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Executive Summary 
 
In 2021, the Kentucky General Assembly enacted House Bill 574, which included language 
establishing a Risk-Limiting Audit (RLA) Pilot Program.  Due to a non-election year in 2021, the 
State Board of Elections (SBE) was unable to implement a pilot RLA in the first year.  In the 
election year of 2022, a pilot program was developed and implemented by SBE, which further 
incorporated language passed by that year’s House Bill 564 to require five percent of the 
Commonwealth’s counties to participate in the pilot and for the results to be made available to the 
public.  This report details how the pilot RLA was established, developed, and implemented. 
 
In 2022, SBE and the six counties selected for participation continued to develop and refine the 
process of the pilot RLA.  Following the 2022 general election, final implementation of the pilot 
RLA launched on Thursday, January 19, 2023.  While this date was some two months after the 
general election, a lesson was learned as to the timing of any future RLA, as one pilot county 
(Fayette) experienced both an automatic recount in a state House race, as well as, a candidate-
initiated recount in Circuit Court for a judicial race – both of which tied up the ballots needed for 
the pilot RLA.   
 
During the development of the pilot RLA, SBE formed a working group consisting of a volunteer 
expert in the development and administration of RLAs, six (6) county clerks and their staff, 
members of the Office of the Secretary of State, a former Secretary of State and current Kentucky 
County Clerks Association (KCCA) representative, along with representatives for the two certified 
voting equipment vendors in the Commonwealth. Using institutional knowledge, in combination 
with procedural expertise, SBE sought to strengthen public trust in voting equipment accuracy and 
the aggregating of ballots in the Kentucky’s election process. 
 
The results of Kentucky’s pilot RLA met the original expectations of risk and accuracy, however, 
much was learned about the intricacies, operations, and timelines required for the successful full-
scale implementation of a truly meaningful Risk Limiting Audit.  As a result of the pilot RLA, 
SBE recommends the expansion of the pilot program, including incorporating more counties into 
the process, and exploring ways to expand capabilities before further discussions about the 
establishment of a permeant Risk Limiting Audit Program in the Commonwealth. 
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Introduction 
 
 

What is a Risk-Limiting Audit?  What is its purpose?   
 
A risk-limiting audit (RLA) is a post-election tabulation audit in which a random sample of voted 
ballots is manually examined for evidence that the originally reported outcome of the election is 
correct. As its name suggests, an RLA limits the risk of certifying a contest with the wrong winner 
(Note:  Kentucky’s pilot RLA was performed after certification). 
 
An RLA gives statistical evidence that the machine-tabulated results are consistent with what a 
full hand count of ballots would reveal. Unlike fixed percentage audits, an RLA limits the risk that 
the wrong election result will be certified because of a tabulation error. They also allow 
jurisdictions to strategically allocate resources to check more ballots when needed in close 
contests, and fewer ballots in contests with wider margins. 
 
 
What are the types of RLAs that can be done?   
 
There are three main methods for conducting an RLA. Where and how ballots are scanned will be 
factored into the decision of which method(s) will work best. 
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In a ballot comparison audit, specific ballots are identified and retrieved. The audit team 
examines the ballot and enters the voter markings for the audited contest(s) exactly the way they 
appear on the ballot. In some cases, hand-marked paper ballots may require the audit team to make 
decisions about voter intent. The RLA software compares the voter markings entered by the audit 
team to the cast vote record created by the voting system. The audit is looking for discrepancies 
between the two.  
 
In a ballot polling audit, individual ballots are retrieved. The audit team examines the ballot and 
records the voter markings for the audited contest(s) on a tally sheet. Once all the ballots have been 
examined and voter markings recorded, the votes are totaled and the margin of victory for the 
winner(s) is compared to the margin of victory originally reported. The audit is looking for a 
similar or greater margin.  
 
In a batch comparison audit, specific batches of ballots are identified and retrieved. The audit 
team examines the ballot and records the voter markings for the audited contest(s) on a tally sheet. 
Once all the ballots in the batch have been examined and voter markings recorded, the votes are 
totaled. The audit compares the manually recorded subtotals to the originally reported subtotals 
from the voting system. The audit is looking for discrepancies between the two. 
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Development of Kentucky’s RLA Pilot Program 
 
 

Initial Contact with Subject Matter Expert and Planning: 
 
In 2021, SBE began conversations with Jennifer Morrell, a renowned expert in election audits and 
risk limiting audits, who volunteered to assist Kentucky with its pilot RLA.  Formal planning 
conversations started in January 2022 with the establishment of milestones and a calendar 
generated for the project that was finalized in February (See Appendix A).  For the remainder of 
the year, meetings occurred between SBE, Ms. Morrell, and the various stakeholders chosen to 
participate in the working group.   
 
