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BEFORE THE 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: 

California Code of Regulations, Title 2, 
Division 7, Chapter 3, Sections 20120, 20121, 
20122, 20123, 20124, 20125, 20126 and 
201271  

Register 2008, No. 43 

Filed on March 28, 2011 

By County of Santa Barbara, Claimant. 

Case No.:  10-TC-08 

Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT) 
DECISION PURSUANT TO 
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500 
ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2, 
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7. 

(Adopted  July 25, 2014) 

(Served  July 30, 2014) 

 

DECISION 
The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this test claim during a 
regularly scheduled hearing on July 25, 2014.  Ann Rierson and Renee Bischof appeared on 
behalf of the claimant.  Lee Scott and Susan Geanacou appeared on behalf of the Department of 
Finance. 

The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state-mandated 
program is article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code  
sections 17500 et seq., and related case law. 

The Commission adopted the proposed decision to approve the test claim at the hearing by a vote 
of 7-0. 

Summary of the Findings 
The test claim seeks reimbursement for regulations requiring new standards and procedures to 
conduct post election manual tallies (PEMT) of votes for those races with very narrow margins 
of victory during elections conducted in whole or in part on a mechanical, electromechanical, or 
electronic voting system.  The emergency regulations were effective from October 20, 2008 until 
April 12, 2009, coinciding with the November 2008 Presidential General Election.  The 
claimant, County of Santa Barbara, requests reimbursement to comply with the regulations from 
November 10, 2008 through November 28, 2008 only, alleging costs of $250,126.09.  The 
claimant estimates statewide costs of $817,479.96. 

1 The regulations were adopted as emergency regulations by Register 2008, No. 43, operative 
October 20, 2008.  They were readopted and renumbered operative April 13, 2009 by another 
register (Register 2009, No. 16), which has not been pled in this test claim.  Thus, the 
Commission’s jurisdiction is limited to the regulations adopted by Register 2008, No. 43, 
effective from October 20, 2008 to April 12, 2009.   
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The Commission finds that the new requirements imposed by the test claim regulations are 
mandated by the state.  At the time the test claim regulations were adopted, counties were 
mandated by federal law (Help America Vote Act, or HAVA) to have at least one direct 
recording electronic voting system or other voting system equipped for individuals with 
disabilities, including those that are blind and visually impaired, at each polling site during 
federal elections, including the November 2008 Presidential General Election, in order to “be 
accessible for individuals with disabilities . . . in a manner that provides the same opportunity for 
access and participation (including privacy and independence) as for other voters.”2  Federal case 
law also suggests that a failure to provide, at each polling place, accessible electronic voting 
systems for the disabled at any election may violate the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
and section 504 of the federal Rehabilitation Act.3   

In addition, counties could not, practically speaking, stop using their already-approved electronic 
voting systems to avoid the test claim regulations.  When the test claim regulations took effect on 
October 20, 2008, all California counties had voting systems in place at each polling site, vote by 
mail had been underway for 13 days and several counties had begun early voting at the polls 
days or weeks earlier.  With election day proper only 16 days away and voting already 
underway, counties could not, as a practical matter, stop using the already-approved electronic 
voting system and change to a paper ballot only voting process to avoid the test claim 
regulations.  Moreover, adopting a paper voting system would require counties to have their 
ballots and ballot cards approved by the Secretary of State (SOS).4  If the counties wished to 
purchase their ballot cards directly from the manufacturer, SOS permission is required and the 
request must comply with a specified format.5  And the order in which federal and state 
candidates appear on the ballot must be certified by the SOS and transmitted to elections 
officials, with exceptions for some state candidates.6 

Thus, the new requirements imposed by the test claim regulations are mandated by the state. 

The Commission further finds that the requirements of the test claim regulations refer to and 
overlap with preexisting requirements in Elections Code section 15360, which requires a manual 
tally of the ballots tabulated by voting systems in one percent of the precincts chosen at random 
by the elections official to verify the accuracy of the automated count and, thus, some of the 
requirements included in the test claim regulations were not new.  The new mandated 
requirements, however, are required to be performed in addition to the one percent manual tally, 
are unique to counties, and provide a service to the public by increasing public confidence in the 
accuracy of election results, thus imposing a new program or higher level of service.   

2 42 USC 15481 (a)(3). 
3 Exhibit G. California Council of the Blind v. County of Alameda (N.D.Cal.2013) 985 
F.Supp.2d 1229.  
4 Elections Code section 13260. 
5 California Code of Regulations, title 2, §§ 20235-20236. 
6 Elections Code section 13112. 
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Finally, the Commission finds that the test claim regulations impose costs mandated by the state 
within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6, and Government Code section 17514 for the 
costs incurred following the November 2008 General Election. 

Accordingly, the Commission concludes that former California Code of Regulations, title 2, 
division 7, chapter 3, sections 20121-20126 (Register 2008, No. 43) impose a reimbursable state-
mandated program within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution 
for the costs incurred by counties for election officials to perform the following new 
requirements within the canvass period established by Elections Code sections 10262 and 15372 
(i.e. November 10, 2008-November 28, 2008), following the November 2008 General Election 
only:7 

1. After each election, determine the margin of victory as defined for single winner 
elections, multi-winner elections, and ballot measure contests in each contest based upon 
the semifinal official canvass results.8 

2. For contests voted upon in more than one jurisdiction: 

a) In any contest voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, the elections official in 
each jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the contest shall determine whether a 
10 percent manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, title 2, 
section 20121(b), by calculating the overall margin of victory in all jurisdictions 
in which votes were cast in the contest.9   

b) For a legislative or statewide contest, determine whether a 10 percent manual tally 
is required by California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(b), based 
upon the semifinal official canvass results and margin of victory for the entire 
district for a legislative contest or the entire state for a state contest posted on the 
canvass website of the SOS.10 

3. For any contest in which the margin of victory is less than one-half of one percent,  

a) Randomly select precincts, using a random number generator, until nine percent of 
the precincts in the contest have been selected.  

b) Manually tally the results for that contest from the precincts selected for the nine 
percent sample.  The manual tally shall begin as soon as practicable after the random 
selection of precincts for the manual tally.  The manual tally shall be conducted in 
public view by hand without the use of electronic scanning equipment 11   

c) When manually tallying the results, take appropriate measures to ensure that direct 
recording electronic ballots that were cancelled before being cast and ballots that are 

7 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20127. 
8 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(a). 
9 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(a). 
10 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(b). 
11 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(b)(e)(f). 
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damaged or defective are not inadvertently tallied as valid ballots in the manual tally 
process.12 

4. Document and disclose to the public any variances between the semifinal official canvass 
results and the manual tally results for nine percent of the precincts.13 

5. For any contest with one or more variances, calculate the variance percentage by dividing 
the total number of variances found in the manual tally sample for the contest by the total 
number of votes cast for that contest in the manual tally sample.  For single winner 
contests, only variances that narrow the margin between the winner and any of the losers 
shall be included in the total number of variances.  For multi-winner contests, only 
variances that narrow the margin of victory between any of the winners and any of the 
losers shall be included in the total number of variances.14 

6. If the variance percentage represents at least one-tenth of the margin of victory for that 
contest based on the semifinal official canvass results, then additional precincts must be 
manually tallied for that contest.15  Additional precincts shall be tallied in randomly 
selected blocks of five percent until the total number of variances presumed to exist – re-
calculated pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a) – is 
smaller than ten percent of the overall margin of victory in that contest, based on the 
semifinal official canvass results, or until all ballots have been manually tallied, 
whichever occurs first.16 

7. Preserve the voter verifiable paper audit trail (VVPAT) records, memory cards and 
devices, and direct recording electronic voting machines and notify the SOS if any 
variance is found between the manually tallied VVPAT and corresponding electronic 
vote results that cannot be accounted for by some obvious mechanical problem.17 

8. Keep and make available to the public a log to record the manual tally process for all 
precincts selected, including the results of each round of manual tallying for each precinct 
included in the sample, how variances were resolved, and details of any actions taken that 
are contrary to California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120 et seq.18 

9. Track, record in the log, and report to the public by each precinct, the number of 
undervotes and overvotes discovered in the manual tally of a contest.19 

10. Including in the notice prepared pursuant to 15360(d) the time and place of the initial 
selection of precincts for the additional nine percent manual tally and any additional 

12 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(i)(j). 
13 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20123(b).   
14 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).   
15 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).  
16 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(b). 
17 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(c). 
18 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(a). 
19 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(b). 
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random selection of precincts which may become necessary to comply with escalation 
requirements.20   

However, the costs to prepare the notice pursuant to 15360(d) and to issue or post the 
notice are not new.   

11. Permit the public to observe all parts of the manual tally process, including the random 
selection of precincts, in a manner that allows the public to verify the tally. 

All other activities or regulations pled in this test claim do not constitute reimbursable state-
mandated programs or higher levels of service subject to article XIIIB, section 6 of the California 
Constitution and are therefore denied. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
I. Chronology 
11/02/09 California State Association of Counties (CSAC) notified Commission 

staff of its intent to develop a legislatively determined mandate (LDM) for 
the test claim regulations. 

11/12/09 Commission staff notified CSAC and the Department of Finance 
(Finance) that the statute of limitations for filing a test claim would be 
tolled as of October 22, 2009 pursuant to Government Code section 
17573(b). 

03/28/11 Claimant, County of Santa Barbara, filed test claim Post Election Manual 
Tally, 10-TC-08 with the Commission. 

04/05/11 Commission staff was notified that the parties were no longer negotiating 
an LDM. 

05/11/11 Finance requested an extension of time to comment on test claim. 

06/13/11 Finance submitted comments on the test claim. 

07/12/11 Claimant submitted rebuttal comments. 

11/05/13 Commission staff issued a notice of dismissal of test claim on the ground 
that the notice to develop an LDM was filed more than 12 months after the 
regulations became effective and, thus, after the statute of limitations 
expired. 

11/06/13 Commission staff rescinded the notice of dismissal because the notice to 
develop an LDM was filed before the expiration of the statute of 
limitations based on when the claimant first incurred costs. 

11/18/13 Commission staff issued draft staff analysis. 

12/02/13 Claimant requested an extension of time to file comments and 
postponement of the hearing. 

12/03/13 Commission staff approved extension of time to file comments and 
postponed the hearing to March 28, 2014. 

20 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(b). 
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12/12/13 CSAC filed comments on the draft staff analysis. 

01/16/14 CSAC filed a declaration that its 12/12/13 comments were filed under 
penalty of perjury. 

01/17/14 Claimant filed comments on the draft staff analysis. 

03/14/14 Commission staff issued the final staff analysis and proposed statement of 
decision for the March 28, 2014 hearing. 

03/24/14 Finance submitted comments on the final staff analysis and requested 
postponement of hearing. 

03/25/14 Commission staff requested comments from claimant and the SOS in 
response to Finance’s comments, and rescheduled the hearing to  
May 30, 2014. 

04/15/14 Claimant requested an extension of time to file comments to  
April 25, 2014. 

04/25/14 Claimant filed comments on the final staff analysis. 

05/15/14 Commission staff issued the revised final staff analysis and proposed 
decision for the May 30, 2014 hearing.  

05/16/14 Claimant requested postponement of the hearing until July 25, 2014, 
which was approved for good cause. 

II. Background 
The test claim seeks reimbursement for  the implementation of new standards and procedures to 
conduct post election manual tallies (PEMT) of votes for those races with very narrow margins 
of victory during elections conducted in whole or in part on a mechanical, electromechanical, or 
electronic voting system.  The emergency test claim regulations were effective from  
October 20, 2008 until April 12, 2009, coinciding with the November 2008 Presidential General 
Election.  The claimant, County of Santa Barbara, requests reimbursement to comply with the 
regulations from November 10, 2008 through November 26, 2008, and alleges costs of 
$250,126.09.  Claimant estimates statewide costs of $817,479.96. 

A. Preexisting Law Regarding Election Canvassing and, for Counties with a  
Voting System, the One-Percent Manual Tally. 

The PEMT regulations are best explained in the context of preexisting laws applicable to 
counting or “canvassing” ballots, voting systems, and manual tally requirements.   

1. Election Canvassing 

In California, elections are administered at the county level and either the county clerk or 
registrar of voters is required to perform the duties imposed by the Elections Code.21  The 

21 Government Code section 26802 states the following: “Except as provided by law, the county 
clerk shall register as voters any electors who apply for registration and shall perform any other 
duties required of him or her by the Elections Code.  In those counties in which a registrar of 
voters office has been established, the registrar of voters shall discharge all duties vested by law 
in the county clerk that relate to and are a part of election procedure.” 
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Elections Code requires county elections officials in every election to conduct a semifinal 
official canvass and an official canvass of ballots by processing, tabulating, and compiling 
election results.  The semifinal official canvass22 begins immediately upon the close of the polls 
and continues until all precincts are accounted for.23  County elections officials are required to 
tabulate all vote-by-mail ballots and precinct ballots, compile the results, and then transmit the 
semifinal official results for candidates for office and ballot measures to the SOS in the manner 
and according to the schedule prescribed by the SOS.  Although most of the activities required 
to complete the semifinal official canvass occur once the polls are closed on election day, 
counties may begin processing vote-by-mail ballots seven business days before the election.  
County elections officials verify the signatures on the return envelopes for the vote-by-mail 
ballots, remove the voted ballots, and process them through their vote tallying system.  The 
results from these ballots, however, are not tabulated until after the close of polls on election 
day.  Vote-by-mail ballots that are not counted by election day and those ballots received on 
election day, either through the mail or at the precincts, are tabulated during the official canvass 
of the vote.24   

The official canvass begins no later than the Thursday following the election, is open to the 
public, and continues daily until completed.25  County elections officials must complete the 
official canvass no later than the 28th day after the election and submit a certified statement of 
the results of the election to the SOS by the 31st day.26  The activities undertaken during the 
official canvass include the following listed in Elections Code section 15302: 

• Processing and counting any valid vote-by-mail and provisional ballots not included in 
the semifinal official canvass.  Provisional ballots are cast by voters whose names do not 
appear on the precinct roster.   

• Inspecting all materials and supplies returned by poll workers. 

• Reconciling the number of signatures on the roster with the number of ballots recorded 
on the ballot statement. 

• Reconciling the number of ballots counted, spoiled, canceled, or invalidated due to 
identifying marks or overvotes with the number of votes counted, including vote-by-mail 
and provisional ballots. 

• Counting any valid write-in votes. 

• Reproducing any damaged ballots, if necessary. 

