit; and
(c) Any discrepancy shown by the manual audit and how the discrepancy was resolved.
(2) Before the State Board of Canvassers certifies the results of an election, the State
Administrator shall post on the website information about the automated audit, including:
(a) An overview of the automated audit process;
(b) The audit reports generated for each county; and
(c) An explanation of any discrepancy greater than 0.5 percent of total votes cast in any
given contest; and
(d) Any additional steps taken to resolve any discrepancy.

.09 Post-Election Audit—Ballot Tabulation Audit—Manual Audit.
A. In General.
(1) Alocal board shall:
(a) Atleast 10 days before the manual audit starts, provide notice of the manual audit by:
(i) Sending via mail notice to the chairman of the county central committee for each
political party, each candidate for the contest to be audited who is not a candidate of a political
party, and the State Administrator;



COMAR 33.08.05 Post Election Verification & Audit assuming proposed regulations approved for
publication at the October and November 2018 meetings of the State Board of Elections are
approved as published

(ii) Posting on its website the notice; and
(iii) Posting in a prominent and publicly accessible location at its office the notice;
and
(b) Allow, to the extent practicable, for public observation of each part of the manual audit
process.

(2) If there is a discrepancy greater than 0.5 percent, the State Administrator:

(a) Shall require the local board to resolve or explain the discrepancy;

(b) Shall compare the manual audit results to the automated audit results;

(c) May expand the manual audit; and

(d) May take any other actions it considers necessary to resolve the discrepancy.
B. Primary Election Audit.

(1) The State Administrator shall require a local board to conduct a manual audit of voter-
verifiable paper records if the automated audit shows a discrepancy in any precinct of greater than
0.5 percent of total votes cast in any contest and the discrepancy cannot be resolved or explained.

(2) The local board shall conduct the manual audit of the precinct in accordance with
instructions issued by the State Administrator.

(3) Ifalocal board is directed to conduct a manual audit, the local board of canvassers may not
certify the results of the primary election until:

(a) The manual audit of the precinct with the unresolved or unexplained discrepancy is
complete;
(b) The local board provides the State Administrator with a written report and findings of
the manual audit; and
(c) The State Administrator concurs with the report and findings.
C. General Election Audit.

(1) At least 60 days before the election, the State Administrator shall instruct each local board
as to the minimum number of voter-verifiable paper records from early voting and the absentee
and provisional canvasses to audit manually.

(2) Within 15 days after the election, the State Board shall select the contest to be manually
audited and randomly select the precincts to be manually audited, and may exclude certain
precincts based on the number of registered voters in that county before randomly selecting
precincts.

(a) Within 3 days before the start of early voting, the Chair of the State Board or designee
shall randomly select 1 early voting center in each county from which a scanner with voted ballots
will be manually audited.

(b) After 7 pm on the first day of early voting or at the end of the day when the minimum
number of ballots to audit is met, a representative of the local board and the chief judges shall select
the scanner with the ballots that will be audited.

(3) The local boards shall conduct a manual audit of voter-verifiable paper records cast during
the election as follows:

(a) For voter-verifiable paper records cast during early voting, each local board shall
manually audit a number equal to at least 1% of the total of early votes cast in the local board’s
jurisdiction in the previous comparable general election.

(b) For voter-verifiable paper records cast on election day, each local board shall manually
audit at least one randomly chosen precinct in the county and any other precinct selected by the
State Board.

(c) For voter-verifiable paper records canvassed during the absentee canvasses, each local
board shall audit a number equal to at least 1% of the total of absentee ballots cast in the local
board’s jurisdiction from the previous comparable general election.



COMAR 33.08.05 Post Election Verification & Audit assuming proposed regulations approved for
publication at the October and November 2018 meetings of the State Board of Elections are
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(d) For voter-verifiable paper records canvassed during the provisional canvasses, each
local board shall audit a number equal to at least 1% of the total of provisional ballots cast in the
local board'’s jurisdiction from the previous comparable general election.

(4) Alocal board shall keep the ballots to be audited in secure but separate containers than all
other ballots.

(5) Alocal board shall complete the manual audit within 120 days after a general election.
D. Conducting the Manual Audit - In General.

(1) The election director shall determine the appropriate audit method.

(a) Ifthe contest to be audited is a “Vote for One” contest, the election director shall use the

sort method as specified in §E of this Regulation.

(b) For all other contests, the election director shall use the tally method as specified in §F

of this Regulation.

(2) To prepare for the manual audit, the election director shall:

(a) Assemble all materials to conduct the audit;

(b) Create batches of a controllable number of ballots (for example, 25); and

(c) Appoint the teams to conduct the audit, assigning a team identifier to each team (for
example, “Team A,” “Team B,” etc.).