 
 
Working Group Selection and Participants: 
 
House Bill 564 mandated that at least five-percent of Kentucky’s counties participate in the pilot 
RLA. To encompass the Commonwealth’s election system, SBE selected two large, two medium, 
and two small counties based on voter registration.  Both vendors of certified voting equipment in 
the state, Election Systems & Software (ES&S) and Harp Enterprises, Inc. (resellers of Hart 
Intercivic Voting Machines), were also invited to participate. 
 
After seeking volunteer counties, SBE selected the following participants: 
 
Fayette County Large Jurisdiction with Hart Intercivic 
Kenton County Large Jurisdiction with ES&S 
Henderson County Medium Jurisdiction with Hart Intercivic 
Madison County Medium Jurisdiction with ES&S 
Anderson County Small Jurisdiction with Hart Intercivic 
Johnson County Small Jurisdiction with ES&S 

 
The county clerks and their staff, in combination with the representatives of the voting equipment 
vendors, brought a full understanding of the tallying and aggregating of ballots. Vendors explained 
in detail their system’s capabilities in the working parameters of an RLA. Members of the current 
Office of the Secretary of State, along with former Secretary of State Trey Grayson, were selected 
to join the working group to provide institutional and functional knowledge throughout the 
process.  
 
 
Working Group Education: 
After the establishment of the working group, a better understanding of an RLA was needed.  With 
the assistance of Ms. Morrell, the group was provided with resources to determine the most 
beneficial type of RLA for Kentucky. Through multiple sessions with all members, the working 
group developed a Standard Operating Procedure Guide that was invaluable in conducting the pilot 
RLA. 
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Decisions During Development: 
 

1. After getting a well-rounded education in Risk-Limiting Audits, the group decided on the 
type of RLA the state would conduct.  Ballot Polling was determined to be the best method 
available to suit Kentucky’s election processes; because the Commonwealth does not 
perform centralized scanning of ballots or use Cast Vote Records in its local procedures, 
Ballot Comparison RLAs were ruled out.  Batch Comparison was eliminated due to the 
need for additional software and the lack of specifically organized storage of voted ballots 
after the election in most counties.  Ballot Polling was the optimal choice for the pilot 
program. 
 

2. Next, SBE needed to decide which race in the general election to audit.  The decision was 
made to audit the race for Kentucky’s junior seat in the United States Senate, as this race 
was included on all ballots throughout the Commonwealth. 
   

3. After much discussion, and out of abundance of caution, the working group decided not to 
perform the pilot RLA until after the thirty-day impoundment period for General Elections 
mandated under KRS 117.295(1).  While the statute does allow for opening of ballot boxes 
in conjunction with an actual RLA, the working group did not want to open the door for 
any issues to be raised in prospective recount litigation around the fact that this was a pilot 
RLA, a situation not explicitly accounted for in the statute.  Further, the pilot was intended 
to show proof of concept, that a ballot polling RLA would work for the Commonwealth, 
and to determine whether there was a need for additional piloting. 
  

4. Risk limiting audits have gained support in the elections community based on the white 
paper entitled BRAVO: Ballot-polling Risk-limiting Audits to Verify Outcomes 
(Appendix E). Using the statistical formula contained within that white paper, the working 
group developed a spreadsheet tool that Kentucky could use in its pilot for determining an 
accurate sample size needed to achieve our statistical risk limit with accurate results after 
one round of ballot counting and produce a random sampling from all machines involved 
in the pilot.  Another reason for this choice was the fact that the tool was developed at no 
cost, was easy to use, and adaptable for differing risk levels.   
 

5. A final Standard Operating Procedure Guide for the entire process of a pilot RLA was then 
agreed upon and adopted by the working group. 
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Preparation and Implementation of Kentucky’s RLA Pilot Program 
 
  
Preparation Steps taken prior to Implementation: 
 
Initially, the County Clerks were to complete the Ballot Manifests (see below for detailed 
description); however, SBE explored handling the process for a few of the participants for a time 
study.  These counties reviewed and signed off on the work prior to the day of implementation.  
The remaining counties completed their manifests and submitted those to SBE to be used for the 
random sampling of ballots. 
 
Ballot Manifests are lists produced with each county’s name, a batch name (which for our pilot 
was the voting location name and if more than one scanner was used at that location, a 
corresponding number was assigned), and the number of ballots scanned into that device.  These 
manifests are created for all scanners used for mail-in absentee, excused in-person absentee, no-
excuse in-person absentee, and on Election Day.  These manifests are input to the spreadsheet 
tool, which then generates the random sampling of ballots to be pulled for the RLA (see example 
on page 21).   
 
Leading up to the final RLA implementation, supplies were purchased by SBE including, colored 
paper, a set of 10-sided dice, and index cards used to make scanner identification cards. The final 
process was tested by extracting Fayette County and running a specific RLA for that county alone. 
The remaining five counties were run as another test by combining their ballots versus the results 
of their combined county totals (see examples in Appendix C and D). 
 
 
Implementation Delay: 
 
Initially, the working group decided to perform the pilot RLA immediately after the thirty-day 
impoundment period for which all voting equipment is to remain locked and sealed.  This decision 
was made in part, to avoid adding any issues to any potential recounts that may occur following 
the general election, as the language of KRS 117.295(1) allows for the opening of ballot boxes 
pursuant to a risk limiting audit, but not a pilot RLA.  
 