22 Elections Code section 353.5 defines the "semifinal official canvass" as “the public process of 
collecting, processing, and tallying ballots and, for state or statewide elections, reporting results 
to the Secretary of State on election night. The semifinal official canvass may include some or all 
of the vote by mail and provisional vote totals.”   
23 Elections Code sections 15150, et seq. 
24 Exhibit G.  California Secretary of State, “The Official Canvass of the Vote” 
<http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/official-canvass.htm> accessed on September 1, 2013. 
25 Elections Code section 15301. 
26 Elections Code sections 15372 and 15375. 
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• Hand counting the ballots cast in one (1) percent of the precincts, chosen at random by 
the elections official. 

• Reporting final results to the SOS, as required.27 
Elections officials are required to adopt semifinal official and official canvass procedures to 
conform to the applicable voting systems procedures that have been approved by the SOS.  The 
procedures must be available for public inspection no later than 29 days before each election.28 

2. Voting Systems and the One-Percent Manual Tally 

By state statute, counties are authorized to use any kind of voting system, any combination of 
voting systems, or any combination of voting system and paper ballots, provided that the use of 
the voting system or systems has been approved by the SOS or specifically authorized by law. 
“Voting system” means “any mechanical, electromechanical, or electronic system and its 
software, or any combination of these used to cast or tabulate votes, or both.” 29  At the time the 
test claim regulations were adopted, the authority to use voting systems was provided in former 
Elections Code section 19210, enacted in 1994 and derived from a 1976 statute, which stated: 

The governing board may adopt for use at elections any kind of voting system, 
any combination of voting systems, any combination of voting system and paper 
ballots, provided that the use of the voting system or systems involved has been 
approved by the Secretary of State or specifically authorized by law.  The voting 
system or systems may be used at any or all elections held in any county, city, or 
any of their political subdivisions for voting, registering, and counting votes cast.  
When more than one voting system is used to count ballots, the names of the 
candidates shall, insofar as possible, be placed upon the primary voting system.  
When more than one voting system or combination of voting system and paper 
ballots is used to count ballots, a single ballot measure or the candidates for a 
single office may not be split between voting systems or between a voting system 
and paper ballots.30 

Voting systems must be approved by the SOS through a process that includes examination by 
expert electronic technicians, a written report that is sent to county boards of supervisors, and a 
public hearing.31  The systems must also be inspected for accuracy and periodically reviewed to 
determine if they are defective, obsolete, or otherwise unacceptable.  The SOS has the right to 
withdraw approval previously granted to any voting system that is defective or unacceptable 
after review.32   

27 Exhibit G.  See California Secretary of State, “The Official Canvass of the Vote” 
<http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/official-canvass.htm> accessed on September 1, 2013. 
28 Elections Code section 15003. 
29 Elections Code section 362, as added by Statutes 1994, chapter 920. 
30 Statutes 1994, chapter 920; derived from former Elections Code section 15112, added by 
Statutes 1976, chapter 246.    
31 Elections Code sections 19204, 19206, 19207, 19208 and 19209. 
32 Elections Code sections 19220-19222. 
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If a county uses a voting system during the official canvass, Elections Code section 15360 
requires the official conducting the election to conduct a manual tally of the ballots tabulated by 
those devices cast in one percent of the precincts chosen at random by the elections official to 
verify the accuracy of the automated count.33  Elections Code section 15360(a), as last amended 
in 2007 and before the adoption of the test claim regulations, states the following: 

During the official canvass of every election in which a voting system is used, the 
official conducting the election shall conduct a public manual tally of the ballots 
tabulated by those devices, including vote by mail voters' ballots, cast in 1 percent 
of the precincts chosen at random by the elections official.  If 1 percent of the 
precincts is less than one whole precinct, the tally shall be conducted in one 
precinct chosen at random by the elections official. 

In addition to the 1 percent manual tally, the elections official shall, for each race 
not included in the initial group of precincts, count one additional precinct. The 
manual tally shall apply only to the race not previously counted. 

Additional precincts for the manual tally may be selected at the discretion of the 
elections official.34 

The manual tally required by Elections Code section 15360 is a public process, with the election 
official providing at least a five-day public notice of the time and place of the manual tally and of 
the time and place of the selection of the precincts, batches, or direct recording electronic voting 
machines subject to the public manual tally prior to conducting the selection and tally.35  

B. The Help America Vote Act: Voting Systems for Individuals with Disabilities. 
Adopted in October 2002, the federal Help America Vote Act (HAVA) allocated funds to states 
to approve election administration and replace punch card and lever voting machines.  One of the 
required uses of HAVA funds is “Improving the accessibility and quantity of polling places, 
including providing physical access for individuals with disabilities, providing nonvisual access 
for individuals with visual impairments, and providing assistance to Native Americans, Alaska 
Native citizens, and to individuals with limited proficiency in the English language.”36  States are 
required to use HAVA funds to, among other things, “replace punch card voting systems or lever 
voting systems (as the case may be) in qualifying precincts within that State with a voting 
system.”37  HAVA requires, effective January 1, 2006, voting systems used in federal elections 
to:  

33 Elections Code section 336.5. 
34 Statutes 2007, chapter 508. 
35 Elections Code section 15360 (d). 
36 42 USC 15301 (b)(1)(H). 
37 Voting systems are defined in section 301 of HAVA (42 USC 15481 (b)) as:   

(1) the total combination of mechanical, electromechanical, or electronic equipment (including 
the software, firmware, and documentation required to program, control, and support the 
equipment) that is used-- (A) to define ballots; (B) to cast and count votes;  (C) to report or 
display election results; and (D) to maintain and produce any audit trail information; and  
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(A) be accessible for individuals with disabilities, including nonvisual 
accessibility for the blind and visually impaired, in a manner that provides the 
same opportunity for access and participation (including privacy and 
independence) as for other voters; 

(B) satisfy the requirement of subparagraph (A) through the use of at least one 
direct recording electronic voting system or other voting system equipped for 
individuals with disabilities at each polling place;38 [Emphasis added.] 

The U.S. Attorney General has opined that states are required to comply with the requirements in 
section 301-303 of HAVA, including those listed above, regardless of whether the states choose 
to accept funding under Title I or Title II of HAVA.39 

C. The Secretary of State’s Review of Voting Systems in 2007 Led to the Adoption 
of PEMT Requirements that Were Later Invalidated by the Court Because They 
Were Not Adopted in Accordance with the Administrative Procedures Act. 

In 2007, the SOS, pursuant to the authority in Elections Code section 19222, conducted a "top-
to-bottom review" of several voting machines certified for use in California.  The purpose of the 
review was "to determine whether currently certified voting systems provide acceptable levels of 
security, accessibility, ballot secrecy, accuracy and usability under federal and state standards."  
At the conclusion of the review, the SOS decertified and conditionally recertified three voting 
systems.  The SOS also decertified a fourth voting system that was not able to be tested during 
the review, but was later conditionally recertified.40  The SOS simultaneously issued a 
conditional re-approval of each of the voting systems that set forth approximately 40 
preconditions to their use.  One of the conditions required counties that chose to use the 
machines subject to the “top-to-bottom-review” to follow “post-election manual count auditing 
requirements” in addition to the one-percent manual tally required by existing law.   

In October 2007, the conditional re-approvals were amended, with the post election manual 
count condition revised to state that “Elections officials must comply with requirements as set 
forth by the Secretary of State in the document entitled ‘Post-Election Manual Tally 
Requirements’ and any successor document.”  In addition, the SOS issued a stand-alone 

(2) the practices and associated documentation used-- (A) to identify system components and 
versions of such components; (B) to test the system during its development and maintenance;  

(C) to maintain records of system errors and defects; (D) to determine specific system changes to 
be made to a system after the initial qualification of the system; and (E) to make available any 
materials to the voter (such as notices, instructions, forms, or paper ballots). 
38 42 USC 15481 (a)(3). 
39 Exhibit G.  U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division, Voting Section, “Frequently 
Asked Questions.” 
40 Exhibit G.  Senate Committee on Elections, Reapportionment, and Constitutional 
Amendments, Analysis of AB 2023 (2009-2010 Reg. Sess.) amended April 27, 2010, pages 3-4.    
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document entitled “Post-Election Manual Tally Requirements.”41  The PEMT requirements were 
implemented for the June 2008 Statewide Direct Primary Election in seven counties where a 
margin of victory that was less than one-half of one percent required manual tallies of those 
counties in ten percent of the precincts.  The other counties had no margin of victory below the 
one-half of one percent threshold.42 

The County of San Diego challenged the PEMT requirements in court, and on August 31, 2008, 
the Fourth District Court of Appeal held that the SOS had the general authority under the 
Elections Code to adopt PEMT requirements, but should have adopted them as regulations under 
the Administrative Procedures Act.43  The court held that the PEMT requirements adopted in 
2007 were therefore void.44 

D. The Test Claim Regulations Were Adopted as Emergency Regulations to Apply 
to the November 2008 Election. 

Effective October 20, 2008, the SOS adopted the emergency regulations at issue in this test claim 
(title 2, §§ 20120 - 20127) so that the PEMT requirements would apply to the November 2008 
Presidential General Election.  The regulations apply to “all elections in the state conducted in 
whole or in part on a voting system, the approval of which is conditioned by the Secretary of 
State on performance of increased manual tallies in contests with narrow margins of victory.”45  
The regulations provide that if a contest has an overall margin of victory of less than one-half of 
one percent, county elections officials are required to randomly select ten percent of the precincts 
and manually tally the results for that contest from the precincts randomly selected.46  To 
comply, the following activities are required to be completed by county elections officials within 
the canvass period established by Elections Code sections 10262 and 15372:47  

• After each election, determine the margin of victory as defined for single winner 
elections, multi-winner elections, and ballot measure contests in each contest based upon 
the semifinal official canvass results.48 

• For contests voted upon in more than one jurisdiction: 

41 Exhibit G.  SOS, Informative Digest, Notice Publication/Regulations Submission , Finding of 
Emergency and Informative Digest for the Emergency PEMT regulations (former Cal. Code 
Regs., tit. 2, §§ 20120, 20121, 20122, 20123, 20124, 20125, 20126 and 20127), October 9, 2008. 
42 Exhibit G.  Letter from Lowell Finley, Deputy Secretary of State, to the Office of 
Administrative Law Research Attorney, regarding the proposed emergency regulations, October 
17, 2008. 
43 County of San Diego v. Bowen (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 501.  
44 Id. at page 520. 
45 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20120(b). 
46 California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120(b), 20121. 
47 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20127. 
48 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(a). 
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1. In any contest voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, the elections official in 
each jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the contest shall determine whether a 
10 percent manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, title 2, 
section 20121(b), by calculating the overall margin of victory in all jurisdictions 
in which votes were cast in the contest.49   

2. For a legislative or statewide contest, the elections official shall determine 
whether a 10 percent manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, 
title 2, section 20121(b), based upon the semifinal official canvass results and 
margin of victory for the entire district for a legislative contest or the entire state 
for a state contest posted on the canvass website of the SOS.50 

• For any contest in which the margin of victory is less than one-half of one percent, 
conduct a manual tally, employing the methods set forth in Elections Code section 15360, 
of ten percent of randomly selected precincts. The manual tally shall begin as soon as 
practicable after the random selection of precincts for the manual tally. 51 

• The manual tally shall be conducted in public view by hand without the use of electronic 
scanning equipment.52 

• Take appropriate measures to ensure that direct recording electronic ballots that were 
cancelled before being cast and ballots that are damaged or defective are not 
inadvertently tallied as valid ballots in the manual tally process.53 

• Document and disclose to the public any variances between the semifinal official canvass 
results and the manual tally results.54 

• For any contest with one or more variances, calculate the variance percentage by dividing 
the total number of variances found in the manual tally sample for the contest by the total 
number of votes cast for that contest in the manual tally sample.  For single winner 
contests, only variances that narrow the margin between the winner and any of the losers 
shall be included in the total number of variances.  For multi-winner contests, only 
variances that narrow the margin of victory between any of the winners and any of the 
losers shall be included in the total number of variances.55 

• If the variance percentage represents at least one-tenth of the margin of victory for that 
contest based on the semifinal official canvass results, then additional precincts must be 

49 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(a). 
50 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(b). 
51 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(b)(e). 
52 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(f). 
53 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(i)(j). 
54 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20123(b).  A variance is “any difference 
between the machine tally and the manual tally for a contest.  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2,  
§ 20123(a).) 
55 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).   
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manually tallied for that contest.56  Additional precincts shall be tallied in randomly 
selected blocks of five percent until the total number of variances presumed to exist – re-
calculated pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a) – is 
smaller than 10 percent of the overall margin of victory in that contest, based on the 
semifinal official canvass results, or until all ballots have been manually tallied, 
whichever occurs first.57 

• Keep and make available to the public a log to record the manual tally process, including 
the results of each round of manual tallying for each precinct included in the sample, how 
variances were resolved, and details of any actions taken that are contrary to California 
Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120 et seq.58 

• Track, record in the log, and report to the public by precinct the number of undervotes 
and overvotes discovered in the manual tally of a contest.59 

• Make any semifinal official canvass precinct tally results available to the public before 
the manual tally of the results from those precincts begins.60 

• Comply with the notice requirements established in Elections Code section 15360 when 
conducting any post-election manual tallying required by California Code of Regulations, 
title 2, sections 20120 et seq.  This notice requirement may be satisfied by providing a 
single notice containing the times and places of: (1) the initial selection of precincts for 
the one percent manual tally and any ten percent manual tally required; (2) the beginning 
of the manual tally process; and (3) any additional random selection of precincts which 
may become necessary to comply with escalation requirements.61 

• Permit the public to observe all parts of the manual tally process, including the random 
selection of precincts, in a manner that allows the public to verify the tally.62 

During the November 2008 Presidential General Election, all 58 counties in California used an 
approved voting system.63   

  

56 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).  
57 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(b). 
58 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(a). 
59 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(b). 
60 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(a). 
61 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(b). 
62 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(c). 
63 Exhibit G.  SOS, “Voting Systems in Use for the November 4, 2008 General Election” See 
<http://www.sos.ca.gov/voting-systems/oversight/county-vsys/vote-sys-used-by-counties-08-11-
04.pdf> as of February 1, 2014. 
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III. Positions of the Parties 
A. Claimant’s Position 

The claimant, County of Santa Barbara, alleges that the test claim regulations impose a 
reimbursable state-mandated program under article XIII B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution.  According to the claimant, “the additions of § 20121 – Increased manual tally in 
contests with narrow margins of victory, and § 20124 – Manual tally escalation requirements for 
variances had the greatest impact on elections officials.”64  Claimant states that it had three 
contests to which the PEMT regulations applied.  Claimant requests reimbursement in the 
amount of $250,126.09 for the following new activities performed between November 10, 2008 
and November 28, 2008:65 

1. Conducted internal meetings with other counties and with the Secretary of State to clarify 
the requirements outlined in the emergency regulations. 