(3) To conduct the manual audit, the election director shall:
(a) Issue the teams batches of ballots;
(b) Record in the audit log:
(i) The team identifier;
(ii) The ballots issued to the team; and
(iii)Later, the ballots returned by the team.
(4) If ballots from more than one precinct are being audited, each team may be issued the
ballots of only one precinct at a time.
(5) If team members do not agree on how a vote should be counted:
(a) The team shall refer the ballot to the election director; and
(b) The election director shall determine how the vote shall be counted.
E. Conducting the Manual Audit - Sort Method.
(1) One team member shall sort and the other team member shall watch to ensure accuracy.
(2) The ballots shall be sorted as follows:

(a) A batch for each candidate or ballot question response selected by the voter;

(b) A batch for ballots without a vote for a contest being tabulated;

(c) A batch for ballots for each officially filed write-in candidates; and

(d) A batch for all other write-in votes.

(3) Once all of the ballots have been sorted, each team member shall independently count the
ballots in each batch.

(4) If the team members’ results are not identical, they shall retabulate the ballots until they
obtain identical results.

(5) When the team members’ results are identical, they shall:

(a) Record the vote totals on the batch tally sheet;

(b) Sign the batch tally sheet; and

(c) Give the batch tally sheet and the ballots to the election director.

(6) The election director shall:

(a) Enter the vote totals on the consolidated tally sheets;

(b) Compare the results of the manual audit against the voting system results for that

precinct; and

(c) If there are any unexplainable discrepancies, retabulate the ballots where the
discrepancy exists.
F. Conducting the Manual Audit - Tally Method.

3
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(1) Each team shall include one caller, two tally clerks, and one watcher.
(2) When practicable, the caller and watcher shall be of different party affiliations.
(3) For each ballot:
(a) The caller shall call the votes cast in the contest being recounted;
(b) The watcher shall ensure the accuracy of the calling; and
(c) The two tally clerks shall each independently record the votes as they are called.
(4) Periodically, the tally clerks shall compare their results to make sure they are identical.
(5) If the results are not identical, the team shall retabulate the ballots, beginning with the
point of the last successful comparison check, until the two tally clerks obtain identical results.
(6) When all votes in the precinct have been tallied, the tally clerks shall:
(a) Record the vote totals on the batch tally sheet;
(b) Sign the batch tally sheet; and
(c) Give the batch tally sheet and the ballots to the election director.
(7) The election director shall:
(a) Enter the vote totals on the consolidated tally sheets;
(b) Compare the results of the manual audit against the voting system results for that
precinct; and
(c) If there are any unexplainable discrepancies, retabulate the ballots where the
discrepancy exists.
G. Post-Manual Audit Activities. After all ballots have been manually audited, the election director
shall:
(1) Complete and sign the contest tally sheet;
(2) With 2 days of completing the audit, submit to the State Administrator the results of the
manual audit and any suggestions to improve the voting system and voting process; and
(3) Present at the next meeting of the local board of elections the results of the manual
audit.

.10 Post-Election Audit - Ballot Tabulation Audit - Automated Audit.
A. The State Administrator shall complete the automated audit of:

(1) Early voting and election day results before the local boards of canvassers certify the
election results; and

(2) Absentee and provisional results before the State Board of Canvassers certifies the
election results.
B. The State Administrator shall not provide the entity performing the automated audit software
with detailed results from the voting system until the entity provides the State Administrator with
the results generated by the audit.



State Board of Elections’ April 24, 2019 Meeting
Proposed Regulations Ready for Final Adoption

33.08.05 Post-Election Verification and Audit

.01 Definition.
A. In this chapter, the following [term has] terms have the [meaning] meanings indicated.
B. [Term] Terms Defined.
(1) “Discrepancy” means the difference between the voting system results and the results of
an automated or manual audit.
(2) “Manual audit” has the meaning stated in Election Law Article, §11-309, Annotated
Code of Maryland.
(3) “Precinct” includes an early voting center.
(4) “Previous comparable general election” has the meaning stated in Election Law Article,
§11-309, Annotated Code of Maryland.
(5) “Voter-verifiable paper record” has the meaning stated in Election Law Article, §9-102,
Annotated Code of Maryland.

.08 Post-Election Audit—Ballot Tabulation Audit—In General.
A. Audits Conducted by the State Administrator. The State Administrator shall conduct an
automated software audit of the electronic images of all ballots cast:
(1) After each Statewide primary election; and
(2) After each Statewide general election.
B. Audit Conducted by the Local Boards. Each local board shall conduct a manual audit of
voter-verifiable paper records:
(1) After each Statewide general election; and
(2) After a Statewide primary election at the direction of the State Administrator.
C. Reporting of Audit Results.
(1) Within 14 days after the conclusion of the manual audit, the State Administrator shall
post on the website a report that describes:
(a) The precincts and number of votes selected for the manual audit in each county and
the manner in which the precincts and votes were selected;
(b) The results of the manual audit; and
(c) Any discrepancy shown by the manual audit and how the discrepancy was resolved.
(2) Before the State Board of Canvassers certifies the results of an election, the State
Administrator shall post on the website information about the automated audit, including:
(a) An overview of the automated audit process,
(b) The audit reports generated for each county, and
(c) An explanation of any discrepancy greater than 0.5 percent of total votes cast in any
given contest; and
(d) Any additional steps taken to resolve any discrepancy.