As fate would have it, Fayette County found itself entwined in both an automatic, Clerk controlled, 
state House recount, as well as, a candidate-initiated recount of a judicial election overseen by the 
Circuit Court.  With the decision having been made to hold the pilot RLA following the conclusion 
of the recounts, the pilot was bumped from December of 2022 to January of 2023. 
 
 
RLA Implementation Launch: 
 
Following the completion of Fayette County’s recounts, the working group met and established a 
final implementation date for the pilot RLA. Then, during a publicly broadcast SBE board meeting 
on Tuesday, January 17, 2023, the fifteen-digit seed for the random sample generator was set. This 
crucial step illustrated the randomization of the sampling of ballots to be pulled for the audit. Using 
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this process eliminated any prior knowledge of which ballots would be pulled from the locked 
machines (all counties’ machines remained locked following the general election and maintained 
their original seals with the exception of Fayette, on account of their two recount proceedings). 
 
The fifteen-digit seed was set when each participant in the board meeting rolled a 10-sided dice 
and those numbers were sequenced. The combination resulted in the number, 089268122289305, 
which was then entered into the random generator to produce the sampling of ballots for each 
county to pull during the pilot RLA. On January 18, 2023, SBE finalized the lists and tally sheets 
for the hand-counted results for each county to be listed on the final tabulation. 
 
On Thursday, January 19, 2023, final instructions were given via video call at 10:00 AM ET, and 
thereafter, each participating county began retrieving ballots as indicated on their lists. 
 

 

 
RLA Process: 
 

   

The retrieving of selected ballots from each machine was to be conducted by one Republican party 
member and one Democratic party member. The procedure for processing is outlined below: 
 

1. Ballot scanner containers unlocked and opened; 
2. Ballots organized into stacks (except for Fayette, which already had its ballots organized 

due to recounts); 
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3. Random ballots pulled from stacks based on the list provided by the random ballot 
generator; 

4. Immediately following the pulling of a ballot,  placeholder sheet inserted into the stack;  
5. Selected ballot placed into a folder or container to be tallied;  
6. Remaining ballots placed back inside machine, machine relocked (after all ballots were 

retrieved from a scanner - multiple ballots were often required to be pulled from an 
individual machine); 

7. All pulled ballots hand counted and tallied using only red ink pens to ensure transparency 
and establish protocol; 

8. Results scanned and emailed to SBE for analysis. 
 
During this process, it was understood that changes needed to take place in Kenton County and 
Madison County to complete the pilot RLA in one day.  The method of ballot pulling was altered 
in these counties.  Ballots were taken from the indicated scanners; however, rather than pulling all 
of the ballots out of the machine and then counting down to the specific ballots indicated by the 
RLA tool, the ballot retrieval teams estimated where in the pile to select ballots.  It was discussed 
by members of the working group and determined that the sample size was the most important 
factor in the equation.  Therefore, while ballots were still randomly drawn, they were not drawn 
with an exact numerical accuracy as occurred in other counties.  This potential issue was discussed 
in a previous meeting of the working group, and the selection of a Ballot Polling RLA allowed for 
this because one goal of a ballot pulling RLA is to guarantee that auditors are not pulling ballots 
from machines that may have all been cast at the same time of day.   

Because no rule was established in the development of the calculation tool to prevent the same 
ballot from being selected more than once, the established random sampling also chose three 
ballots twice.  This resulted in inconsistencies as, Fayette County pulled one less ballot than the 
sampling size indicated, Madison County pulled their twice-selected ballot but only tallied it once, 
and Henderson County pulled their twice-selected ballot and tallied it twice.   

Additionally, after the pilot RLA was completed, it was noted that six additional ballots were 
inadvertently not pulled in Madison County.  Even with these missteps, the results derived still 
found a margin acceptably within the established risk-limit. 
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Cost and Analysis of Kentucky’s RLA Pilot Program 
 
 
Time and Cost of Kentucky’s RLA Pilot Program: 
 
Over the thirteen-month planning period, the Commonwealth incurred no direct costs.  Operational 
meetings were conducted during regular business hours. On implementation day, SBE, Clerks, 
their staff, and paid citizen-auditors completed the pulling and tallying of a total of one-thousand 
sixty-five (1,065) ballots. The process across all counties took approximately ninety hours (number 
of people involved with total hours worked) to complete, with most of that time spent on ballot 
organization. Office supplies were nominal in cost. 
 
Kenton County was the only jurisdiction to directly pay the individuals tasked with performing the 
pilot RLA.  Kenton County used four citizen-auditors for 5.5 hours each, for a total of 22 hours.  
This group pulled and tallied 282 ballots at total combined cost of $264.  They would not have 
finished this process in the given timeframe had they not modified the way ballots were randomly 
pulled and had SBE and County Clerk staff not assisted them.  This, unfortunately, does not paint 
a completely accurate picture of time and cost for the process in a large county (as has been stated, 
our other large county, Fayette, benefited in having their ballots pre-sorted on account of the 
previous recount proceedings, so a true cost analysis for large counties remains altogether 
inconclusive).   
 