2. Conducted meetings with Elections Division staff to determine activities to be completed 
in preparation for the manual tally. 

3. Identified which local contests are required to be tallied. 

4. Coordinated with Sheriff for security of ballots at offsite location. 

5. Identified location for conducting manual tally and complete contract for location. 

6. Recruited staff from poll worker list and temporary agencies. 

7. Organized manual tally boards; ensured poll workers do not tally ballots for precincts 
they worked on Election Day. 

8. Prepared Poll and Vote by Mail boxes for transport. 

9. Prepared spreadsheet to track results of manual tally. 

10. Boxed up tally sheets and supplies for transport to offsite tally location. 

11. Ensured secure transport of ballots to/from offsite manual tally location. 

12. Setup tables with board numbers and supplies. 

13. Called roll and assign staff to their tally board/table. 

14. Updated spreadsheet with Vote by Mail ballot manual tally results. 

15. Checked totals to determine if variance exists and if escalation of precincts tallied is 
required. 

16. Randomly selected precincts in 5% increments for contests requiring escalation. 

17. Prepared report of cost for Post Election Manual Tally. 

64 Exhibit A.  County of Santa Barbara, Test Claim 10-TC-08, Post Election Manual Tally 
(PEMT) page 7. 
65 Exhibit A. County of Santa Barbara, Test Claim 10-TC-08, Post Election Manual Tally 
(PEMT) Declaration of Renee Bischoff, Elections Division Manager for the County of Santa 
Barbara. 
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In addition, the claimant requests reimbursement for the costs listed below to rent additional 
space and hire additional poll workers.  These costs were incurred by the claimant because the 
largest contest tallied was the 19th State Senate District encompassing 253 of the 318 precincts in 
the county.  If the county had to tally all 253 precincts by the end of the canvass period, it would 
not have had the space or staff to complete the tally requirements imposed by the test claim 
regulations and the other existing canvass tasks.  Thus, in order to comply with the test claim 
regulations, the county incurred the following additional costs: 

• Identified a location to rent for conducting the manual tally. 

• Coordinated with the Sheriff for the security of ballots at an offsite location. 

• Recruited additional staff from poll worker lists and temporary agencies to work on 
manual tally boards. 

• Organized manual tally boards to ensure that poll workers were not on boards tallying 
ballots for precincts they worked on Election Day. 

• Created and boxed up all tally sheets and supplies for transport to offsite tally location. 

• Rented a box truck to transport ballots to/from offsite manual tally location. 

• Ensured secure transport of ballots and tally sheets to/from offsite manual tally location. 
Claimant further states that there are no ongoing costs to comply with this program since the 
regulations expired.  Claimant estimates statewide costs to comply with the regulations for the 
November 2008 General Election in the amount of $817,479.96.  This estimate is based on 
information gathered in a survey conducted by the California Association of County Elections 
Officials.66 

Claimant states that it incurred costs of $250,126.09, which “represents the lowest possible 
expenditure in order to completely comply with the requirements set forth in the Post Election 
Manual Tally Requirements in Close Contest Emergency Regulations.”67 

Claimant commented on the draft staff analysis, which determined that the test claim regulations 
were not mandated by the state since counties had discretion under state law to use a voting 
system or manually count ballots when canvassing votes and, thus, were not legally compelled 
by state law to comply with the regulations.  The draft staff analysis further indicated that no 
evidence was filed to support a finding that counties were practically compelled to comply with 
the test claim regulations.  Claimant argues now that it was compelled to comply with the 
regulations for the following reasons: 

• The county had already begun using an approved voting system at the time the 
regulations were adopted and became effective on October 20, 2008, to comply with the 
vote by mail period, beginning 29 days before the November 4, 2008 election, in which 
voters can vote by mail in the office of the election official pursuant to Elections Code 
section 3018;  

66 Exhibit A.  County of Santa Barbara, Test Claim 10-TC-08, Post Election Manual Tally 
(PEMT) page 10. 
67 Id. at page 9. 
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• The November 4, 2008 election was a federal election and, under federal law (HAVA), a 
voting system is required to be available at each polling place for individuals with 
disabilities;  

• To comply with HAVA, the county sought the approval from the SOS to certify a 
blended voting system, using an existing voting system and the AutoMARK Voter Assist 
Terminal.  The County’s voting system was approved in 2006, and modified in 2007.  
The written notification for any changes is a condition of the County’s use of the blended 
system.  The condition states that “no substitution or modification of the voting system 
shall be made with respect to any component of the voting system, including the Use 
Procedures, until the Secretary has been notified in writing and has determined that the 
proposed change or modification does not impair the accuracy and efficiency of the 
voting systems sufficient to require a reexamination and approval.”   Thus, any 
subsequent change to the “Use Procedures” required written notice and approval of the 
SOS.  And, Elections Code section 15002 requires the SOS to review and amend the 
procedures for the use of voting systems by January 1st of each even-numbered year. 

• Elections Code section 15003 further requires elections officials to adopt semifinal 
official and official canvass procedures to conform to the applicable voting system 
procedures that have been approved.  That section also requires these procedures to be 
available for public inspection no later than 29 days before the election. 

Claimant concludes by stating that it could not have changed its system on October 20, 2008, 
when the emergency regulations became effective, because it was already in the process of 
conducting the November 4, 2008 election and could not comply with the deadlines in the 
Elections Code to make any changes.    

Claimant filed comments on April 25, 2014 responding to the arguments raised by Finance.68  
Claimant argues that the test claim regulations impose a new program or higher level of service 
because the requirements exceed the requirements of the one percent manual tally required by 
existing law, and increase the actual level and quality of governmental services provided to the 
public.   Claimant states that sections 20123, 20125, and 20126 of the regulations expanded the 
scope of the requirements in existing law to account for the additional nine percent of precincts.  
Claimant further argues that the required activities in sections 20121, 20122, and 20124 of the 
regulations are new as follows:   

…The additional 9% manual tally is a new program or higher level of service 
because the Post Election Manual Tally Requirements in Close Contest (PEMT) 
exceed the requirements of the one percent manual tally required by California 
Elections Code Section 15360.  The requirements impose and [sic] increase in the 
actual level and quality of governmental services provided. 

Elections Code Section 15360 requires elections officials to conduct a manual 
tally of 1% of randomly selected precincts for each contest on the ballot.  The 
PEMT regulations did not merely increase the sample size to 10%, the addition of 
sections § 20121 – Increased manual tally in contests with narrow margins of 
victory, § 20122 – Contests voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, and § 20124 

68 Exhibit I. 
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– Manual tally escalation requirements for variances went beyond the scope of 
E.C. 15360. 

Determine the margin of victory 

With the addition of § 20121 the elections officials were required to determine the 
margin of victory in each contest based on the results as reported in the semifinal 
official canvass of results and the type of contest; single-winner, multi-winner, or 
ballot measure contests.  As defined in Elections Code section 353.5 the “semi-
final official canvass” is the public process of collecting, processing, and tallying 
ballots and, for state or statewide elections, reporting results to the Secretary of 
State on election night. 

Contest in more than one jurisdiction 

Prior to the adoption of § 20122, elections officials in other jurisdictions acted 
independently from one another in the conduct of the manual tally provisions set 
for [sic] in Elections Code section 15360.  With the addition of § 20122, for 
contests voted in more than one jurisdiction, the overall margin of victory in all 
jurisdictions in which votes were cast for that contest needed to be determined.  If 
the combined margin of victory was more than one half of one percent, a ten 
percent manual tally was not required.  If the combined margin of victory was less 
than one half of one percent, a ten percent manual tally was required to be 
completed. 

Escalation Requirements 

With the addition of § 20124 when variances occurred between the semifinal 
results and the manual tally result the elections officials were required to do the 
following: 

1. Calculate the variance for each contest. 

2. Determine if additional precincts were required to be tallied, which 
occurred if the variance percentage represented at least 10% of the margin 
of victory for that contest. 

3. Tally randomly selected precincts in 5% increments until the total number 
of variances re-calculated was smaller than 10% of the margin of victory 
for that contest or until all ballots have been tallied, whichever came first. 

4. Notify the Secretary of State’s Office if any variances exists between 
manually tallied voter verifiable paper audit trail records and electronic 
vote results that could not be accounted for by an obvious mechanical 
problem.  In this instance all VVPAT records, memory cards/devices, and 
direct recording electronic voting machines were required to be preserved 
for investigation by the Secretary of State. 
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As an alternative to the 10% manual tally with escalation requirements, the 
elections official had the option to conduct a 100% manual tally of the ballots in a 
given contest meeting the Post Election Manual Tally requirements.69 

The claimant further states that the new and additional requirements are mandated by the state 
because under federal law (HAVA), counties are required to use at least one direct recording 
electronic voting system or other voting system equipped for individuals with disabilities at each 
polling place to satisfy the requirement for access for individuals with disabilities and, thus, had 
no choice but to comply with the test claim regulations.  And, finally, claimant asserts that 
section 20127 of the regulations requires reimbursement under article XIII B, section 6 because 
the requirement to complete the new tasks within the canvass period, increased the value of the 
services provided by the county and increased the costs incurred by the county. 

B.  Department of Finance’s Position  
Finance contends that the test claim regulations do not result in a reimbursable state-mandated 
program within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution.  In 
comments submitted in June 2011, Finance requests that the Commission:  

… consider whether the regulations merely adopt the already-promulgated post 
election manual tally requirements in close contests pursuant to County of San 
Diego v. Bowen (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 501.   

Should the CSM … find that to be the case, the emergency regulations would then 
not impose a reimbursable state mandate on local elections officials within the 
meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution because the 
requirements of the emergency regulations would already be required by the 
above court case.  As such, the claim would then be denied pursuant to the court 
decision exception in Government Code section 17556, subdivision (b) …70 

In March 2014, Finance filed comments arguing that preexisting law has always required county 
election officials to conduct post-election manual tallies under certain limited circumstances.  
Although under the test claim regulations, the manual tally is increased from one percent to 10 
percent, the tally is not a new program or higher level of service, but merely results in increased 
costs that are not reimbursable.  Finance states the following: 

Here, while the subject regulation has increased the size of the actual manual tally 
from 1 percent to 10 percent in specific circumstances, this increase is not "new" 
or "a higher level of service."  Rather, this increase results in additional costs (i.e., 
increased sample size). (See Lucia Mar Unified Sch. Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal. 
3d 830.)  Moreover, the Proposed Decision mistakenly concludes that the 
requirement is new because it increases "public confidence in the accuracy of 
election results." (Proposed Decision, p. 12.)  As noted above, post-election 
manual tallies have always existed.  The mere increase in the number of ballots 

69 Exhibit I. 
70 Exhibit B. 
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counted by counties does not correspond with increased duties or increased 
"public confidence.”71 

Finance further argues that counties are not required by state or federal law to have an electric or 
mechanical voting system, so they are not legally compelled to comply with the test claim 
regulations.  Specifically, Finance states the following: 

Second, the Proposed Decision seems to suggest that HAVA (Help America Vote 
Act) requires locals to have at least one "direct recording electronic voting system 
or other voting system" to assist the visually impaired. (42 U.S.C § 15481 (a)(3).) 
While it is true that most voting systems have an electronic or mechanical 
component, the relied on HAVA provision is an "access" statute, requiring that 
individuals with disabilities, including the visually impaired, have the opportunity 
to vote independently and in private.  It does not mandate a mechanical or 
electronic system. HAVA states that while a voter must be able to verify his or 
her selection in a private and independent manner, the term "'verify' may not be 
defined in a manner that makes it impossible for a paper ballot voting system . . . 
"{42 U.S.C § 15481 (c)(2).) And HAVA specifically states that the methods of 
complying with this relied on section is left to the discretion of the state. (42 
U.S.C § 15485.)  Last, other sources, including the Secretary of State's State Plan 
(2008) show that the relied on provision of HAVA is about access and not a 
specific type of voting system. Thus, Finance asks that the Commission 
reconsider its determination of federal law in the Proposed Decision.72   

C. California State Association of Counties Position 
The California State Association of Counties (CSAC) commented on the draft staff analysis 
arguing that the test claim regulations impose a reimbursable state-mandated program.  CSAC 
notes that the emergency regulations became effective on October 20, 2008, “which was 16 days 
before the only statewide election during which the regulations were effective.”  According to 
CSAC, by October 20, every county’s decision to use a voting system for the election was 
already certified by the SOS and was irrevocable.  Thus, counties could not have avoided the 
regulations’ requirements by making a different decision.  

CSAC also states that some counties began offering early voting on October 6, using voting 
systems, so that by October 20, thousands of votes had already been cast.  Consequently, the 
November 4, 2008 election had already been “conducted . . . in part on a voting system” before 
the regulations became effective.  The regulations were therefore immediately triggered and 
could not have been avoided by counties. 

CSAC also points out that four counties (Kings, Merced, Monterey, and Yuba) are 
“preclearance” counties, meaning that they must obtain permission from the Civil Rights 
Division of the U.S. Department of Justice (USDOJ) or from the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia before changing their voting procedures.  USDOJ is required to respond to 
requests within 60 days.  And although expedited preclearance can be requested, it is not 

71 Exhibit H.   
72 Exhibit H. 
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guaranteed.  CSAC states that on such short notice, these four counties could not have changed 
the method by which votes were cast or tabulated without preclearance. 

Additionally, SOS must certify the component of each county’s election regarding provisions for 
voters with disabilities, which includes describing how the voters’ ballots will be cast and 
tabulated.  According to CSAC, the process must be certified by SOS long before 16 days prior 
to an election and could not have been changed on such short notice.   

CSAC further notes that every county had already used a “voting system” to begin conducting 
the election.  CSAC then states: 

As noted above, the regulations in question took effect very close to the election.  
Since “software” is expressly included in the definition of a “voting system,” and 
since “ballot cards” and “test procedures” are expressly included in the definition 
of “software,” the fact that ballot cards had already been issued—and in some 
cases returned—and test procedures had already been performed mean that, at the 
time the regulations became effective, the election had already been conducted, in 
part, on voting systems in every county. 

CSAC also argues that the way the regulations were written means that any single county’s use 
of a voting system made every county subject to the regulation, which applied “to all elections 
officials within the State of California for all elections in this state conducted in whole or in part 
on a voting system.”  For statewide elections, CSAC asserts that this language does not leave the 
option to each county individually.  Any single county’s decision to use a voting system would 
make the regulation apply to every county because the statewide election would have been 
conducted “in part” on a voting system.  Since at the time the regulations became effective the 
election had already been conducted in part on a voting system (because votes had been cast and 
ballot cards issued and returned and test procedures carried out) no county had an option to 
evade the required activities. 