.09 Post-Election Audit—Ballot Tabulation Audit—Manual Audit.
A. In General.
(1) A local board shall allow, to the extent practicable, for public observation of each part
of the manual audit process.
(2) If there is a discrepancy greater than (0.5 percent, the State Administrator:
(a) Shall require the local board to resolve or explain the discrepancy,
(b) Shall compare the manual audit results to the automated audit results;
(c) May expand the manual audit; and
(d) May take any other actions it considers necessary to resolve the discrepancy.
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B. Primary Election Audit.

(1) The State Administrator shall require a local board to conduct a manual audit of voter-
verifiable paper records if the automated audit shows a discrepancy in any precinct of greater
than 0.5 percent of total votes cast in any contest and the discrepancy cannot be resolved or
explained.

(2) The local board shall conduct the manual audit of the precinct in accordance with
instructions issued by the State Administrator.

(3) If a local board is directed to conduct a manual audit, the local board of canvassers may
not certify the results of the primary election until:

(a) The manual audit of the precinct with the unresolved or unexplained discrepancy is
complete;

(b) The local board provides the State Administrator with a written report and findings of
the manual audit; and

(c) The State Administrator concurs with the report and findings.

C. General Election Audit.

(1) At least 60 days before the election, the State Administrator shall instruct each local
board as to the minimum number of voter-verifiable paper records from early voting and the
absentee and provisional canvasses to audit manually.

(2) Within 15 days after the election, the State Board shall select the contest to be manually
audited and randomly select the precincts to be manually audited, and may exclude certain
precincts based on the number of registered voters in that county before randomly selecting
precincts.

(3) A local board shall conduct a manual audit of voter-verifiable paper records cast during
the election, as follows:

(a) For voter-verifiable paper records cast during early voting, the local board shall
manually audit a number equal to at least 1 percent of votes cast in the previous comparable
election;

(b) For voter-verifiable paper records cast on election day, the local board shall manually
audit at least one randomly chosen precinct in the county and any other precinct selected by the
State Board;

(c) For voter-verifiable paper records canvassed during the absentee canvasses, the local
board shall audit a number equal to at least I percent of the Statewide total of absentee ballots
from the previous comparable general election; and

(d) For voter-verifiable paper records canvassed during the provisional canvasses, the
local board shall audit a number equal to at least 1 percent of the Statewide total of provisional
ballots from the previous comparable general election.

(4) A local board shall complete the manual audit within 120 days after a general election.

.10 Post-Election Audit—Ballot Tabulation Audit—Automated Audit.

The State Administrator shall complete the automated audit of:

A. Early voting and election day results before the local boards of canvassers certify the
election results; and

B. Absentee and provisional results before the State Board of Canvassers certifies the election
results.
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33.16.07 Post-Election Procedures

.02 Public Information.
A. Access to Provisional Ballot Applications.
(1) [Public] Except as provided in §A(2) of this regulation, public access to provisional
ballot applications prior to the completion of the canvass is prohibited.
(2) Members of the public attending a canvass shall be provided visual access to the
provisional ballot applications presented at that canvass.
[B.] (3) (text unchanged)
[C.] B. (text unchanged)

33.10.02 AccuVote-TS [Voting Systems]
Repeal Chapter 02 AccuVote-TS

33.10.03 Model ES- 2000 [Voting Systems]
Repeal Chapter 03 Model TS- 2000

33.12.06 Recount Procedures — Direct Recording Equipment
Repeal Chapter 06 Chapter 06 Recount Procedures — Direct Recording Equipment

33.12 RECOUNTS
Chapter [07] 06 Challenges

Chapter [08] 07 Payment of Costs

33.17.01 Definitions; General Provisions [Early Voting]

.02 Applicability to Elections.
A. [text unchanged/
B. Early voting is not applicable for special primary and general elections, unless the
special election is conducted by mail.

33.17.05 Election Judges [Early Voting]

.02 Number of Election Judges.
A. — C. [text unchanged]
D. At least two election judges [for the touchscreen voting units] fo facilitate voting at the
voting booths and ballot marking devices; and
E. [text unchanged]
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Summary of Comments Received
Regulation Comment Agency Response Recommendation
When drafting regulations, agencies refer to the code
33.08.05.01B(2) Define “manual audit” section when defining a word or phrase defined in Adopt as published
the Annotated Code of Maryland.
Subsequently proposed regulations address this
Do not include early voting center comment. “Precinct” does not include early voting
33.08.05.01B(3) in the definition of “precinct” centers in the regulations governing the post- Adopt as published
election audit. The revised 33.08.05.01B(3) will be
published once these regulations are final.l
Define “previous comparable When drafting regulations, agencies refer to the code
33.08.05.01B(4) . section when defining a word or phrase defined in Adopt as published
general election the Annotated Code of Maryland.
Define “automated software audit” il}llbsequentlyt ptroposed regulatlgns %ﬁﬁne this tzrm.
33.08.05.01B(6) and proposed a definition for ¢ commentator may comment on the propose Adopt as published
“sutomated software audit” defm.ltlon when these proposed regulations are
published.
Election Law Article, §11-309(c) establishes the
audit requirements for a primary election.
Subsection (c)(2) authorizes - but does not require -
the State Board to complete a manual audit in a
manner prescribed by the “State Board.”
It was never the intention of the General Assembly
Lawstates that SBE directsa | 0 o e manul audit
33.08.05.08B(2) manual audit after a primary ) Adopt as published

election

The published regulation makes clear that the local
boards of elections are the entities conducting the
audit and must follow the instructions issued by the
State Administrator. The “at the direction of the
State Administrator” ensures that all manual audits
are conducted the same way.