Supply costs were negligible for the pilot RLA.  SBE spent approximately $200, and counties were 
required to only provide red ink pens, paper clips, folders, and a container to place extracted ballots 
into. 
 
 
Results and Analysis of Kentucky’s RLA Pilot Program: 
 
Even with last-minute changes and the failure to account for pulling and tallying the eight ballots, 
as described on page 11, the results indicated in Appendix C and D show that the random sampling 
of ballots statistically proved that the voting machines accurately accounted for the margin of 
victory for the winning candidate in Fayette, as a single county, and in the other five counties, for 
a combined margin within 1%.  
 
Specifically, in Fayette County, Charles Booker (D) won with approximately 59.8% of the vote, 
with Rand Paul (R) garnering 39.0%.  The random sampling pulled from their machines during 
the RLA indicated a margin of 59.14% Booker to 39.14% Paul - which places the RLA under the 
allowable 1% margin of error. Statistically, the results provide a confidence level that machines 
accurately reported the correct winner in this one county. 
 
In the results of the other five counties, the certified results showed a Paul victory with 
approximately 61.59% to Booker’s 37.25%.  The random sampling (minus the seven ballots for 
the five-county audit described on page 11) still showed a 60% Paul victory with Booker taking 
38% of the count.  Statistically, the results once again provided a confidence level that the 
machines accurately reported the correct winner in this combination of counties.   
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Lessons Learned and Conclusions 
 
Lessons Learned: 
 

1. Waiting for the impoundment period to end alleviated litigation and recount concerns. 
2. Extra checks must be put in place to ensure that all of the required ballots are pulled and 

tallied correctly, to prevent a second round of counting. 
3. Larger retrieval teams are needed.   
4. More working space is needed, dependent on a county’s layout and number of machines to 

be pulled from. 
5. ES&S counties have an even harder time with the organization of ballots due to the two 

different sizes of ballots that are scanned (preprinted ballots and the ballots generated from 
the Express Vote). 

6. We need to have more discussion about implementation if this process were to be held pre-
certification with the possibility of dealing with recounts and other litigation.   

7. Legislation would need to be passed to push back certification to allow for an RLA to be 
conducted before the winning candidates were certified.     

8. More discussion and planning would need to occur before RLAs were used to audit more 
local races. 

 
 
Conclusions: 
 
For the most part, Kentucky’s first RLA Pilot Program went well and all participants learned a 
great deal about the process.  Costs were held to a minimum; however, with the additional need 
for workers to handle the unforeseen challenges in the organization of ballots and the possibility 
of closer races increasing the number of ballots required to be pulled, the financial impact of the 
program will be guaranteed to increase. 

The spreadsheet tool worked well in getting an accurate sampling of ballots that would yield 
similar results compared to the certified results; however, in the case of the five counties, not 
having the entire suggested sample size pulled, the outcome was slightly skewed. In reference to 
the Fayette County pilot, the outcome that the group saw was nearly identical to election night 
results.  SBE and the working group in both environments learned some helpful lessons and 
discovered issues to be resolved in the future. 

SBE’s recommendation at this time would be to at least explore continuation of the pilot program 
to include more counties.  The purpose of every step taken by all the stakeholders involved is to 
strengthen faith and confidence in Kentucky’s Election System.  RLAs can be a tool to build on 
the transparency of the Commonwealth’s voting machines and help prove the accuracy of these 
products.   

In closing, SBE would like to thank all the participants in this pilot for their commitment and 
assistance in carrying out this project.    
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Appendix A 
 
Kentucky RLA Pilot 
Original Working Group Agenda & Milestones  
  
March  

• Establish which counties will participate in the working group and conduct a pilot in November  
• Decide if you want to have vendors participate on all calls with the working group  

o I realized after our conversation that the vendor support staff in KY may have no 
knowledge of RLAs so it might be worthwhile inviting them to participate.  

• Establish a date and time for standing working group calls  
o I recommend a 60-minute meeting held twice a month with meetings canceled in the lead 
up to each election.  