CSAC states that counties are required by federal and state law to use voting systems in 
elections.  CSAC cites part of the SOS website that HAVA required county elections officials to 
buy and deploy new voting systems.  By 2006, HAVA required counties to have a type of voting 
device that the SOS only authorizes as part of a voting system. 

CSAC also cites former Elections Code section 19227(b)73 that requires at least one approved 
voting unit for individuals who are blind or visually impaired.  CSAC argues that subdivision (c), 
which makes this requirement optional under some circumstances, is “only a ministerial option 
based on whether sufficient funds are available and not a discretionary option.”  CSAC notes that 
a voting unit is a component of a voting system, and the SOS certifies their use only as part of a 
voting system.   

IV. Discussion 
Article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution provides in relevant part the following: 

Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new program or higher 
level of service on any local government, the state shall provide a subvention of 

73 This provision is currently in Elections Code section 19242 as of Statutes 2013, chapter 602. 
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funds to reimburse such local government for the costs of such programs or 
increased level of service. 

The purpose of article XIII B, section 6 is to “preclude the state from shifting financial 
responsibility for carrying out governmental functions to local agencies, which are ‘ill equipped’ 
to assume increased financial responsibilities because of the taxing and spending limitations that 
articles XIII A and XIII B impose.”74  Thus, the subvention requirement of section 6 is “directed 
to state-mandated increases in the services provided by [local government] …”75 

Reimbursement under article XIII B, section 6 is required when the following elements are met: 

1. A state statute or executive order requires or “mandates” local agencies or school districts 
to perform an activity.76 

2. The mandated activity either: 

a. Carries out the governmental function of providing a service to the public; or  

b. Imposes unique requirements on local agencies or school districts and does not 
apply generally to all residents and entities in the state.77   

3. The mandated activity is new when compared with the legal requirements in effect 
immediately before the enactment of the test claim statute or executive order and it 
increases the level of service provided to the public.78   

4. The mandated activity results in the local agency or school district incurring increased 
costs.  Increased costs, however, are not reimbursable if an exception identified in 
Government Code section 17556 applies to the activity. 79 

The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes over the existence of 
state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6.80  The determination of 
whether a statute or executive order imposes a reimbursable state-mandated program is a 
question of law.81  In making its decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, 

74 County of San Diego v. State of California (1997)15 Cal.4th 68, 81. 
75 County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56. 
76 San Diego Unified School Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2004) 33 Cal.4th 859, 874.   
77 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th at pp. 874-875 (reaffirming the test set out 
in County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56.  
78 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 874-875, 878; Lucia Mar Unified 
School Dist. v. Honig, (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, 835. 
79 County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487; County of Sonoma v. 
Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1284; Government Code  
sections 17514 and 17556. 
80 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code  
sections 17551 and 17552.   
81 County of San Diego, supra, 15 Cal.4th 68, 109. 
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section 6, and not apply it as an “equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting 
from political decisions on funding priorities.”82 

A. The Commission Has Jurisdiction to Hear and Determine this Test Claim. 
The PEMT regulations were adopted and became operative on October 20, 2008.83  The claimant 
incurred actual costs as a result of the regulations less than one month later, beginning  
November 10, 2008.84  The test claim was filed on March 28, 2011.  Although the test claim was 
filed nearly two and a half years after the effective date of the regulations and the date actual 
costs were incurred, the Commission has jurisdiction to hear and determine this test claim. 

Government Code section 17551(c) states that a test claim shall be filed not later than 12 months 
following the effective date of a statute or executive order or within 12 months of incurring 
increased costs, which in this case, would be October 20, 2009.  Under section 1183.1(b) of the 
Commission’s regulations, “within 12 months of incurring increased costs” means that the test 
claim can be filed by “June 30 of the fiscal year following the fiscal year in which increased costs 
were first incurred by the test claimant.”  In this case, the deadline using the date of first 
incurring costs would be June 30, 2010. 

The parties to this claim, however, attempted to negotiate a legislatively determined mandate 
(LDM), pursuant to Government Code sections 17573 and 17574, for the reimbursement of costs 
for the PEMT regulations.  Under Government Code section 17573(b), the statute of limitations 
in section 17551 for filing a test claim is tolled during those negotiations from the date a local 
agency contacts the Department of Finance or responds to a Finance request to initiate a joint 
request for an LDM - to the date that the Budget Act for the subsequent fiscal year is adopted if a 
joint request is submitted to the Legislature, or to the date on which one of the parties notifies the 
other of its decision to not submit a joint request to the Legislature for an LDM.  Section 
17573(b) states the following: 

The statute of limitations specified in Section 17551 shall be tolled from the date 
a local agency, school district, or statewide association contacts the Department of 
Finance or responds to a Department of Finance request to initiate a joint request 
for a legislatively determined mandate pursuant to subdivision (a), to (1) the date 
that the Budget Act for the subsequent fiscal year is adopted if a joint request is 
submitted pursuant to subdivision (a), or (2) the date on which the Department of 
Finance, or a local agency, school district, or statewide association notifies the 
other party of its decision not to submit a joint request.  A local agency, school 
district, or statewide association, or the Department of Finance shall provide 
written notification to the commission of each of these dates. 

82 County of Sonoma, supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280, citing City of San Jose v. State of 
California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817.   
83 Register 2008, No. 43, operative October 20, 2008. 
84 Exhibit A, County of Santa Barbara, Test Claim 10-TC-08, Post Election Manual Tally 
(PEMT), Declaration of Renee Bischoff, Elections Division Manager for the County of Santa 
Barbara. 
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The courts have explained that when the Legislature “tolls” the statute of limitations, it means 
that the clock has stopped and will start when the tolling period has ended.  Whatever period of 
time that remained when the clock is stopped is available when the clock is restarted to file the 
claim. 

Under California law, tolling generally refers to a suspension of a statute of 
limitations. (Pearson Dental Supplies, Inc. v. Superior Court (2010) 48 Cal.4th 
665, 674, 108 Cal.Rptr.3d 171, 229 P.3d 83 citing Woods v. Young (1991) 53 
Cal.3d 315, 326, fn. 1, 279 Cal.Rptr. 613, 807 P.2d 455 [“‘Tolling may be 
analogized to a clock that is stopped and then restarted.  Whatever period of time 
that remained when the clock is stopped is available when the clock is restarted, 
that is, when the tolling period has ended.’ ”]; Cuadra v. Millan (1998) 17 Cal.4th 
855, 72 Cal.Rptr.2d 687, 952 P.2d 704,overruled on a different point in Samuels 
v. Mix (1999) 22 Cal.4th 1, 16, fn. 4, 91 Cal.Rptr.2d 273, 989 P.2d 701, citing 3 
Witkin, Cal. Procedure (4th ed. 1996) Actions, § 407, p. 513 [“ ‘The statute [of 
limitations] may be tolled (i.e., its operation suspended ) by various 
circumstances, events or acts.’ ”].) Federal decisional authority is in 
accord. (Chardon v. Soto (1983) 462 U.S. 650, 652, fn. 1, 103 S.Ct. 2611, 77 
L.Ed.2d 74; Board of Regents v. Tomanio (1980) 446 U.S. 478, 486, 100 S.Ct. 
1790, 64 L.Ed.2d 440.)85 

Thus, in order for the Commission to have jurisdiction to hear and determine a test claim when 
negotiations for a joint request for an LDM are underway and ultimately fail, parties are required 
to either (1) file a test claim within the statute of limitations provided in Government Code 
section 17551(c), continue negotiations with the state, and request that the Commission stay its 
proceedings on the test claim pursuant to section 17573(h); or (2) file the notice required under 
section 17573(b) with the Commission before the statute of limitations on the test claim statute 
or executive order expires showing that negotiations for an LDM have started.  Pursuant to 
section 17573(b), the parties are required to provide written notification to the Commission of 
the date local agencies initiate or respond to a request to initiate a joint LDM, and in this case, 
notice was provided that the LDM process started on November 2, 2009 – 13 days after the 
statute of limitations would have expired if the statute of limitations is based on 12 months 
following the effective date of the regulations pled in the claim (which would be  
October 20, 2009).   

The claimant alleges, however, that it first incurred costs on November 10, 2008, and requests 
that the statute of limitations be determined based on whether the claim was filed within 12 
months of incurring increased costs, which as defined in section 1183.1(b) of the Commission’s 
regulations, means the test claim can be filed by “June 30 of the fiscal year following the fiscal 
year in which increased costs were first incurred by the test claimant.”  Under this provision the 
statute of limitations is June 30, 2010.  Since the notice of intent to develop an LDM was filed on 
November 2, 2009, before the June 30, 2010 deadline for filing the test claim, the notice was 
timely and the statute of limitations properly tolled until April 5, 2011, when the parties decided 
to not submit a joint request for an LDM to the Legislature and the tolling period ended.  Under 
the law, whatever period of time that remained when the clock was stopped was available when 

85 Don Johnson Productions, Inc. v. Rysher Entertainment (2012) 209 Cal.App.4th 919, 929. 
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the clock was restarted after the tolling period ended.  The test claim here was filed on  
March 28, 2011, before the tolling period ended.    

Since the Legislature has provided two alternative statutes of limitation to be used by a claimant, 
without any express limitation as to which option a claimant may use, the Commission finds that 
the test claim was timely filed and the Commission has jurisdiction to hear and determine the 
claim. 

B. The Test Claim Regulations Impose a Partial State-Mandated New Program or 
Higher Level of Service on Counties within the Meaning of Article XIII B, Section 6 
of the California Constitution. 
1) Sections 20120 and 20127 do not mandate counties to perform any required 

activities, but establish the timing and define the scope and purpose of the 
regulations. 

Section 20120 states that the purpose of the regulations is to “establish standards and procedures 
for conducting increased manual tallies in contests in which the margin of victory is very 
narrow.”  It also states that the regulations apply to “all elections in this state conducted in whole 
or in part on a voting system, the approval of which is conditioned by the Secretary of State on 
performance of increased manual tallies in contests with narrow margins of victory.”  Section 
20127 requires elections officials to complete all tasks and make all reports required by the 
regulations within the canvass period established by Elections Code sections 10262 and 15372. 
In comments on the proposed decision, the claimant argues that section 20127 is a new program 
or higher level of service that requires reimbursement for the costs of completing the activities 
within the canvass period: 

Section 20127 requires that for any contest in which an increased manual tally is 
required, the elections official shall complete all tasks and make all reports 
required by this chapter within the canvass period established by Elections Code 
sections 10262 and 15372.  Previously, the County was not required to complete 
such a large amount of tallying activity within the official canvass period.  Also, 
the additional work was required to be done in such a short period of time so that 
the public could quickly receive the election results, which increases their value, 
and have confidence in those results.  This timing requirement also increased the 
costs of such additional services.86 

Section 20127, itself, does not mandate counties to perform any activities, but establishes the 
timing for the performance of the activities required by the other regulations pled in this claim.  
It states the following: 

For any contest in which an increased manual tally is required by this chapter, the 
elections official shall complete all tasks and make all reports required by this 
chapter within the canvass period established by Elections Code sections 10262 
and 15372.  [Emphasis added.] 

Thus, section 20127, alone, does not establish a state-mandated program.  However, to the extent 
the Commission finds that the remaining regulations require counties to perform new activities 

86 Exhibit I. 
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that impose a reimbursable state-mandated program pursuant to article XIII B, section 6, 
reimbursement will be required for all increased costs incurred to comply with the mandated 
program in accordance with the law and within the time period established by section 20127.87   

Accordingly, sections 20120 and 20127, in themselves, do not impose any mandated activities on 
counties. 

2) Sections 20121-20126 of the test claim regulations impose new requirements on 
counties. 

The plain language of the test claim regulations, as summarized below, requires county elections 
officials, in counties that use a voting system in an election, to perform the following activities 
within the canvass period established by Elections Code sections 10262 and 15372: 88 

• After each election, the elections official shall determine the margin of victory as defined 
for single winner elections, multi-winner elections, and ballot measure contests in each 
contest based upon the semifinal official canvass results.89 

• For contests voted upon in more than one jurisdiction: 
1. In any contest voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, the elections official in 

each jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the contest shall determine whether a 
ten percent (10%) manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, title 
2, section 20121(b), by calculating the overall margin of victory in all 
jurisdictions in which votes were cast in the contest.90   

2. For a legislative or statewide contest, the elections official shall determine 
whether a ten percent (10%) manual tally is required by California Code of 
Regulations, title 2, section 20121(b), based upon the semifinal official canvass 
results and margin of victory for the entire district for a legislative contest or the 
entire state for a state contest posted on the canvass website of the SOS.91 

• For any contest in which the margin of victory is less than one half of one percent 
(0.5%), the elections official shall conduct a manual tally, employing the methods set 
forth in Elections Code section 15360, of ten percent (10%) of randomly selected 
precincts. The manual tally shall begin as soon as practicable after the random selection 
of precincts for the manual tally. 92 

• The manual tally shall be conducted in public view by hand without the use of electronic 
scanning equipment.93 

87 California Constitution, article XIII B, section 6.  Government Code section 17514. 
88 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20127. 
89 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(a). 
90 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(a). 
91 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(b). 
92 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(b)(e). 
93 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(f). 
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• The elections official shall take appropriate measures to ensure that direct recording 
electronic (DRE) ballots that were cancelled before being cast and ballots that are 
damaged or defective are not inadvertently tallied as valid ballots in the manual tally 
process.94 

• The elections official must document and disclose to the public any variances between 
the semifinal official canvass results and the manual tally results.95 

• For any contest with one or more variances, the elections official shall calculate the 
variance percentage by dividing the total number of variances found in the manual tally 
sample for the contest by the total number of votes cast for that contest in the manual 
tally sample.  For single winner contests, only variances that narrow the margin between 
the winner and any of the losers shall be included in the total number of variances.  For 
multi-winner contests, only variances that narrow the margin of victory between any of 
the winners and any of the losers shall be included in the total number of variances.96 

• If the variance percentage represents at least one-tenth (10%) of the margin of victory for 
that contest based on the semifinal official canvass results, then additional precincts must 
be manually tallied for that contest.97  Additional precincts shall be tallied in randomly 
selected blocks of five percent (5%) until the total number of variances presumed to exist 
– re-calculated pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a) – is 
smaller than ten percent (10%) of the overall margin of victory in that contest, based on 
the semifinal official canvass results, or until all ballots have been manually tallied, 
whichever occurs first.98 

• Preserve the voter verifiable paper audit trail (VVPAT) records, memory cards and 
devices, and direct recording electronic (DRE) voting machines and notify the SOS if any 
variance is found between the manually tallied VVPAT and corresponding electronic 
vote results that cannot be accounted for by some obvious mechanical problem.99 

• The elections official shall keep and make available to the public a log to record the 
manual tally process, including the results of each round of manual tallying for each 
precinct included in the sample, how variances were resolved, and details of any actions 
taken that are contrary to California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120 et seq.100 

94 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(i)(j). 
95 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20123(b).  A variance is “any difference 
between the machine tally and the manual tally for a contest.  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2,  
§ 20123(a).) 
96 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).   
97 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).  
98 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(b). 
99 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(c). 
100 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(a). 
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• The elections official shall track, record in the log, and report to the public by precinct the 
number of undervotes and overvotes discovered in the manual tally of a contest.101 

• The elections official shall make any semifinal official canvass precinct tally results 
available to the public before the manual tally of the results from those precincts 
begins.102 

• The elections official shall comply with the notice requirements established in Elections 
Code section 15360 when conducting any post-election manual tallying required by 
California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120 et seq.  This notice requirement 
may be satisfied by providing a single notice containing the times and places of: (1) the 
initial selection of precincts for the one percent (1%) manual tally and any ten percent 
(10%) manual tally required; (2) the beginning of the manual tally process; and (3) any 
additional random selection of precincts which may become necessary to comply with 
escalation requirements.103 

• The elections official shall permit the public to observe all parts of the manual tally 
process, including the random selection of precincts, in a manner that allows the public to 
verify the tally.104 

Finance contends that these requirements are not new because a one percent manual tally has 
always been required.  According to Finance, the test claim regulations resulted in a mere 
increase in the number of ballots counted by counties, but no corresponding increase in the duties 
performed.105 

The claimant counters by arguing that:  

Elections Code Section 15360 requires elections officials to conduct a manual 
tally of 1 % of randomly selected precincts for each contest on the ballot.  The 
PEMT regulations did not merely increase the sample size to 10%, the addition of 
sections§ 20121 - Increased manual tally in contests with narrow margins of 
victory, § 20122 - Contests voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, and § 20124 
- Manual tally escalation requirements for variances went beyond the scope of 
E.C. 15360.106  

Although some of the test claim regulations refer to preexisting law in Elections Code section 
15360 and, thus, need to be interpreted to determine what is newly required, the Commission 
finds that the test claim regulations impose new requirements on counties that were not required 
under preexisting law.   