Also, this provision must be read in conjunction with
the published regulation 33.08.05.09B(1), which

1 Since an agency cannot amend a regulation before it is final, the subsequently revised regulation cannot be published in the Maryland Register until the section it is

amending is final.
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Summary of Comments Received

Regulation

Comment

Agency Response

Recommendation

establishes the circumstances when the State
Administrator must direct a local board to conduct a
manual audit after a primary election. The State
Administrator does not have discretion in this task.

33.08.05.08C(1)(a)

Provide guidance on how the
precincts and votes were selected

The published regulation defines what must be
included in the report SBE is required to provide.
The report from the 2018 General Election manual
audit included how the precincts and votes were
selected.

It would not be appropriate in the section defining
the content of the report to provide instructions on
how to select the precincts and ballots.

Adopt as published

33.08.05.08C(1)(c)

Include in online report the source
of any discrepancy

If there was a discrepancy, we would explain the
discrepancy and, if known, the source of it.

Adopt as published
If desired, amend in
future revision

33.08.05.08C(1){) -
Commentator’s

proposed (d)

Include in online report of the post-
election manual audit any
recommended improvements to the
election process and audit process

As part of our lessons learned process with the local
boards, we ask for ways to improve processes, and
the lessons learned process for the 2018 General
Election was no exception. While we collect this
information, it is unlikely that we would have this
information by the statutory deadline to post this
report (within 14 days of the conclusion of the
manual audit). The lessons learned process for the
2018 General Election post-election audits started
after all of the local boards had completed their
audits and more than 14 days after the last audit was
performed.

Adeptaspublished

Do not adopt proposed
recommendation

33.08.05.08C(2)
- Commentator’s
proposed (aa)

Proposed new subsection requiring
that online report of the post-
election automated audit the
number of ballots by precinct that
could not be validated during the
audit because: (a) the voter’s
original ballot was duplicated

(a) The purpose of the automated audit is to verify
the accuracy of the voting system and validate that
the voting system accurately counted the duplicated
ballots. The process of duplicating the ballots is
“audited” a different way - that is, ballot duplication
occurs in a public canvass by a bipartisan of election
officials. Public observation and the supervision by

Adeptaspublished

Do not adopt proposed
recommendation
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Summary of Comments Received
Regulation Comment Agency Response Recommendation
during a canvass; or (b) the voter the bipartisan local board of elections - not the
used the ballot marking device and | automated audit - validates the accuracy of the
the automated audit used the QR ballot duplication process. The number of duplicated
barcode to audit the ballot ballots is not currently reported by the local boards
to SBE.
(b) During the automated audit, ballots marked by
the ballot marking device are manually reviewed.
The QR barcodes printed on ballots marked by the
ballot marking device are not used.
If a county has a discrepancy greater than 0.5% of
the total votes cast in any given contest, the local
board must conduct a manual audit before certifying
Include in the online report election results. See COMAR 33.08.05.09B(3). Ifa
information about the automated manual audit is conducted at the conclusion of the
33.08.05.08C(2)(d) audit any suggested changes to automated audit, the report of the manual audit Adopt as published
processes to avoid discrepancies in | would be posted online under COMAR
the future 33.08.05.08C(1). SBE would explain why the manual
audit had to be conducted, the cause of the
discrepancy, and how to prevent it in future
elections.
33.08.05.09A - Provided comments and additional Subsequently pro'posed regulations include generally
, the commentator’s proposed §§A and B. The .
Commentator’s language on subsequently proposed : . Not applicable
commentator may provide comments on this text
proposed A& B text once it has been published for public comment.
SBE and the local boards of elections have precinct
S level results, and they are posted online once the
33.08.05.09 — Require initial results for each Board of State Canvassers certifies the results.
Commentator's precinct or set of selected ballots be _ Do not adopt proposed
publicly posted before precincts are The local boards of elections have reports from the recommendation
proposed C selected scanning unit of the results from the absentee and
provisional ballots to be audited. The results are
securely stored with the ballots to be audited.
33.08.05.09 - Require selection of precincts and The method of selection is not currently defined in Do not adopt proposed
Commentator’s ballots be “truly random and the regulations and therefore can be changed. The recommendation
proposed D publicly observable.” process used for the manual audit of the 2018
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Summary of Comments Received
Regulation Comment Agency Response Recommendation
One commentator suggested rolling General Election was random and publicly
10-sided dice, and while the group observable.
commentators suggested a “well
vetted method” but did not
recommend a specific type.
This requirement is not practical. The individuals
. : : conducting the audit are generally employees of the
33.08.05.09 - Require staff conducting the audit . .
Commentator's cannot know the results for the local boards of electlor_ls. and most likely supported Do not adopt proposed
proposed E ballots they are auditing the absenteg gnd provisional canvasses. When the recommendation
manual audit is performed, the precinct level results
are posted online.2
(a) The current instructions allow the local board to Adopt as published

33.08.05.09A(1)

(a) Require selection of provisional
and absentee ballots in public

(b) Allow public to view paper
ballots and tallies made by the
audit teams

select the absentee and provisional ballots as they
prepare for the respective canvasses.