• Consider assigning someone from BOE office to take notes which can be used to create a report 
at the end of the year for providing feedback to lawmakers.  
• Jennifer will send out reading materials  

  
April 1st Meeting - Goals for the Pilot and Basics for a Tabulation Audit  

• Establish group norms  
• Purpose of tabulation audits  
• Fixed % vs RLA  
• Goals of pilot  

o Safe learning environment  
o Creating a method that works in KY  

  
April 2nd Meeting - Risk-Limiting Audits 101  
  
May 17th - PRIMARY ELECTION  
  
June 3rd Meeting - Methods for Conducting RLAs  

• Ballot comparison  
• Batch comparison  
• Ballot polling  
• Hybrid  

  
June 4th Meeting - Ballot Accounting and Storage  

• Mail/Absentee  
• Early In-Person  
• Election Day In-Person  

  
July 5th Meeting - Ballot Manifest  

• Format  
• Populating  
• Reconciling  

  
July 6th Meeting - Voting System Requirements  

• Standards for contest names  
• CVRs and imprinting  
• Batch subtotal reports  
• Summary reports  
• Good to have vendors on this call if they aren’t already participating  
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August 7th Meeting- Ballot Reconciliation  
• Mail ballots  
• In-person Early Voting  
• In-person Election Day  
 
 

August 8th Meeting - RLA Procedure Guide Part 1  
  
  
Sep 9th Meeting - RLA Procedure Guide Part 2  
  
  
Sep 10th Meeting- Voting Works & Overview of Arlo  

• Meet Voting Works team  
• Overview of Arlo  

  
Oct 11th Meeting-Final Ballot Storage and Organization  

• Ensure everyone has what they need to create a ballot manifest in preparation for pilot  
• Review reconciliation process  
• Jennifer possibly on-site with some counties  

  
Oct 12th Meeting- Final Checklist  

• Ballot manifest  
• CVR/Batch reports (zero report from L&A if available)  
• Storage and staging  
• Assigned roles and responsibilities  
• Tally sheet  

  
Nov 13th Meeting - BOE Staff and Voting Works (counties not needed for this call)  

• Test login credentials  
• Test file uploads  
• Mock RLA  

  
November 8th - GENERAL ELECTION  
  
Date TBD - RLA Pilot  
 
  
December - Report of Findings  
 

(Meeting Session were combined as the process progressed.) 
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Appendix B 

PILOT DRAFT PROCEDURES: Ballot Polling Risk-Limiting 
Audit 
 

A risk-limiting audit (RLA) is a post-election tabulation audit in which a random sample of voted ballots is 
manually examined for evidence that the originally reported outcome of the election is correct. As its 
name suggests, an RLA limits the risk of certifying a contest with the wrong winner. An RLA gives 
statistical evidence that the machine-tabulated results are consistent with what a full hand count of ballots 
would reveal.  

 

There are three main methods for conducting an RLA: ballot comparison, ballot polling, and batch 
comparison. For purposes of this pilot, the ballot polling method will be used.  

 

In a ballot polling audit, individual ballots are retrieved. The audit team examines the ballot and 
manually records the voter markings for the audited contest(s) on a tally sheet. Once all the ballots have 
been examined and voter markings recorded, the votes are totaled and the margin of victory for the 
winner(s) is compared to the margin of victory originally reported. The audit is looking for a similar or 
greater margin. 

 

Keep in mind that there is some tolerance for discrepancies depending on the margin of the target 
contest(s) and the risk limit that has been set. 

 

As an overview, there are a few steps to conducting a risk-limiting audit and each of these stages will be 
outlined in greater detail: 

 

1. Pre-Election Preparation - At the state level, this means determining which counties will 
participate in the pilot, setting the time frame for conducting the pilot, determining which 
contest(s) will be audited, and determining the risk limit for the audit. For the counties, pre-
election preparation requires some planning as to how ballots will be stored and accounted for. 
This part of the process is key to successfully conducting a risk-limiting audit. Spending quality 
time in figuring out ballot storage and accounting will make the process of creating a ballot 
manifest and retrieving ballots go smoothly. 

2. Ballot Retrieval and Hand Tally - After all ballots have been counted and a final results report 
generated, the counties will each submit a ballot manifest to the state as well as a summary 
results file. The state will combine the ballot manifests from all of the counties and determine how 
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many and which ballots must be retrieved for auditing and communicate that information to the 
counties. The counties will retrieve the designated ballots and will tally the votes cast for the 
audited contest(s) and then communicate those hand-tallied results back to the state. 

3. Audit Results - The state will collect the results from all of the participating counties and 
determine whether the hand-tallied margin of victory for the audited contest(s) was equal to or 
greater than the margin for the contest(s) in the reported results.  

 

 

Throughout these instructions the words “container” and “ballot storage container” are used to represent 
the ballot collection bin that is attached to the voting equipment used to scan ballots. All ballots will 
remain in the bin they were originally scanned into for this RLA pilot. 

 

PRE-ELECTION PREPARATION  

Completed prior to early voting and absentee ballot processing 
 

Supplies 

 

● Count verification form (for ballots scanned in-person) 
● Ballot batch control sheet (for absentee or other ballots scanned centrally) 
● Ballot storage container labels 
● Ballot manifest 

 

Staffing 

 

● Staff assigned to verify ballot container labels are completed correctly 
● Staff assigned to enter information from ballot container labels into the ballot manifest 
● Staff assigned to validate data in the ballot manifest by performing a reconciliation 

 

Ballot Accounting 

 

● Review the ballot accounting practices conducted in your jurisdiction.  
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o This includes absentee ballot batch tracking forms, count verification forms, and chain of 
custody forms and procedures.  

o Should also include a review of how and where ballots will be stored. 
● These practices are the foundation of your RLA paper trail and ensure ballots have not been lost 

or added as a result of human error. They provide evidence the paper trail being audited is 
trustworthy. 