101 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(b). 
102 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(a). 
103 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(b). 
104 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(c). 
105 Exhibit H. 
106 Exhibit I. 
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The second bulleted activity above (regarding contests voted on in more than one jurisdiction) is 
required by section 20121(b) of the regulations, and requires that for any contest in which the 
margin of victory is less than one-half of one percent, the elections official shall conduct a 
manual tally, employing the methods set forth in Elections Code section 15360, of 10 percent of 
randomly selected precincts.  Section 20121(c) states that “[p]recincts manually tallied under 
Elections Code section 15360 may be included as part of the ten percent (10%) manual tally.”  
As indicated in section II. Background, Elections Code section 15360 was in effect at the time 
the test claim regulations were adopted and requires county elections officials in counties using 
voting systems to manually tally one percent of the precincts regardless of the margin of victory 
for any given race.  Since the existing one percent manual tally, which is always performed if a 
voting system is used, can be included within the 10 percent manual tally required by section 
20121(b) of the test claim regulations when margin of victory is less than one half of one percent 
(0.5%), the new requirement imposed by the regulation is to conduct a manual tally of nine 
percent of the precincts when the margin of victory is narrow.  The Commission further finds 
that section 20121(b) did not simply increase the size of the manual tally and the costs incurred 
by counties, as suggested by Finance.  Section 20121(b) requires counties to perform new 
additional duties to manually tally the votes in nine percent of the precincts employing the 
methods set forth in Elections Code section 15360.  Elections Code section 15360(c) requires the 
elections official to randomly choose the precincts subject to the manual tally by using a 
“random number generator or other method specified in regulations adopted by the Secretary of 
State. . . .”  No regulations were adopted by the SOS regarding the random selection of precincts.  
Thus, the elections official is required to use the random number generator when selecting nine 
percent of the precincts to manually tally the results for any contest with a narrow margin of 
victory.  These duties were not required under prior law. 

Section 20123(b) requires the elections official to document and disclose to the public any 
variances between the semifinal official canvass results and the manual tally results for the ten 
percent sample of precincts.  A “variance” is defined in the regulation to mean “any difference 
between the machine tally and the manual tally for a contest.”  Under preexisting law, a variance 
found on the manual tally of one percent of the precincts required by Elections Code section 
15360 was also required to be identified and reported to the public.  Elections Code section 
15360(e) stated that the elections official is required to identify and report “any discrepancies 
between the machine count and the manual tally and a description of how each of these 
discrepancies was resolved.”  Thus, section 20123(b) imposes a new requirement to document 
and disclose to the public any variances between the semifinal official canvass results and the 
manual tally results for nine percent of the precincts. 

The activities required by section 20125 of the regulations are new for all precincts, however.  
That section requires the elections official to keep and make available to the public a log to 
record the manual tally process, including the results of each round of manual tallying for each 
precinct included in the sample, how variances were resolved, and details of any actions taken 
that are contrary to California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120 et seq.  The elections 
official shall also track, record in the log, and report to the public by precinct the number of 
undervotes and overvotes discovered in the manual tally of a contest. 

Section 20126(a) requires the elections official to make any semifinal official canvass precinct 
results available to the public before the manual tally of the results from those precincts begins.  
This requirement is not new.  Under preexisting law, Elections Code section 15251, a code 
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section within the chapter governing the semifinal official canvass, stated the following: “Upon 
receipt of the result of votes cast from the precinct boards, the elections official shall compile 
and make available to the public the results so received as to offices and measures.”  Thus, the 
Commission finds that section 20126(a) does not impose a new requirement on county elections 
officials. 

Finally, the second to the last bulleted activity is governed by section 20126(b) of the 
regulations, which requires the elections official to comply with the notice requirements 
established in Elections Code section 15360 when conducting any post-election manual tally 
required by California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120 et seq.  This notice 
requirement may be satisfied by providing a single notice containing the times and places of: (1) 
the initial selection of precincts for the one percent manual tally and any 10 percent manual tally 
required; (2) the beginning of the manual tally process; and (3) any additional random selection 
of precincts which may become necessary to comply with escalation requirements.  Under 
existing law, Elections Code section 15360(d) established a five-day notice requirement of the 
time and place of the one percent manual tally and of the time and place of the selection of 
precincts (i.e., the beginning of the manual tally process).  Since section 20126 of the regulations 
allows one notice to be issued to govern both the one percent manual tally required under 
existing law and the 10 percent manual tally required by the test claim regulations, the costs to 
prepare the notice for the one percent manual tally required by Elections Code section 15360(d), 
and to issue and post the combined notice are not new.  However, revising the notice to include 
the time and place of the initial selection of precincts for the additional nine percent manual tally 
and any additional random selection of precincts which may become necessary to comply with 
escalation requirements is new. 

All other remaining activities that are bulleted above were not required by preexisting law and 
are newly required of counties.  

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the test claim regulations impose the following new 
requirements on county elections officials, which shall be completed within the canvass period 
established by Elections Code sections 10262 and 15372,107 in counties that use a voting system 
in an election: 

1. After each election, determine the margin of victory as defined for single winner 
elections, multi-winner elections, and ballot measure contests in each contest based upon 
the semifinal official canvass results.108 

2. For contests voted upon in more than one jurisdiction: 

a) In any contest voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, the elections official in 
each jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the contest shall determine whether a 
10 percent manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, title 2, 
section 20121(b), by calculating the overall margin of victory in all jurisdictions 
in which votes were cast in the contest.109   

107 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20127. 
108 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(a). 
109 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(a). 
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b) For a legislative or statewide contest, the elections official shall determine 
whether a 10 percent manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, 
title 2, section 20121(b), based upon the semifinal official canvass results and 
margin of victory for the entire district for a legislative contest or the entire state 
for a state contest posted on the canvass website of the SOS.110 

3. For any contest in which the margin of victory is less than one-half of one percent:  

a) Randomly select precincts, using a random number generator, until nine percent of 
the precincts in the contest have been selected.  

b) Manually tally the results for that contest from the precincts selected for the nine 
percent sample.  The manual tally shall begin as soon as practicable after the random 
selection of precincts for the manual tally.  The manual tally shall be conducted in 
public view by hand without the use of electronic scanning equipment.111   

c) When manually tallying the results, take appropriate measures to ensure that direct 
recording electronic ballots that were cancelled before being cast and ballots that are 
damaged or defective are not inadvertently tallied as valid ballots in the manual tally 
process.112 

4. Document and disclose to the public any variances between the semifinal official canvass 
results and the manual tally results for nine percent of the precincts.113 

5. For any contest with one or more variances, calculate the variance percentage by dividing 
the total number of variances found in the manual tally sample for the contest by the total 
number of votes cast for that contest in the manual tally sample.  For single winner 
contests, only variances that narrow the margin between the winner and any of the losers 
shall be included in the total number of variances.  For multi-winner contests, only 
variances that narrow the margin of victory between any of the winners and any of the 
losers shall be included in the total number of variances.114 

6. If the variance percentage represents at least one-tenth of the margin of victory for that 
contest based on the semifinal official canvass results, then additional precincts must be 
manually tallied for that contest.115  Additional precincts shall be tallied in randomly 
selected blocks of five percent until the total number of variances presumed to exist – re-
calculated pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a) – is 
smaller than 10 percent of the overall margin of victory in that contest, based on the 

110 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(b). 
111 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(b)(e)(f). 
112 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(i)(j). 
113 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20123(b).   
114 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).   
115 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).  

30 
Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT), 10-TC-08 

Decision 

                                                 

33



semifinal official canvass results, or until all ballots have been manually tallied, 
whichever occurs first.116 

7. Preserve the voter verifiable paper audit trail (VVPAT) records, memory cards and 
devices, and direct recording electronic voting machines and notify the SOS if any 
variance is found between the manually tallied VVPAT and corresponding electronic 
vote results that cannot be accounted for by some obvious mechanical problem.117 

8. Keep and make available to the public a log to record the manual tally process for all 
precincts selected, including the results of each round of manual tallying for each precinct 
included in the sample, how variances were resolved, and details of any actions taken that 
are contrary to California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120 et seq.118 

9. Track, record in the log, and report to the public by each precinct, the number of 
undervotes and overvotes discovered in the manual tally of a contest.119 

10. Revise the notice prepared pursuant to section 15360(d), to include the time and place of 
the initial selection of precincts for the additional nine percent manual tally and any 
additional random selection of precincts which may become necessary to comply with 
escalation requirements.120   

However, the costs to prepare the notice for the one percent manual tally required by 
Elections Code section 15360(d), and to issue and post the combined notice are not new.     

11. Permit the public to observe all parts of the manual tally process, including the random 
selection of precincts, in a manner that allows the public to verify the tally.121 

3) The new regulatory requirements are mandated by the state. 
The California Supreme Court, in Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates 
(Kern High School Dist.), held that when analyzing state-mandate claims, the underlying 
program must be reviewed to determine if the claimant’s participation in the underlying program 
is voluntary or legally compelled.  As the court said: 

[W]e reject claimants’ assertion that they have been legally compelled to incur 
notice and agenda costs, and hence are entitled to reimbursement from the state, 
based merely upon the circumstance that notice and agenda provisions are 
mandatory elements of education-related programs in which claimants have 
participated, without regard to whether claimant’s participation in the underlying 
program is voluntary or compelled.122 

116 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(b). 
117 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(c). 
118 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(a). 
119 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(b). 
120 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(b). 
121 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(c). 
122  Kern High School Dist., supra, 30 Cal.4th 727, 731. (Emphasis added.) 
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Even if the plain language of a statute does not legally compel compliance, the courts have 
indicated that local agencies may be practically compelled and thus, mandated by the state to 
comply with new requirements under limited circumstances.  Practical compulsion requires a 
concrete showing, with evidence in the record, that a local agency faces certain and severe 
penalties, such as double taxation or other draconian consequences for not using voting systems, 
or is left with no reasonable means but to use a voting system in order to carry out its core 
mandatory function to provide election services to the public.123  In the 2009 case, Department of 
Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (POBRA), the court addressed the evidence needed to 
support a finding of practical compulsion.  The case was based on a Commission decision that 
the Peace Officer’s Bill of Rights Act (POBRA) imposed a reimbursable state-mandated 
program within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution for 
counties, cities, school districts, and special districts that employ peace officers.124  Although 
school districts and special districts had authority to employ peace officers, the Commission 
found that school districts were practically compelled to employ peace officers based on the 
district’s “obligation to protect pupils from other children, and also to protect teachers 
themselves from the violence by the few students whose conduct in recent years has prompted 
national concern.”125  This line of reasoning was rejected by the court on the ground that there 
was no evidence in the record to support a finding practical compulsion.  The court stated that 
the “‘necessity’ that is required to show practical compulsion would involve concrete evidence in 
the record that the districts would face ‘certain and severe ... penalties' such as 'double ... 
taxation' or other 'draconian' consequences.’  The court further stated that a local agency may be 
practically compelled to comply with a state program if there is a showing that, as a practical 
matter, doing so is the only reasonable means to carry out its core mandatory function.126 

In this case, the PEMT regulations apply to all elections (federal, state, or local) conducted in 
whole or in part on a voting system.127  Since 1994, Elections Code section 19210 has generally 
authorized county governing boards to adopt voting systems for use in elections as follows: 

The governing board may adopt for use at elections any kind of voting system, 
any combination of voting systems, any combination of a voting system and paper 
ballots, provided the use of the voting system or systems involved has been 
approved by the Secretary of State or specifically authorized by law.128   

123 Id. at pages 727, 731, 743, 749-754; San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 
884-887; Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (POBRA) (2009) 170 
Cal.App.4th 1355, 1362-1368. 
124 Exhibit G. Commission on State Mandates, Statement of Decision CSM-4499.  
125 Exhibit G. Commission on State Mandates, Decision CSM 05-RL-4499-01, p. 26, citing In re 
Randy G. (2001) 26 Cal.4th 556, 562-563. 
126  POBRA, supra, 170 Cal.App.4th at page 1368. 
127 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20120(b), emphasis added. 
128 Statutes 1994, chapter 920; derived from former Elections Code section 15112, added by 
Statutes 1976, chapter 246.   
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Despite the authority provided by this statute, the claimant and CSAC argue they are mandated 
by state and federal law to have voting systems at each polling place and, thus, are mandated by 
the state to comply with the test claim regulations.   