(b) The local boards understand that observers must
be able to see the ballots and the tally sheets. This is
similar to the observation requirements for absentee
and provisional canvasses - that is, observers must
be able to see the return envelopes and voted ballots.

If desired, change in a
future revision how
the local boards select
absentee and
provisional ballots.

Election Law Article, §11-309 does not address the
process of resolving a discrepancy in the audit. If

primary election and in the same
manner as a manual audit after a
general election.

would trigger a manual audit after a primary election
are described in 33.09.08.05.09B(1).

33.08.05.09A(2) Law says SBE there is a discrepancy, it is appropriate that the State | Adopt as published
Administrator determine the next steps to determine
the cause of the discrepancy and resolve it.
Sugges_t ?ddmg sentence The authority to conduct a manual audit after a
authorizing the State Board to . L .
conduct a manual audit after a primary election is already captured in COMAR
33.08.05.09B 33.08.05.08B(2). The specific circumstances that Adopt as published

2 The commentator previously recommended that the precinct level results should be posted online before the precincts to be audited are selected. These two
recommendations cannot both be implemented - either the precinct level results are posted and anyone can see them or they are not posted and it becomes possible
- although not practical - that the individuals performing the audit do not know the results.
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Summary of Comments Received
Regulation Comment Agency Response Recommendation
(a) The selection of precincts and contest occurs at a
public meeting of the State Board of Elections.
Notice of these meetings is governed by General
Provisions Article, § 3-302. Subsequently proposed
regulations define the notice requirements for the
manual audit. The commentators may comment on
the proposed definition when these proposed
(a) Method for providing public regulations are published.
notice and selecting precincts (b) The precinct and contest selection process can be
should be specified delayed. Although the members of the State Board Adopt as published

33.08.05.09C(2)(a)

(b) Random drawing should be
shortly before audit starts

(c) Require initial results for each
audit unit to be publicly posted
before the random drawing of
precincts and contest

selected in November the precinct and contests for
the 2018 General Election audit, SBE did not notify a
local board of its selected precincts until
approximately 2-3 weeks before the local board
conducted the audit.

(c) SBE and the local boards of elections have
precinct level results, and they are posted online
once the Board of State Canvassers certifies the
results.

The local boards of elections have reports from the
scanning unit of the results from the absentee and
provisional ballots to be audited. The results are
securely stored with the ballots to be audited.

If desired, change in a
future revision the

timing of the precinct
and contest selection.

33.08.05.09C(2)(b)

No precincts should be excluded
from being selected

The published language gives the State Board the
option to exclude certain precincts. Itis not
required.

Adopt as published

If desired, remove in a
future revision.

Provide more instructions on which

This level of detail is more appropriate for
instructions than regulations. SBE’s audit

33.08.05.09C(3)(a) Z:(lelg'lclsdfilgz(rjn an early voting center instructions state that ballots from 1 scanner at the Adopt as published
end of day 1 are audited.
: . (a) The published language gives the State Board the
33.08.05.09C(3)(b) (a) Gives too much latitude for SBE discretion to pick - randomly or otherwise - the Adopt as published

to pick precincts without requiring

“other precincts.” As written, the State Board could
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Summary of Comments Received
Regulation Comment Agency Response Recommendation

random samples or distribution
across all counties

(b) Added total number of precincts
to be audited

select a specific precinct with reported issues.
Requiring a random selection of the “other precincts”
would make it unlikely that the precinct with
reported issues would be selected. During
discussions with legislative staff during the 2018
Legislative Session, they wanted to give the State
Board the flexibility to pick a precinct with reported
issues as one of the “other precincts.”

(b) If desired, can add the total number of precincts
to be audited. Already required by Election Law
Article, §11-309(d)(1)(i).

If desired, add in a
future revision the
total number of
precincts to be audited
(ie, 2% of the
precincts statewide).

33.08.05.09C(3)(c)

(a) Provide more detail on how the
absentee ballots are selected and
counted and suggested method of
selecting absentee and provisional

(a) The requested level of detail is more appropriate
for instructions than regulations. SBE’s instructions
address the suggested information.