● Voting location count verification forms, absentee ballot batch tracking forms, and chain of 
custody logs should be reviewed, or audited, prior to an RLA or in conjunction with it.  

o This includes verifying the information from these forms gets transferred to container 
labels. 

 

Ballot polling RLAs rely on jurisdictions locating a specific container of ballots and having an accurate 
piece count of the number of individual ballots in each container.  

 

You must have a reliable system to: 

● Verify the total number of ballots in each container independent of the voting system 
● Assign a unique number to each container that ballots are stored in. 

 

Accounting Process for Ballots Scanned at Polling Locations 

 

1. Poll workers must complete a count verification form. 
a. Reconciliation forms should validate the number of ballots issued and/or voters checked 

in equals the number of ballots scanned. 
b. Provisional or emergency ballots that are segregated for scanning at a later time should 

be included somewhere on the reconciliation form. 
c. Each reconciliation form should have a place for poll workers to record information 

explaining any discrepancies in the reconciliation to aid with additional research. 
 

2. When ballots are transferred from the voting location to the central election facility, they should be 
locked and sealed in a storage container which is labeled with the following: 

a. polling location name or number 
b. scanner/container ID number (unique number assigned to the ballot storage container) 
c. total number of ballots sealed in the container (taken from the count verification form or 

closing reports) 
d. container security seal number 
e. name or initials of the individual(s) who verified the quantity of ballots and sealed the 

container 
 

The example below illustrates what a ballot storage container label might look like. 
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CONTAINER LABEL 

Polling Location #:  North Library 

Scanner #:  60 

TOTAL BALLOTS:     984 

Seal #     A95162 

Poll Worker Initials:   TP 

Poll Worker Initials:     JM 

 

Accounting Process for Ballots Scanned Centrally 

 

1. Ballots (mail/absentee or walk-in absentee) should have a ballot envelope batch control form to 
account for ballots – from the time they are initially received in the facility to the point they are 
received in the scanning room. 

a. Record the total number of ballots and who took custody on the batch control form each 
time they are moved or change hands. 

b. Batch tracking should include any ballots removed from the original batch and sent for 
duplication. 

2. Once received for scanning, verify the total number of ballot cards scanned equals the number of 
ballot cards in the batch (as indicated by the batch control sheet). 

a. This may be done by verifying the start of day count and end of day count on each 
scanner to ensure that the number of ballots scanned in each batch is accurate.  

b. Election workers tasked with scanning should be trained to take their time and ensure 
that only one ballot is scanned at a time. 

c. Keep each envelope batch control form for the ballots scanned in each scanner (if 
multiple scanners are used) in one place and in successive order, i.e. date order. 

3. Scanned ballots should be stored in a container that is labeled with: 
a. a unique ID number 
b. total number of ballot cards scanned - aggregate all batch control forms and verify that it 

matches the count from the scanner 
c. container security seal number 
d. name or initials of the individual(s) who verified the quantity of ballots and sealed the 

container 
Absentee Ballot Container Label Example 
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Container #:  A 

Batch Name Total Ballots 

01 20 

02 37 

03 63 

04 42 

TOTAL BALLOTS:      162 

Seal #     A95162 

Staff Initials:   TP/JM 

Ballot Manifest 
 

A ballot manifest is a useful and important document that makes reconciliation in preparation for your 
canvass much easier. The manifest form should be created prior to the election. Entries in the manifest 
are made during and after the election. A reconciliation of the manifest is done prior to the start of the 
audit. The ballots to be audited are randomly selected from the manifest once the audit begins.  

 

● A ballot manifest is used to randomly select the ballots to be audited and indicates where the 
ballots are physically stored for easy retrieval.  

● The ballot manifest should never be generated by the voting system.  

● The ballot manifest will be a simple spreadsheet provided by the state. 

 

Building a ballot manifest will follow a process similar to the following:  

 

1. Verify the total number of ballots in each container matches what is recorded on the container 
label. 

2. Seal the container (if not done already) and record the security seal number and individual(s) who 
verified the quantity and sealed the container.  
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3. Enter the container name, scanner ID, and total number of ballots into the ballot manifest 
spreadsheet. (Data can be written on a printed, paper version of the ballot manifest and then 
transferred to the spreadsheet.) 

a. If the container name and scanner ID are the same, just enter the container name.  