As analyzed below, the Commission agrees that counties are required by federal law to have at 
least one voting system equipped for individuals with disabilities at each polling place for all 
federal elections.  In addition, courts have suggested that the federal ADA and Rehabilitation Act 
require voting systems for all elections to ensure that individuals with disabilities have 
meaningful access to vote.  Finally, the test claim regulations, which became effective October 
20, 2008, were adopted so that the PEMT requirements would apply to the November 2008 
Presidential General Election, a federal election. Thus, counties had no choice but to comply 
with the test claim regulations. 

a) Counties are compelled by federal law to use voting systems in federal elections. 
On October 29, 2002, the federal HAVA was enacted and signed into law.129  Title III of HAVA 
requires voting equipment used in federal elections to “be accessible for individuals with 
disabilities . . . in a manner that provides the same opportunity for access and participation 
(including privacy and independence) as for other voters” by demanding “at least one direct 
recording electronic voting system or other voting system equipped for individuals with 
disabilities in each polling place.130  State and local voting authorities had to comply with the 
accessibility provision by January 1, 2006.131  The U.S. Attorney General is required to enforce 
the uniform and nondiscriminatory election technology and administration requirements that 
apply to the states under Title III of HAVA.132  The U.S. Department of Justice has prepared a 
“frequently asked questions” document regarding Title III of HAVA, and when asked if a state is 
required to comply with Title III of HAVA if it does not seek or accept federal funding, the U.S. 
Department of Justice responded as follows: 

Unless a State is specifically excluded from one of HAVA’s requirements, each 
State must comply with Sections 301, 302, and 303 of Title III of HAVA as of the 
effective dates in those sections.  This is true regardless of whether that State 
chooses to accept federal funding under Title I or Title II.133 

In comments submitted on the proposed decision, Finance argues that HAVA does not require 
states to have voting systems.  Rather, Finance argues that the requirement in HAVA for direct 
recording electronic voting systems to assist the visually impaired is an ‘access’ statute requiring 
that individuals with disabilities have the opportunity to vote independently and in private, but 
HAVA does not mandate counties to use a mechanical or electronic system.  Finance further 
emphasizes the plain language of HAVA, which states that while a voter must be able to verify 
his or her selection in a private and independent manner, the term ‘verify’ may not be defined in 

129 42 U.S.C. sections 15301-15545, Public Law No. 107-252. 
130 42 U.S.C. section 15481(a)(3)(A)(B). 
131 42 U.S.C. section 15481(d). 
132 42 U.S.C. section 15111. 
133 Exhibit G.  U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division, Voting Section, “Frequently 
Asked Questions.” 
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a manner that makes it impossible for a paper ballot voting system.134  In addition, the provisions 
of HAVA also provide that the methods of complying with this relied on section is left to the 
discretion of the state.135  

Claimant filed comments to rebut Finance, arguing that HAVA requires a mechanical or 
electronic voting system in order to meet the requirement that "individuals with disabilities, 
including the visually impaired, have the opportunity to vote independently and in private."136 

While it is correct that HAVA allows states to use paper ballot systems for voting, and contains 
voting and auditing requirements that are applicable to paper ballots, the plain language of 
HAVA still mandates states to have at least one direct recording electronic voting system or 
other voting system equipped for individuals with disabilities, including non-visual accessibility 
for the blind and visually impaired, at each polling place.    

HAVA, in 42 U.S.C. section 15481(a)(1)(A), establishes the general requirements for each 
voting system, including that the system shall (1) permit the voter to verify (in a private and 
independent manner) the votes selected by the voter on the ballot before the ballot is case and 
counted; (2) provide the voter with the opportunity (in a private and independent manner) to 
change the ballot or correct any error before the ballot is cast and counted; (3) notify the voter 
that the voter has selected more than one candidate for a single office; and (4) provide the voter 
with the opportunity to correct the ballot before the ballot is cast and counted.  “Voting system,” 
as used in section 15481, is defined in section 42 U.S.C. section 15481(b) as “the total 
combination of mechanical, electromechanical, or electronic equipment (including software, 
firmware and documentation required to program, control, and support the equipment) that is 
used to define ballots, to cast and count ballots, to report or display election results, and to 
produce and maintain any audit trail information.” In addition, the definition includes the 
practices and documentation used to identify system components, to test the system, to maintain 
records, to determine changes needed to improve the system, and to make available any materials 
to the voter (such as notices, instruction, forms, or paper ballots). Thus, with respect to casting 
and counting ballots, “voting system” is defined to mean the combination of mechanical, 
electromechanical, or electronic equipment.  

Section 15481(a)(1)(B) also recognizes the use of paper ballots for casting and counting ballots.  
That section provides that a state or jurisdiction that uses a paper ballot voting system may 
comply with the requirement to notify the voter that the voter has mistakenly selected more than 
one candidate for a single office by also establishing a voter education program that informs 
voters about over-votes and providing the voter with instructions on how to correct or replace the 
ballot before it is cast and counted.  Section 15841(c)(2) also clarifies that the requirement in 
subdivision (a)(1)(A)(i) (to permit the voter to “verify” in a private and independent manner the 
votes selected by the voter on the ballot before the ballot is cast and counted) may be satisfied by 
using a paper ballot voting system as follows: 

For purposes of subsection (a)(1)(A)(i) of this section [requiring that the voting 
system “permit the voter to verify, in a private and independent manner, the votes 

134 42 U.S.C section 15481(c)(2).   
135 42 U.S.C. section 15485.  Exhibit H. 
136 Exhibit I. 
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selected by the voter on the ballot before the ballot is cast and counted”] the term 
“verify” may not be defined in a manner that makes it impossible for a paper 
ballot voting system to meet the requirements of such subsection or to be 
modified to meet such requirements.  [Emphasis added.] 

Thus, HAVA continues to preserve the option of using paper ballot voting for casting and 
counting ballots as long as the process allows the voter to verify the votes selected and correct 
any over-votes in a private and independent manner.   

However, even if a state uses paper ballots, the plain language of section 15481(a)(3) requires at 
least one direct recording electronic voting system or other voting system equipped for 
individuals with disabilities, including a system equipped for the blind and visually impaired, be 
placed at each polling place as follows: 

(1) Accessibility for individuals with disabilities 

The voting system shall -  

(A) be accessible for individuals with disabilities, including nonvisual accessibility for the 
blind and visually impaired, in a manner that provides the same opportunity for 
access and participation (including privacy and independence) as for other voters; 

(B) satisfy the requirement of subparagraph (A) through the use of at least one direct 
recording electronic voting system or other voting system equipped for individuals 
with disabilities at each polling place; and 

(C) if purchased with funds made available under subchapter II of this chapter on or after 
January 1, 2007, meet the voting system standards for disability access (as outlined in 
this paragraph).  [Emphasis added.]137 

The voting system does not have to a direct recording electronic voting system, but pursuant to 
subdivision (b), can be any “mechanical, electromechanical, or electronic equipment” used for 
such purposes.  These would include, for example, electronic ballot marking devices or tactile 
ballot templates with headphones. 

Thus, although a state or jurisdiction may use paper ballots for voting, they are also required by 
federal law to have at least one direct recording electronic voting system or other voting system 
equipped for individuals with disabilities at each polling site. 

In addition, case law suggests that a failure to provide, at each polling place, accessible voting 
systems for the disabled at any election may violate the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
and section 504 of the federal Rehabilitation Act.  These federal laws do not require voting 
systems for the disabled, but they do grant individuals with disabilities the right to reasonable 
modifications to have meaningful access to a covered entity’s services, programs, and activities, 
as long as that modification will not constitute an undue burden or fundamentally alter the nature 
of the program or activity.138  In California Council of the Blind v. County of Alameda, the 

137 See also, American Ass’n. of People with Disabilities v. Shelley (2004) 324 F.Supp.2d 1120, 
1127. 
138 Rehabilitation Act of 1973, section 504, 29 U.S.C. section 794(a); ADA of 1990, 42 U.S.C. 
section 12132. 
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federal district court considered allegations that the voting machines in the County of Alameda 
were insufficient and not operational and, thus, violated the ADA and Rehabilitation Act.139  The 
plaintiffs argued that advancements in technology make it possible for blind and visually 
impaired individuals to vote privately and independently just as sighted voters do.  Plaintiffs 
further alleged that certain electronic voting machines utilize electronic ballots and possess an 
audio ballot feature that can read aloud instructions and voting options.  When a tactile keyboard 
and headphones are connected to an accessible voting machine and the audio ballot is 
functioning properly, a blind voter can use the audio ballot feature and the tactile keypad to 
privately and independently complete and submit a ballot.  Plaintiffs acknowledged that the 
County provided at least one voting machine at each polling place in compliance with HAVA, 
but the machines were not fully operational at all polling sites from the moment the sites were 
open on Election Day to the moment they were closed.  The court found that “requiring blind and 
visually impaired individuals to vote with assistance of a third party, if they are to vote at all, at 
best provides these individuals with an inferior voting experience ‘not equal to that afforded 
others.’”  The court further determined that, when voting with the assistance of a third party,  

Blind and visually impaired voters are forced to reveal a political opinion that 
others are not required to disclose.  Thus, the County cannot fulfill its obligation 
to ensure effective communication by providing third party assistants to blind and 
visually impaired voters, because “in order to be effective, auxiliary aids and 
services must be provided . . . in such a way as to protect the privacy and 
independence of the individual with a disability.”140 

The court, therefore, denied the County’s motion to dismiss, finding that the plaintiffs 
sufficiently stated a claim under the ADA and Rehabilitation Act.141,142   

139 Exhibit G. California Council of the Blind v. County of Alameda (N.D.Cal.2013) 985 
F.Supp.2d 1229.  
140 Citing to ADA regulations, 28 C.F.R. section 35.160(b)(2). 
141 The court in California Council of the Blind further addressed Elections Code section 19227, 
which requires the SOS to adopt rules and regulations governing voting technology and systems 
that provide blind and visually impaired individuals with access that is equivalent to that 
provided to individuals who are not blind or visually impaired.  The statute further requires that a 
voting system shall be in place at each polling place “if sufficient funds are available” to 
implement the requirement.  The court, in its 2013 opinion, noted that the requirement to have at 
least one voting system at each polling place was not enforceable until the SOS adopted 
regulations. 
142 The courts have not finally ruled on the merits of the complaint in California Council of the 
Blind, since the case came to the court on a motion to dismiss.  There are older reported cases, 
however, that find there is no ADA violation for failing to have an electronic voting system.  In 
American Ass'n of People with Disabilities v. Shelley (2004) 324 F.Supp.2d 1120, 1125-1126, 
the court found as follows: 

The evidence does not support the conclusion that the elimination of the DREs 
would have a discriminatory effect on the visually or manually impaired. 
Although it is not disputed that some disabled persons will be unable to vote 
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Thus, at the time the test claim regulations became effective, counties were mandated by federal 
law to have at least one direct recording electronic voting system or other voting system 
equipped for individuals with disabilities at each polling site during the November 2008 General 
Election and legally compelled to comply with the test claim regulations.   

b) Counties were also practically compelled to comply with the test claim 
regulations. 

Even if the federal requirements did not exist, claimant and CSAC have submitted evidence in 
the record to support a finding that counties were practically compelled to comply with the test 
claim regulations during the November 2008 General Election.  Local agencies may be 
practically compelled to comply with a state program if there is a showing that, as a practical 
matter, doing so is the only reasonable means to carry out its core mandatory function.143  A core 
mandatory function of counties is to conduct elections.144  When the test claim regulations took 
effect on October 20, 2008, all California counties had voting systems in place at each polling 
site, vote by mail had been underway for 13 days and several counties had begun early voting at 
the polls days or weeks earlier.  With election day proper only 16 days away and voting already 
underway, counties could not, as a practical matter, stop using the already-approved electronic 
voting system and change to a paper ballot only voting process to avoid the test claim 

independently and in private without the use of DREs, it is clear that they will not 
be deprived of their fundamental right to vote. Each plaintiff declares that he or 
she has voted in the past and intends to vote in the future. Title II of the ADA 
precludes the exclusion of the disabled from the services, programs or activities of 
any public entity. 42 U.S.C. § 12132. Title II requires only that programs be made 
“readily accessible to and usable by” people with disabilities. 28 CF.R. § 35.150. 
The evidence establishes that long before the conditional certification of DREs, 
counties utilized a number of programs to provide handicapped persons with 
ready access to voting equipment. As provided in the controlling regulations, a 
public entity may employ such means as “assignment of aides to beneficiaries ... 
or any other methods that result in making its services, programs, or activities 
readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities.” 28 C.F.R. § 
35.150(b)(1). 

It cannot be disputed that casting a vote independently and secretly would be 
preferred over casting a vote with the assistance of a family member or other aide. 
However, the ADA does not require accommodation that would enable disabled 
persons to vote in a manner that is comparable in every way with the voting rights 
enjoyed by persons without disabilities. Rather, it mandates that voting programs 
be made accessible, giving a disabled person the opportunity to vote. [Footnote 
omitted.]  Nothing in the Americans with Disabilities Act or its Regulations 
reflects an intention on the part of Congress to require secret, independent voting. 
Nor does such a right arise from the fact that plaintiff counties attempted to 
provide such an accommodation. Plaintiffs did not acquire rights by virtue of the 
temporarily discontinued experiment with electronic voting machines. 

143 POBRA, supra, 170 Cal.App.4th 1355, 1368. 
144 Government Code section 26802. 
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regulations.  Moreover, adopting a paper voting system would require counties to have their 
ballots and ballot cards approved by the SOS.145  If the counties wished to purchase their ballot 
cards directly from the manufacturer, SOS permission is required and the request must comply 
with a specified format.146  And the order in which federal and state candidates appear on the 
ballot must be certified by the SOS and transmitted to elections officials, with exceptions for 
some state candidates.147  Given these requirements and the proximity of the election to the 
effective date of the regulations, the Commission finds that counties were mandated by the state, 
within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6, to comply with the new requirements imposed by 
California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20121-20126 (Register 2008, No. 43). 

4) The new mandated activities constitute a new program or higher level of service. 
The Commission further finds that these new mandated requirements constitute a new program 
or higher level of service.  In the San Diego Unified School District case, the California Supreme 
Court defined a higher level of service as “an increase in the actual level or quality of 
governmental services provided.”148  The court went on to say that the commonly understood 
sense of “higher level of service” consists of: “(i) the requirements are new in comparison with 
the preexisting scheme in view of the circumstance that they did not exist prior to the enactment 
of [the test claim statute or regulation], (ii) the requirements were intended to provide an 
enhanced service to the public ….”  The court also recognized that the statute or executive order 
must be unique to government.149  In this case, the SOS explained the following reasons for, and 
cited studies to support, the emergency regulations package that became the test claim 
regulations: 

• Public confidence in election results is essential to the legitimacy of our system of 
government. 

• In a December 2000 national Gallup poll, 67% of respondents said they little or no 
confidence in the nation’s vote counting, and more recent polls cited by the SOS also 
reflect a low level of confidence. 