(b) The purpose of the automated audit is to verify
the accuracy of the voting system and validates that
the voting system accurately counted the duplicated

33.08.05.09C(3)(d) ballots ballots. As explained above, public observation and Adopt as published
(b) If a voter’s ballot is duplicated, | the supervision by the bipartisan local board of
require the voter’s original ballot to | elections - not the automated audit - validates the
be audited accuracy of the ballot duplication process. As a
result, it would not be appropriate to include in this
audit the voter’s original ballot.
Random drawing should be
conducted soon after election, and | Election Law Article, §11-309(d)(2) requires that the
the manual audit should start hours | manual audit be complete within 120 days after the .
33.08.05.09C(4) after the random drawing general election. Other rows in this summary table Adopt as published
Audit should be performed before address the timing of the random drawing.
the election is certified.
Prohibit the vendor performing the Subs.equently proposed regulations include this
33.08.05.10 automated audit from knowing the requirement. The commentator may comment on Adopt as published

election results

the proposed definition when these proposed
regulations are published.
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In addition to the comments in the summary table, the commentators also asked questions. The
questions and answers are provided below.

1.  What audit reports are expected [from the automated audit]? (33.08.05.08C(2)(b))
We receive for each county four reports:

a. Comparison of Cards Cast for each canvass: This report compares the number of
ballots counted during early voting, on election day, during both absentee canvasses,
and during the provisional canvass against the number of ballots tabulated by the
vendor. This ensures that the same number of ballots were tabulated by both
systems.

b. Comparison of Ballots Cast by Precinct: This report compares the number of ballots
cast in each precinct against the number of ballots tabulated during the audit. This is
another way to ensure that the same number of ballots are tabulated by both
systems.

c. Comparison of Votes Cast: This report compares the results from the voting system
against the audit results and identifies possible discrepancies by candidate or choice.

d. Contest Vote Discrepancy Threshold Report: This report shows - by contest - the
number of vote differences between the two systems and the vote difference as a
percentage. Before the audit was performed, SBE determined that a percentage of
0.5% or higher would trigger an additional review, which could include a manual
review of voted paper ballots.

These descriptions and the 2018 General Election reports for each county are posted
online3.

2.  Where is [the selection of one contest] in the law? (33.08.09.05.09C(2))
The definition of “manual audit” in Election Law Article, §11-309(a)(2) refers to “a contest.”
If multiple contests were to be included, “all contests” or some other similar wording would
have been included. During the 2018 Legislative Session, I confirmed with legislative staff
that the General Assembly’s intent was to perform the manual audit on one contest.

3. Shouldn’t [manual audit] instructions comply with the regulations for manual audits after the
general election? (33.08.09.05.09B(2))
Yes, and they will. The manual audit instructions apply to any manual audit - either after a
primary or general election.

4.  What happens if the manual audit finds large discrepancies? How is the audit expanded?
What algorithm is used? Are the results posted on the website? (33.08.09.05.09C(4))
It is most unlikely that the manual audit would identify a previously unknown discrepancy.
A discrepancy would have been discovered during the pre- and post-election verifications
conducted by SBE and the local boards. In the unlikely event of this occurring, we would
expand the audit, request information from the voting system vendor, and take appropriate
steps. The specific steps taken would vary by discrepancy. The results of a manual audit
must be posted under COMAR 33.09.05.08C(1).

3 See https://elections.maryland.gov/voting system/ballot audit plan automated.html
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Title 33
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
Subtitle 16 PROVISIONAL VOTING
Chapter 02 Provisional Voting Documents and Supplies

Authority: Election Law Article, §§2-102(b)(4), 2-202(b), 3-305(¢), 3-306, 9-402, 9-403, 9-404, 9-406, and 11-
303(c) and (e), Annotated Code of Maryland

.03 Same Day Registration and Address Change Documents.
A. Special Provisional Ballot Application. The special provisional ballot application for same day
registration and address changes during early voting and same day registration on election day shall include
a place to affix the voter’s registration and oath document.
B. (text unchanged)
C. Instructions. The State Administrator shall provide a local board with instructions for election judges on
the procedures for same day registration and address changes during early voting and same day registration
on election day.
D. (text unchanged)

.06 Other Supplies.
A.-B. (text unchanged)
C. [During early voting, a] 4 local board may combine the provisional voting station with the same day
registration and address change station during early voting, and with the same day registration station on
election day.

Title 33
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
Subtitle 16 PROVISIONAL VOTING
Chapter 03 Issuance of Provisional Ballot

Authority: Election Law Article, §§2-102(b)(4), 2-202(b), 3-305(e), 9-402, 9-403, 9-404, 9-406, and 11-303(c)
and (e), Annotated Code of Maryland

.01 In General.