4. Place a checkmark on the container label to indicate the information has been transferred to the 
ballot manifest. 

Example Ballot Manifest Spreadsheet: 

County 
Name 

Location/Container 
Name 

Scanner ID Total Number 
of Ballots 

Madison Central Count - Mail 20378 162 

Madison Central Count - Absentee 
Walk-ins 

20379 15 

Madison Vote Center 1 101 150 

Madison Vote Center 1 102 206 

Madison Vote Center 1 103 172 

Madison Vote Center 2 121 100 

Madison Vote Center 2 122 58 

Madison Vote Center 3 123 194 

Madison Vote Center 3 124 167 

Madison Vote Center 4 131 25 

Madison Vote Center 4 132 61 

Madison Precinct 19 161 219 

Madison Precinct 24 182 132 

 

Note: When ballots are scanned prior to election day, perform a daily reconciliation by comparing 
the totals from the ballot manifest to the cast vote record (CVR), the precinct counters, or some 
other sub-totals report generated by the voting system.  

AUDIT PREPARATION 
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Completed after the election, prior to the audit. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Room Preparation 

● Designate a secure area for staging ballot storage containers for all scanned ballots that have 
been verified, sealed, and added to the ballot manifest. 

● Consider whether access to an off-site facility is necessary to have a large enough space for all 
ballot storage containers along with tables to accommodate personnel performing the audit. If so, 
make the necessary security arrangements and create chain of custody documentation to handle 
the transport of ballots. 

● For an official audit, consider whether there is space for observers or consider using AV 
equipment to complete all tasks on camera via Zoom or other conferencing tool.  

 

Supplies 

● Summary results report from the tabulation system 
● Ballot manifest 

 

Staffing 

● Resources and staff should be assigned well before the RLA date. 

o Extra staffing may be required to help retrieve and review ballots.  

● The number of ballots being audited will help determine the number of teams required.   

● Teams of “auditors” are required; they should be bipartisan teams of two. For the pilot, the auditors 
may be county staff.  

● All staff participating should be trained prior to the day of the audit.   

 

Reconciliation 

1. Finish tabulating all valid ballots that will be included in the audit. 

State Responsibilities 

Determine the risk limit. 

Enter the risk limit into the audit spreadsheet. 

Set up target contest in the audit spreadsheet. 
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2. Generate a summary results report from the voting system for all ballots that will be audited.  

a. Be sure to include overvotes, undervotes, blank-voted contests, and valid write-in votes. 

3. Verify the total number of ballots shown in the summary results report equals the aggregate 
number of ballots in the ballot manifest. 

a. Research any discrepancies.  

b. Correct when possible.  

c. Do not force the numbers to match. 

4. (Optional Additional Reconciliation) 

a. Verify the total number of ballots in the ballot manifest equals the number of vote 
histories in the voter database. 

 

Prepare for Ballot Retrieval 

(Note: for purposes of the January 2023 RLA pilot, the steps below have already been completed). 

1. Email the ballot manifest to the state. 

a. Ballots are randomly selected for audit from the ballot manifest. 

2. Email the summary results report to the state. 

3. Publish the ballot manifest on the state or jurisdiction website. (NOTE: This will not be done for 
the pilot but is good practice when doing an official audit.) 

 

 

CONDUCTING THE AUDIT 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Room Preparation 

● Generally, the audit should be conducted in the location where ballots are stored. 

● Ensure there is enough room in the facility to accommodate both staff and observers while 
retrieving and examining ballots.  

State Responsibilities 

Hold a public meeting to generate a random number. 

Launch audit.  

Distribute ballot retrieval lists and tally spreadsheets to each county. 
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o If space is limited, consider retrieving ballots where they are stored and transferring the 
ballots selected for audit to an alternate location for the examination and recording 
portion of the audit. Be sure to follow all chain of custody protocols. 

● Each audit team will need a table with room for the stack of ballots that needs to be reviewed, 
those that have been reviewed, and for the person marking the tally sheet.  

 

Supplies 

In addition to the ballots and ballot accounting documentation mentioned in the previous sections, you will 
need the following for the day of the audit:  

 

● Chain of custody logs and extra seals for verifying sealed ballot containers (if required), resealing 
ballot containers, and recording new seal numbers  

o In some jurisdictions, the label on the container has been designed to double as the 
chain of custody log. 

● Scissors (if needed to cut security seals on ballot containers) 

● Voter intent guides/uniform definition of a vote (used by audit teams to make decisions about 
voter intent)  

● Printer (for printing ballot retrieval lists, placeholders, and tally sheets) 

● Pens for checking off ballots retrieved for audit 

o Pens and ballots in the same work area can be viewed as a security risk. Consider 
limiting any pens used during the audit to something unique, like green or red, that may 
not be recognized as a mark by the ballot scanner. 

● Envelopes, tubs or folders to house the ballots selected for audit 

● Colored paper to be used as cover sheets by the audit teams to identify ballots removed from 
storage containers for audit. (The quantity of paper needed can be determined by the projected 
sample size.) 

● Paper clips to attach each cover sheet to the retrieved ballot 

● Rubber fingers (optional) 

 

Staffing 

● Ballots should be retrieved, examined and tallied by an audit team consisting of at least two 
people. 

● Depending on the number of ballots to audit, you may want multiple audit teams. 
 