• The SOS issued the original PEMT requirements in October 2007 only after months of 
extensive research and expert consultation that revealed the vulnerability of electronic 
voting system to error and tampering, and the value of enhanced PEMT to ensure the 
integrity and accuracy of results produced by those systems in close contests. 

• The PEMT requirements were successfully implemented in the June 2008 Statewide 
Primary Elections in seven counties where initial margins of victory smaller than .5% 
called for manual tallies of those contests in 10% of the precincts.  The PEMT 
requirements were restructured into the format of formal regulations without changing 
their operation or effect. 

145 Elections Code section 13260. 
146 California Code of Regulations, title 2, §§ 20235-20236. 
147 Elections Code section 13112. 
148 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 877. 
149 Id. at page 878. 
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• Numerous scientific studies have proven that electronic voting poses serious new threats 
to the integrity and accuracy of election results, including a different and more serious 
risk of tampering.   

• Electronic voting systems are also prone to errors and inaccuracies even in the absence of 
malicious tampering. 

• PEMT requirements are a check on the trustworthiness and accuracy of results and one 
that research shows is particularly effective. 

• There is clear evidence to show that the one percent manual tally is not adequate to 
ensure voting system integrity and accuracy, based on findings of the Post Election Audit 
Standards Working Group convened by the Secretary of State in 2007, including a 
finding that a one percent manual tally was inadequate to detect many errors or fraud that 
could alter the outcome in a close contest.     

• There is clear evidence that ballots have been miscounted by electronic voting systems in 
California elections and that thousands of the state’s vote counting machines have been 
compromised.150   

In accordance with these findings of the SOS, the test claim regulations requiring a higher 
manual tally in cases where the margin of victory is narrow provides an enhanced service to the 
public.  Additionally, the regulations are unique to government in that they expressly apply only 
to “the Secretary of State and all elections officials within the State of California.”151  In sum, the 
Commission finds that the regulations meet the California Supreme Court’s definition of a new 
program or higher level of service within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution. 

C. California Code of Regulations, Title 2, Sections 20121-20126 (Register 2008,  
No. 43), Impose Increased Costs Mandated by the State on Counties Following the 
November 2008 General Election. 

In order for the activities required by the test claim regulations to be reimbursable under article 
XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, they must impose “costs mandated by the state,” 
defined as any increased cost that a local agency or school district incurs as a result of any statute 
or executive order that mandates a new program or higher level of service.152 

The claimant asserts that all activities required by the test claim regulations result in increased 
costs mandated by the state within the meaning of Government Code section 17514.  The test 
claim is supported by a declaration from the County of Santa Barbara for the new activities 

150 Exhibit G.  Letter from Lowell Finley, Deputy Secretary of State, to the Office of 
Administrative Law Research Attorney, regarding the proposed emergency regulations,  
October 17, 2008, pages 1-6. 
151 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20120(b). 
152 Government Code section 17514. 
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performed between November 10, 2008 and November 26, 2008.153  Claimant states that it 
incurred costs of $250,126.09, which “represents the lowest possible expenditure in order to 
completely comply with the requirements set forth in the Post Election Manual Tally 
Requirements in Close Contest Emergency Regulations.”154  The claimant also estimates 
statewide costs $814,479.96 to comply with the regulations for the November 2008 General 
Election based on a survey conducted by the California Association of County Elections 
Officials.155 

In its comments on the test claim, Finance asked the Commission to consider whether the PEMT 
requirements were already declared to be existing law by the court’s decision in County of San 
Diego v. Bowen (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 501.  If so, the requirements imposed by the emergency 
regulations would not impose “costs mandated by the state” pursuant Government Code section 
17556(b), which states: 

The commission shall not find costs mandated by the state, as defined in Section 
17514, in any claim submitted by a local agency or school district, if, after a 
hearing, the commission finds any one of the following: 

[¶] . . . [¶] 

(b) The statute or executive order affirmed for the state a mandate that has been 
declared existing law or regulation by action of the courts. This subdivision 
applies regardless of whether the action of the courts occurred prior to or after the 
date on which the statute or executive order was enacted or issued. 

In County of San Diego v. Bowen, the court held that the SOS had statutory authority to adopt the 
PEMT requirements, but that they must be adopted as regulations pursuant to the Administrative 
Procedure Act.  For this reason, the court held that the 2007 PEMT requirements were void.156  
The court did not find that the requirements imposed by the test claim regulations were existing 
law, or that the SOS was required to adopt the regulations at all.  Therefore, the Commission 
finds that Government Code section 17556(b) is not relevant and does not apply to this test 
claim. 

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the test claim regulations impose costs mandated by the 
state within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 and Government Code section 17514 for the 
costs incurred following the November 2008 General Election. 

V. Conclusion 
The Commission concludes that California Code of Regulations, title 2, division 7, chapter 3, 
sections 20121-20126 (Register 2008, No. 43) impose a reimbursable state-mandated program 
within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution for the costs 

153 Exhibit A.  County of Santa Barbara, Test Claim 10-TC-08, Post Election Manual Tally 
(PEMT), Declaration of Renee Bischoff, Elections Division Manager for the County of Santa 
Barbara. 
154 Id. at page 9. 
155 Id. at page 10. 
156 County of San Diego v. Bowen (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 501, 520. 
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incurred by county election officials to perform the following new requirements within the 
canvass period established by Elections Code sections 10262 and 15372, for the November 2008 
General Election only:157 

1. After each election, determine the margin of victory as defined for single winner 
elections, multi-winner elections, and ballot measure contests in each contest based upon 
the semifinal official canvass results.158 

2. For contests voted upon in more than one jurisdiction: 

a) In any contest voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, the elections official in 
each jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the contest shall determine whether a 
10 percent manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, title 2, 
section 20121(b), by calculating the overall margin of victory in all jurisdictions 
in which votes were cast in the contest.159   

b) For a legislative or statewide contest, the elections official shall determine 
whether a ten percent manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, 
title 2, section 20121(b), based upon the semifinal official canvass results and 
margin of victory for the entire district for a legislative contest or the entire state 
for a state contest posted on the canvass website of the SOS.160 

3. For any contest in which the margin of victory is less than one-half of one percent,  

a) Randomly select precincts, using a random number generator, until nine percent of 
the precincts in the contest have been selected.  

b) Manually tally the results for that contest from the precincts selected for the nine 
percent sample.  The manual tally shall begin as soon as practicable after the random 
selection of precincts for the manual tally.  The manual tally shall be conducted in 
public view by hand without the use of electronic scanning equipment 161   

c) When manually tallying the results, take appropriate measures to ensure that direct 
recording electronic ballots that were cancelled before being cast and ballots that are 
damaged or defective are not inadvertently tallied as valid ballots in the manual tally 
process.162 

4. Document and disclose to the public any variances between the semifinal official canvass 
results and the manual tally results for nine percent of the precincts.163 

157 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20127. 
158 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(a). 
159 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(a). 
160 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(b). 
161 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(b)(e)(f). 
162 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(i)(j). 
163 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20123(b).   
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5. For any contest with one or more variances, calculate the variance percentage by dividing 
the total number of variances found in the manual tally sample for the contest by the total 
number of votes cast for that contest in the manual tally sample.  For single winner 
contests, only variances that narrow the margin between the winner and any of the losers 
shall be included in the total number of variances.  For multi-winner contests, only 
variances that narrow the margin of victory between any of the winners and any of the 
losers shall be included in the total number of variances.164 

6. If the variance percentage represents at least one-tenth of the margin of victory for that 
contest based on the semifinal official canvass results, then additional precincts must be 
manually tallied for that contest.165  Additional precincts shall be tallied in randomly 
selected blocks of five percent until the total number of variances presumed to exist – re-
calculated pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a) – is 
smaller than 10 percent of the overall margin of victory in that contest, based on the 
semifinal official canvass results, or until all ballots have been manually tallied, 
whichever occurs first.166 

7. Preserve the voter verifiable paper audit trail (VVPAT) records, memory cards and 
devices, and direct recording electronic voting machines and notify the SOS if any 
variance is found between the manually tallied VVPAT and corresponding electronic 
vote results that cannot be accounted for by some obvious mechanical problem.167 

8. Keep and make available to the public a log to record the manual tally process for all 
precincts selected, including the results of each round of manual tallying for each precinct 
included in the sample, how variances were resolved, and details of any actions taken that 
are contrary to California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120 et seq.168 

9. Track, record in the log, and report to the public by each precinct, the number of 
undervotes and overvotes discovered in the manual tally of a contest.169 

10.   Revise the notice prepared pursuant to section 15360(d), to include the time and place of 
the initial selection of precincts for the additional nine percent manual tally and any 
additional random selection of precincts which may become necessary to comply with 
escalation requirements.170   

However, the costs to prepare the notice for the one percent manual tally required by 
Elections Code section 15360(d), and to issue and post the combined notice are not new.   

164 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).   
165 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a).  
166 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(b). 
167 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(c). 
168 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(a). 
169 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(b). 
170 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(b). 
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11. Permit the public to observe all parts of the manual tally process, including the random 
selection of precincts, in a manner that allows the public to verify the tally. 

All other activities or regulations pled in this test claim do not constitute reimbursable state-
mandated programs or higher levels of service subject to article XIIIB, section 6 of the California 
Constitution and are therefore denied. 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL 

 
I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a resident of the County of Solano and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to the 
within action.  My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, 
California 95814. 

On July 30, 2014, I served the:  

Adopted Decision, Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,  
and Notice of Hearing 
Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT), 10-TC-08 
Former California Code of Regulations, Title 2, Division 7, Chapter 3, Sections 20120, 
20121, 20122, 20123, 20124, 20125, 20126 and 20127; Register 2008, No.43 
County of Santa Barbara, Claimant 

by making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to locate it to 
the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on July 30, 2014 at Sacramento, 
California. 

             
____________________________ 
Heidi J. Palchik 

      Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 323-3562 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List

Last Updated: 7/30/14

Claim Number: 10-TC-08

Matter: Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT)

Claimant: County of Santa Barbara

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove
any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material
with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material
on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the
commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-7522
SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services,LLC
5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842
Phone: (916) 727-1350
harmeet@calsdrc.com

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254
lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Renee Bischof, Chief Deputy Registrar of Voters, County of Santa Barbara
Claimant Representative
Registrar of Voters, 4440 Calle Real - A, Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Phone: (805) 696-8957
rbischo@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608
allanburdick@gmail.com

J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America
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895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916)595-2646
Bburgess@mgtamer.com

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
michael.byrne@dof.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706
gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901
achinncrs@aol.com

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-4320
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Tom Dyer, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
tom.dyer@dof.ca.gov

Eric Feller, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
eric.feller@csm.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Lowell Finley, Secretary of State's Office (D-15)
1500 11th Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 653-7244
lowell.finley@sos.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Dorothy Holzem, California Special Districts Association
1112 I Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 442-7887
dorothyh@csda.net

Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee
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California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103
Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov

Alice Jarboe, County of Sacramento
Countywide Services Agency, 7000 65th Street, Suite A, Sacramento, CA 95823
Phone: (916) 875-6255
JarboeA@saccounty.net

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8564
ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group,LLC
2386 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 104, Sacramento, CA 95825
Phone: (916) 480-9444
fjunio@nimbusconsultinggroup.com

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Anita Kerezsi, AK & Company
3531 Kersey Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 972-1666
akcompany@um.att.com

Jean Kinney Hurst, Senior Legislative Representative, Revenue & Taxation, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814-3941
Phone: (916) 327-7500
jhurst@counties.org

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)
Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256
JLal@sco.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Hortensia Mato, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3000
hmato@newportbeachca.gov

Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com
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Meredith Miller, Director of SB90 Services, MAXIMUS
3130 Kilgore Road, Suite 400, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
Phone: (972) 490-9990
meredithcmiller@maximus.com

Geoffrey Neill, Senior Legislative Analyst, Revenue & Taxation, California State Association
of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
gneill@counties.org

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Marianne O'Malley, Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29)
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8315
marianne.O'malley@lao.ca.gov

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-
0018
Phone: (909) 386-8854
jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS
625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (949) 440-0845
markrewolinski@maximus.com

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919
krios@sco.ca.gov

Lee Scott, Department of Finance
15 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
lee.scott@dof.ca.gov

Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-6490
carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-5849
jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

52



7/30/2014 Mailing List

http://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 5/5

Phone: (916) 324-0254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

Meg Svoboda, Senate Office of Research
1020 N Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 
Phone: (916) 651-1500
meg.svoboda@sen.ca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America
2001 P Street, Suite 200, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
Phone: (916) 443-9136
jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3127
etseng@newportbeachca.gov

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328
brian.uhler@lao.ca.gov

David Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates,Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, Suite 121, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 368-9244
dwa-david@surewest.net

Hasmik Yaghobyan, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-9653
hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov
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Proposed for Adoption:  September 26, 2014 
J:\MANDATES\2010\TC\10-TC-08 Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT)\Ps&Gs\Draft Expedited Ps&Gs.docx 

DRAFT EXPEDITED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
Former California Code of Regulations, Title 2, Division 7, Chapter 3,  

Sections 20121, 20122, 20123, 20124, 20125, 20126 

Register 2008, No. 43 

Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT) 
10-TC-08 

The period of reimbursement is October 20, 2008 (the effective date of the test claim 
regulations) through November 28, 2008 (the end of the canvass period). 

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 
These parameters and guidelines address activities associated with regulations requiring new 
standards and procedures to conduct post election manual tallies of votes for races with very narrow 
margins of victory during elections conducted in whole or in part on a mechanical, 
electromechanical, or electronic voting system.  
On July 25, 2014, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted a decision on the 
test claim finding that test claim regulations impose a partial reimbursable state-mandated 
program on county election agencies within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution, and Government Code section 17514.  The Commission approved the 
test claim for the reimbursable activities found under Section IV. Reimbursable Activities.   

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 
Any county and city and county that incurs increased costs as a result of this mandate are eligible 
to claim reimbursement.  

III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 
Government Code section 17557(e) states that a test claim shall be submitted on or before June 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year.  The County of  
Santa Barbara filed the test claim on March 28, 2008, establishing eligibility for reimbursement for 
the 2006-2007 fiscal year.  However, the period of reimbursement for the state-mandated activities 
in this case begins October 20, 2008 (the effective date of the test claim regulations) through 
November 28, 2008 (the end of the canvass period of the November 2008 General Election).   

Reimbursement for state-mandated costs may be claimed as follows: 

1. Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be included in each claim.   

2. Pursuant to Government Code section 17561(d)(1)(A), all claims for reimbursement of 
initial fiscal year costs shall be submitted to the State Controller (Controller) within 120 
days of the issuance date for the claiming instructions. 