A. A voter shall be issued a provisional ballot packet if:
(1)-(2) (text unchanged)
(3) The voter’s registration status is pending because the voter’s driver’s license or full or partial social
security number could not be verified or was not provided before the precinct register was created and, if the
voter appeared to vote at an early voting center during early voting or at a polling place on election day, the
voter did not provide the necessary information to complete the verification inquiry required by COMAR
33.05.04.]104B].05;
(4)-(6) (text unchanged)

B.-D. (text unchanged)



Title 33
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
Subtitle 16 PROVISIONAL VOTING
Chapter 04 Pre-Canvass Procedures

Authority: Election Law Article, §§2-102(b)(4), 2-202(b), 3-305, 3-306, 9-402, 9-403, 9-404, 9-406, and 11-
303(c) and (e), Annotated Code of Maryland
.02 Pre-Canvass Review.
A. Before the Canvass.
(1) Complete Application.
(a)-(c) (text unchanged)
(d) A special provisional ballot application for same day registration or address change during early voting
or same day registration on election day is complete if:
(1) The registration and oath document is affixed to the provisional ballot application; and
(i1) The voter signed the registration and oath document.
(2) The election director shall determine whether:
(a)-(f) (text unchanged)
(g) If the individual attempted to register and vote during early voting or on election day but was not a
pre-qualified voter, the individual is eligible to register to vote and provided proof of residency as
provided in §E of this regulation;
(h) If the individual attempted to register and vote during early voting or on election day but did not
provide proof of residency, the individual provided proof of residency as provided in §E of this regulation;
and
(1) (text unchanged)
(3)-(4) (text unchanged)
B.-E. (text unchanged)

Title 33
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
Subtitle 16 PROVISIONAL VOTING
Chapter 05 Canvass of Ballots — Procedures

Authority: Election Law Article, §§2-102(b)(4), 2-202(b), 3-305(e), 3-306, 9-402, 9-403, 9-404, 9-406, and 11-
303(c) and (e), Annotated Code of Maryland

.03 Disposition of Provisional Ballot Application.

A.-B. (text unchanged)

C. Acceptance of Provisional Ballot Application. The local board shall accept a provisional ballot application

only if:
(1)-(7) (text unchanged)
(8) An individual who was not a pre-qualified voter during early voting or on election day was determined
to be eligible to vote and satisfied the proof of residency requirement under COMAR 33.16.04.02E.

D.-E. (text unchanged)



Title 33
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
Subtitle 16 PROVISIONAL VOTING
Chapter 02 Provisional Voting Documents and Supplies

Authority: Election Law Article, §§2-102(b)(4), 2-202(b), 3-305(¢), 3-306, 9-402, 9-403, 9-404, 9-406, and 11-
303(c) and (e), Annotated Code of Maryland

.03 Same Day Registration and Address Change Documents.
A. Special Provisional Ballot Application. The special provisional ballot application for same day
registration and address changes during early voting and same day registration on election day shall include
a place to affix the voter’s registration and oath document.
B. (text unchanged)
C. Instructions. The State Administrator shall provide a local board with instructions for election judges on
the procedures for same day registration and address changes during early voting and same day registration
on election day.
D. (text unchanged)

.06 Other Supplies.
A.-B. (text unchanged)
C. [During early voting, a] 4 local board may combine the provisional voting station with the same day
registration and address change station during early voting, and with the same day registration station on
election day.

Title 33
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
Subtitle 16 PROVISIONAL VOTING
Chapter 03 Issuance of Provisional Ballot

Authority: Election Law Article, §§2-102(b)(4), 2-202(b), 3-305(e), 9-402, 9-403, 9-404, 9-406, and 11-303(c)
and (e), Annotated Code of Maryland

.01 In General.

A. A voter shall be issued a provisional ballot packet if:
(1)-(2) (text unchanged)
(3) The voter’s registration status is pending because the voter’s driver’s license or full or partial social
security number could not be verified or was not provided before the precinct register was created and, if the
voter appeared to vote at an early voting center during early voting or at a polling place on election day, the
voter did not provide the necessary information to complete the verification inquiry required by COMAR
33.05.04.]104B].05;
(4)-(6) (text unchanged)

B.-D. (text unchanged)



Title 33
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
Subtitle 16 PROVISIONAL VOTING
Chapter 04 Pre-Canvass Procedures

Authority: Election Law Article, §§2-102(b)(4), 2-202(b), 3-305, 3-306, 9-402, 9-403, 9-404, 9-406, and 11-
303(c) and (e), Annotated Code of Maryland
.02 Pre-Canvass Review.
A. Before the Canvass.
(1) Complete Application.
(a)-(c) (text unchanged)
(d) A special provisional ballot application for same day registration or address change during early voting
or same day registration on election day is complete if:
(1) The registration and oath document is affixed to the provisional ballot application; and
(i1) The voter signed the registration and oath document.
(2) The election director shall determine whether:
(a)-(f) (text unchanged)
(g) If the individual attempted to register and vote during early voting or on election day but was not a
pre-qualified voter, the individual is eligible to register to vote and provided proof of residency as
provided in §E of this regulation;
(h) If the individual attempted to register and vote during early voting or on election day but did not
provide proof of residency, the individual provided proof of residency as provided in §E of this regulation;
and
(1) (text unchanged)
(3)-(4) (text unchanged)
B.-E. (text unchanged)

Title 33
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
Subtitle 16 PROVISIONAL VOTING
Chapter 05 Canvass of Ballots — Procedures

Authority: Election Law Article, §§2-102(b)(4), 2-202(b), 3-305(e), 3-306, 9-402, 9-403, 9-404, 9-406, and 11-
303(c) and (e), Annotated Code of Maryland

.03 Disposition of Provisional Ballot Application.