Print Retrieval Documents 

The state will identify the ballots to be examined and will provide a list to each county along with the 
corresponding cover sheets.  
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Election staff should print the following documents: 

 

• The list of individual ballots to be audited 
o List should include the corresponding location/container name 
o List should include a unique name or identifier for each audit team when using more than 

one team, e.g. Audit Team 1, Audit Team 2, etc. 
o Be formatted in a way that allows the retrieval teams to check off the ballots that have 

been retrieved for the audit 
• Placeholder sheets (useful if ballots will need to be returned to their original storage location) 

o Printed on colored paper so that they stand out.  
o Identifying information from the retrieval list should be printed on each placeholder sheet. 
o Print 2 copies of each sheet. One will go in the container in place of the audited ballot 

and one will get paper-clipped to the audited ballot as a cover sheet. 
• Hand tally sheet for the contest(s) being audited 

o Should include a place for the audit boards to initial or sign 
 

Retrieve Ballots for Audit 

Election staff overseeing the audit should determine before retrieval begins whether the ballots will be 
replaced in their original container after the audit or will be stored in a separate container. 

 

● Provide each audit team with their corresponding ballot retrieval list, placeholder sheets and 
envelope/folder designated to hold the retrieved ballots. 

● Audit team retrieves ballots together using the steps outlined below. 

● Ballots should be kept together with the retrieval list in the designated audit envelope/folder. 

● The steps for retrieving ballots are repeated until all ballots have been retrieved and checked off 
the list. 

 

1. Locate the container for the ballot(s) you are looking for. 
2. Verify the seals on the ballot storage container match the seals recorded on the chain-of-custody 

log (if a separate log is maintained).  
3. Organize the ballots into a neat pile first. (There is no need to ensure that ballots are all in the 

same direction or face up.)  
4. Locate the ballot(s) you are looking for within the batch by counting down to the appropriate 

ballot. (E.g. if the retrieval list says ballot 29, count down to the 29th ballot in the stack and 
retrieve that one.) Note: more than 1 ballot may be selected for a given container. 

5. Paperclip one of the pre-printed, placeholder sheet onto the ballot selected to provide identifying 
information. Place the other placeholder sheet in the batch of ballots where the ballot was 
removed. 

6. Place the retrieved ballot in the designated audit tub/envelope/folder. 
7. Check or initial the ballot retrieval list to indicate the ballot has been pulled for the audit. 
8. Repeat steps 4 through 7 for any additional ballots that must be retrieved from this container. 

Double check that you have retrieved all ballots for this container before moving on to step 9. 
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9. Re-seal the ballot container and record the seal numbers on the chain-of-custody log. (Some 
jurisdictions opt to wait until the conclusion of the audit to reseal ballot containers in the event 
additional rounds of auditing are required). 

 

Ballot Review and Verification 

● Hand-marked paper ballots may require the audit team to make decisions about voter intent.  

o Each auditing team should have a copy of the approved voter intent guidelines (uniform 
definition of a vote) to use when making that determination.  

o This ensures ballots are adjudicated during the audit the same way they were 
adjudicated for the election. 

● Ensure all audit teams are aware which contest(s) need to be examined and recorded. 

● Both audit team members should sit close enough to watch each other. 

● If the voter’s choices are not clear, and the audit team cannot agree on what constitutes a valid 
mark, they can indicate “disagreement” on the tally sheet. 

 

 

Step Ballot Polling 

1 Auditor#1: Read out loud the voter selection(s) for each audited contest. 

2 Auditor#2: Record the voter selections on the tally sheet and verbally repeat the choice.  

3 Auditor#1: Verify has been recorded on the tally sheet matches what is marked on the 
ballot. 

4 Audit Board: Initial the tally sheet indicating that the ballot has been audited. 

5 Audit Board: Tally all the votes for each candidate once all ballots have been audited and 
recorded. 

12 Audit Board: Return all tally sheets to the Clerk. 

 

 

Conclude the Audit 

1. Each county will add up the votes for each candidate from all tally sheets and submit them to the 

state using the designated spreadsheet. 

2. Each county will scan their audit board tally sheets and email them to the state. 
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3. The state will aggregate all of the counties’ tallies and determine whether the risk limit has been 

met. The state will communicate the result to the counties. 

a. If the risk limit has been met, the state will produce an audit report and distribute that to 

the participating counties. 

b. If the risk limit has not been met, the state will generate another list of ballots to be 

audited and the procedures for conducting the audit will be repeated. 

4. State and/or counties should make the final audit reports available on their website. (NOTE: This 

will not be done for the pilot but is good practice when doing an official audit.) 
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Appendix C 
Results for RLA (Fayette County Only)

 

Appendix D 
Results for RLA (Anderson, Henderson, Johnson, Kenton, and Madison) 
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Appendix E 
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	PILOT DRAFT PROCEDURES: Ballot Polling Risk-Limiting Audit
	Completed prior to early voting and absentee ballot processing

	Ballot Manifest
	Completed after the election, prior to the audit.