A.-B. (text unchanged)

C. Acceptance of Provisional Ballot Application. The local board shall accept a provisional ballot application

only if:
(1)-(7) (text unchanged)
(8) An individual who was not a pre-qualified voter during early voting or on election day was determined
to be eligible to vote and satisfied the proof of residency requirement under COMAR 33.16.04.02E.

D.-E. (text unchanged)



LBE Responses - BMD Questionnaire

June 27, 2019 Board Meeting

This document is organized by each question (in bold and shaded gray) and how each local
board responded to the question. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me at 410-269-2845 or at erin.perrone@maryland.gov.

1. What are your thoughts or comments on the current BMD policy?

your ballot.”

a. The statement read by a judge, “If needed, there is an accessible way to read or mark

01 - Allegany County

Most voters do not understand what the judges are telling
them. After this statement is read to the voter, the judge
must follow up with more details about the process.

02 - Anne Arundel County

It slows down the voter check-in process.

03 - Baltimore City

It slows down the process of voters checking in and
results in lines being created in the polling place.

04 - Baltimore County

Necessary, but often causes confusion and more questions
from voters. Slows down the check-in line. Judge's need to
be reminded to say the statement.

05 - Calvert County

Good policy.

06 - Caroline County

The voters aren't exactly sure what this means. Most
voters are away from the check-in table headed to the
ballot issue table before the judge even finishes the
statement. This may have more impact if offered by the
Ballot Issue Judge since they are issuing the ballots and/or
ballot activation cards.

07 - Carroll County

This statement can sometimes cause confusion. Some
voters question the statement, which can create some
longer lines at check-in. It also doesn't make sense to
require the check-in judges at the pollbook to say this
statement because in most counties, they are not the ones
handing out the ballots. The statement is already affixed
to the pollbooks, but it adds confusion because they still
have to tell the voter to notify the ballot issuance table if
they want to use the accessible unit, touch screen unit or
any other term the judge decides to use. Also, election
judges are trained to say this statement, but
unfortunately, we cannot be present everywhere to
control and actually see what the judges do and say. This
makes such a requirement difficult to truly enforce.

08 - Cecil County

[ do not think that voters actually understand what is
being said to them.

09 - Charles County

Disagree - Judges forget to say it anyway

10 - Dorchester County

We feel it is unnecessary and slows down the check-in
process because people want clarification.

11 - Frederick County

The voter doesn't understand what this means - vague.

12 - Garrett County

Too much verbiage and is confusing to voters
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1. What are your thoughts or comments on the current BMD policy?

your ballot.”

a. The statement read by a judge, “If needed, there is an accessible way to read or mark

13 - Harford County

Camp A - Fine with statement; Camp B - Accessible leaves
a negative feeling.

14 - Howard County

Fine as is if that is the route you decide to stick with...but I
would prefer the ballot judges asking the people if they
want paper or machine...that would make it easier and
less convoluted.

15 - Kent County

Should be worded differently, most voters asked for
explanation.

16 - Montgomery County

This is a poorly worded statement. No one understands
what it means. It requires having to explain it repeatedly,
so our check-in judges usually switch to saying something
like, "Would you like to mark your ballot by hand or using
a touch screen?"

17 - Prince George’s County

No issues.

18 - Queen Anne’s County

Sometimes the voter is confused about it, but the judges
do a pretty good job of explaining what it means. It just
ends up causing the voter to spend a little bit of extra time
at the check in table which during busier times can cause a
line.

19 - Saint Mary’s County

We think the message would be better heard by the voter
if this statement was given by the ballot issue Judge and
NOT the Check-In Judge.

20 - Somerset County

Adequate, IF judges read it consistently. Which I don't
think they do.

21 - Talbot County

Statement is confusing to voters and the election judges. It
is vague in what the voter should get from the
information. It ends up holding up the line at check in
because the questions from the voters can be numerous.
Also, the check in judges feel that they need to be more
helpful and tend to offer it to the voters.

22 - Washington County

The statement is confusing to the voters, the election
judges don't like it because often the voters will say
"what"? And then the election judge will either get a chief
judge or try to explain it themselves. We think the
statement should be revised to be more concise and
clearer. Each voter would be asked: "Would you like to
vote using paper or our electronic device"?
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1. What are your thoughts or comments on the current BMD policy?

a. The statement read by a judge, “If needed, there is an accessible way to read or mark
your ballot.”

If there is a way to also accommodate blind voters, we
recommend posting a sign with this information and not
reading it to all voters. The polling place greeter could say
this phrase to each voter and if they want the BMD, hand
them a color coded card or something. That way, 1) it
doesn't take time to have this conversation/explanation at
the check-in table; it happens while they simply standing
in line; 2) by human nature, if someone just ahead of you
in line is having a conversation with an election official,
you are listening, too; 3) by not taking more time at check-
in, it may not create lo