3. Pursuant to Government Code section 17560(a), a local agency may, by February 15 
following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred, file an annual reimbursement 
claim that details the costs actually incurred for that fiscal year. 
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4. If revised claiming instructions are issued by the Controller pursuant to Government 
Code section 17558(c), between November 15 and February 15, a local agency filing an 
annual reimbursement claim shall have 120 days following the issuance date of the 
revised claiming instructions to file a claim.  (Gov. Code §17560(b).) 

5. If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be 
allowed except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564(a) 

6. There shall be no reimbursement for any period in which the Legislature has suspended 
the operation of a mandate pursuant to state law. 

IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 
To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be 
claimed.  Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities.  
Actual costs must be traceable to and supported by source documents that show the validity of 
such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities.  A 
source document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for 
the event or activity in question.  Source documents may include, but are not limited to, 
employee time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts. 

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost 
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, and declarations.  
Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, “I certify (or declare) under 
penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct,” 
and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil Procedure section 2015.5.  
Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable 
activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government requirements.  
However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents. 

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for reimbursable 
activities identified below.  Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is 
required to incur as a result of the mandate. 

For each eligible claimant that incurs increased costs, the following activities are reimbursable: 

1. After each election, determine the margin of victory as defined for single winner 
elections, multi-winner elections, and ballot measure contests in each contest based upon 
the semifinal official canvass results.1 

2. For contests voted upon in more than one jurisdiction: 

a) In any contest voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, the elections official in each 
jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the contest shall determine whether a 10 
percent manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 
20121(b), by calculating the overall margin of victory in all jurisdictions in which 
votes were cast in the contest.2 

1 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(a). 
2 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(a). 
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b) For a legislative or statewide contest, the elections official shall determine whether a 
ten percent manual tally is required by California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 
20121(b), based upon the semifinal official canvass results and margin of victory for 
the entire district for a legislative contest or the entire state for a state contest posted 
on the canvass website of the Secretary of State.3 

3. For any contest in which the margin of victory is less than one-half of one percent, 

a) Randomly select precincts, using a random number generator, until nine percent of 
the precincts in the contest have been selected. 

b) Manually tally the results for that contest from the precincts selected for the nine 
percent sample. The manual tally shall begin as soon as practicable after the random 
selection of precincts for the manual tally. The manual tally shall be conducted in 
public view by hand without the use of electronic scanning equipment.4 

c) When manually tallying the results, take appropriate measures to ensure that direct 
recording electronic ballots that were cancelled before being cast and ballots that are 
damaged or defective are not inadvertently tallied as valid ballots in the manual tally 
process.5 

4. Document and disclose to the public any variances between the semifinal official canvass 
results and the manual tally results for nine percent of the precincts.6 

5. For any contest with one or more variances, calculate the variance percentage by dividing 
the total number of variances found in the manual tally sample for the contest by the total 
number of votes cast for that contest in the manual tally sample. For single winner 
contests, only variances that narrow the margin between the winner and any of the losers 
shall be included in the total number of variances. For multi-winner contests, only 
variances that narrow the margin of victory between any of the winners and any of the 
losers shall be included in the total number of variances.7 

6. If the variance percentage represents at least one-tenth of the margin of victory for that 
contest based on the semifinal official canvass results, then additional precincts must be 
manually tallied for that contest.8  Additional precincts shall be tallied in randomly 
selected blocks of five percent until the total number of variances presumed to exist –  
re-calculated pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a) –  
is smaller than 10 percent of the overall margin of victory in that contest, based on the 

3 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20122(b). 
4 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(b)(e)(f). 
5 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(i)(j). 
6 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20123(b). 
7 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a). 
8 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(a). 
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semifinal official canvass results, or until all ballots have been manually tallied, 
whichever occurs first.9 

7. Preserve the voter verifiable paper audit trail (VVPAT) records, memory cards and 
devices, and direct recording electronic voting machines and notify the Secretary of State 
if any variance is found between the manually tallied VVPAT and corresponding 
electronic vote results that cannot be accounted for by some obvious mechanical 
problem.10 

8. Keep and make available to the public a log to record the manual tally process for all 
precincts selected, including the results of each round of manual tallying for each precinct 
included in the sample, how variances were resolved, and details of any actions taken that 
are contrary to California Code of Regulations, title 2, sections 20120 et seq.11 

9. Track, record in the log, and report to the public by each precinct, the number of 
undervotes and overvotes discovered in the manual tally of a contest.12 

10. Revise the notice prepared pursuant to Elections Code section 15360(d), to include the 
time and place of the initial selection of precincts for the additional nine percent manual 
tally and any additional random selection of precincts which may become necessary to 
comply with escalation requirements.13 

The costs to prepare the notice for the one percent manual tally required by Elections 
Code section 15360(d), and to issue and post the combined notice are not new and are 
not reimbursable. 

11. Permit the public to observe all parts of the manual tally process, including the random 
selection of precincts, in a manner that allows the public to verify the tally. 

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 
Each of the following cost elements must be identified for each reimbursable activity identified 
in Section IV, Reimbursable Activities, of this document.  Each claimed reimbursable cost must 
be supported by source documentation as described in Section IV.  Additionally, each 
reimbursement claim must be filed in a timely manner. 

A. Direct Cost Reporting 

Direct costs are those costs incurred specifically for the reimbursable activities.  The following 
direct costs are eligible for reimbursement. 

1.  Salaries and Benefits 

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, job classification, 
and productive hourly rate (total wages and related benefits divided by productive hours).  

9 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(b). 
10 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20124(c). 
11 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(a). 
12 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20125(b). 
13 Former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20126(b). 
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Describe the specific reimbursable activities performed and the hours devoted to each 
reimbursable activity performed. 

2.  Materials and Supplies 

Report the cost of materials and supplies that have been consumed or expended for the 
purpose of the reimbursable activities.  Purchases shall be claimed at the actual price after 
deducting discounts, rebates, and allowances received by the claimant.  Supplies that are 
withdrawn from inventory shall be charged on an appropriate and recognized method of 
costing, consistently applied. 

3.  Contracted Services 

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable 
activities.  If the contractor bills for time and materials, report the number of hours spent on 
the activities and all costs charged.  If the contract is a fixed price, report the services that 
were performed during the period covered by the reimbursement claim.  If the contract 
services are also used for purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata 
portion of the services used to implement the reimbursable activities can be claimed.  
Submit contract consultant and attorney invoices with the claim and a description of the 
contract scope of services. 

4.  Fixed Assets  

Report the purchase price paid for fixed assets (including computers) necessary to 
implement the reimbursable activities.  The purchase price includes taxes, delivery costs, 
and installation costs.  If the fixed asset is also used for purposes other than the reimbursable 
activities, only the pro-rata portion of the purchase price used to implement the reimbursable 
activities can be claimed. 

5.  Travel 

Report the name of the employee traveling for the purpose of the reimbursable activities.  
Include the date of travel, destination, the specific reimbursable activity requiring travel, and 
related travel expenses reimbursed to the employee in compliance with the rules of the local 
jurisdiction.  Report employee travel time according to the rules of cost element A.1., 
Salaries and Benefits, for each applicable reimbursable activity. 

B.  Indirect Cost Rates 

Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose, benefiting more than one 
program, and are not directly assignable to a particular department or program without efforts 
disproportionate to the result achieved.  Indirect costs may include both:  (1) overhead costs of 
the unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central government services distributed 
to the other departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan. 

Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement utilizing the procedure provided in 
2 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 225 (Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
Circular A-87).  Claimants have the option of using 10 percent of direct labor, excluding fringe 
benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) if the indirect cost rate claimed 
exceeds 10 percent. 
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If the claimant chooses to prepare an ICRP, both the direct costs (as defined and described in 2 
CFR part 225, appendix A and B (OMB Circular A-87 attachments A and B) and the indirect 
costs shall exclude capital expenditures and unallowable costs (as defined and described in 2 
CFR part 225, appendix A and B (OMB Circular A-87 attachments A and B).  However, 
unallowable costs must be included in the direct costs if they represent activities to which 
indirect costs are properly allocable. The distribution base may be:  (1) total direct costs 
(excluding capital expenditures and other distorting items, such as pass-through funds, major 
subcontracts, etc.); (2) direct salaries and wages; or (3) another base which results in an equitable 
distribution. 

In calculating an ICRP, the claimant shall have the choice of one of the following 
methodologies: 

1. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described in OMB Circular A-
87 attachments A and B) shall be accomplished by:  (1) classifying a department’s total 
costs for the base period as either direct or indirect; and (2) dividing the total allowable 
indirect costs (net of applicable credits) by an equitable distribution base.  The result of 
this process is an indirect cost rate which is used to distribute indirect costs to mandates.  
The rate should be expressed as a percentage which the total amount of allowable 
indirect costs bears to the base selected; or 

2. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described in OMB Circular A-
87 attachments A and B) shall be accomplished by: (1) separating a department into 
groups, such as divisions or sections, and then classifying the division’s or section’s total 
costs for the base period as either direct or indirect; and (2) dividing the total allowable 
indirect costs (net of applicable credits) by an equitable distribution base.  The result of 
this process is an indirect cost rate that is used to distribute indirect costs to mandates.  
The rate should be expressed as a percentage which the total amount of allowable 
indirect costs bears to the base selected. 

VI. RECORD RETENTION 
Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5(a), a reimbursement claim for actual costs filed 
by a local agency or school district pursuant to this chapter14 is subject to the initiation of an 
audit by the Controller no later than three years after the date that the actual reimbursement claim 
is filed or last amended, whichever is later.  However, if no funds are appropriated or no payment 
is made to a claimant for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the time for 
the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the 
claim.  In any case, an audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that the 
audit is commenced.  All documents used to support the reimbursable activities, as described in 
Section IV., must be retained during the period subject to audit.  If an audit has been initiated by 
the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is extended until the 
ultimate resolution of any audit findings. 

VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 
Any offsetting revenue the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of the same 
statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandate shall be deducted from the costs 

14 This refers to title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code. 
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claimed.  In addition, reimbursement for this mandate from any source, including but not limited 
to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds, shall be identified and deducted 
from this claim. 

VIII. STATE CONTROLLER’S CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS 
Pursuant to Government Code section 17558(b), the Controller shall issue claiming instructions 
for each mandate that requires state reimbursement not later than 90 days after receiving the 
adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to assist local agencies and school 
districts in claiming costs to be reimbursed.  The claiming instructions shall be derived from 
these parameters and guidelines and the decisions on the test claim and the parameters and 
guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17561(d)(1), issuance of the claiming instructions shall 
constitute a notice of the right of the local agencies and school districts to file reimbursement 
claims, based upon parameters and guidelines adopted by the Commission. 

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION 
Upon request of a local agency or school district, the Commission shall review the claiming 
instructions issued by the Controller or any other authorized state agency for reimbursement of 
mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17571.  If the Commission determines that 
the claiming instructions do not conform to the parameters and guidelines, the Commission shall 
direct the Controller to modify the claiming instructions and the Controller shall modify the 
claiming instructions to conform to the parameters and guidelines as directed by the 
Commission.   

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government 
Code section 17557(d), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.17. 

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
The decisions adopted for the test claim and parameters and guidelines are legally binding on all 
parties and provide the legal and factual basis for the parameters and guidelines.  The support for 
the legal and factual findings is found in the administrative record.  The administrative record is 
on file with the Commission.   

7 
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL 

 
I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a resident of the County of Solano and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to the 
within action.  My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, 
California 95814. 

On July 30, 2014, I served the:  

Adopted Decision, Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines,  
and Notice of Hearing 
Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT), 10-TC-08 
Former California Code of Regulations, Title 2, Division 7, Chapter 3, Sections 20120, 
20121, 20122, 20123, 20124, 20125, 20126 and 20127; Register 2008, No.43 
County of Santa Barbara, Claimant 

by making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to locate it to 
the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on July 30, 2014 at Sacramento, 
California. 

             
____________________________ 
Heidi J. Palchik 

      Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 323-3562 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List

Last Updated: 7/30/14

Claim Number: 10-TC-08

Matter: Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT)

Claimant: County of Santa Barbara

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove
any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material
with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material
on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the
commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-7522
SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services,LLC
5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842
Phone: (916) 727-1350
harmeet@calsdrc.com

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254
lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Renee Bischof, Chief Deputy Registrar of Voters, County of Santa Barbara
Claimant Representative
Registrar of Voters, 4440 Calle Real - A, Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Phone: (805) 696-8957
rbischo@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608
allanburdick@gmail.com

J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America
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895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916)595-2646
Bburgess@mgtamer.com

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
michael.byrne@dof.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706
gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901
achinncrs@aol.com

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-4320
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Tom Dyer, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
tom.dyer@dof.ca.gov

Eric Feller, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
eric.feller@csm.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Lowell Finley, Secretary of State's Office (D-15)
1500 11th Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 653-7244
lowell.finley@sos.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Dorothy Holzem, California Special Districts Association
1112 I Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 442-7887
dorothyh@csda.net

Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee
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California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103
Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov

Alice Jarboe, County of Sacramento
Countywide Services Agency, 7000 65th Street, Suite A, Sacramento, CA 95823
Phone: (916) 875-6255
JarboeA@saccounty.net

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8564
ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group,LLC
2386 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 104, Sacramento, CA 95825
Phone: (916) 480-9444
fjunio@nimbusconsultinggroup.com

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Anita Kerezsi, AK & Company
3531 Kersey Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 972-1666
akcompany@um.att.com

Jean Kinney Hurst, Senior Legislative Representative, Revenue & Taxation, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814-3941
Phone: (916) 327-7500
jhurst@counties.org

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)
Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256
JLal@sco.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Hortensia Mato, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3000
hmato@newportbeachca.gov

Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com
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Meredith Miller, Director of SB90 Services, MAXIMUS
3130 Kilgore Road, Suite 400, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
Phone: (972) 490-9990
meredithcmiller@maximus.com

Geoffrey Neill, Senior Legislative Analyst, Revenue & Taxation, California State Association
of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
gneill@counties.org

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Marianne O'Malley, Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29)
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8315
marianne.O'malley@lao.ca.gov

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-
0018
Phone: (909) 386-8854
jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS
625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (949) 440-0845
markrewolinski@maximus.com

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919
krios@sco.ca.gov

Lee Scott, Department of Finance
15 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
lee.scott@dof.ca.gov

Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-6490
carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-5849
jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
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Phone: (916) 324-0254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

Meg Svoboda, Senate Office of Research
1020 N Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 
Phone: (916) 651-1500
meg.svoboda@sen.ca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America
2001 P Street, Suite 200, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
Phone: (916) 443-9136
jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3127
etseng@newportbeachca.gov

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328
brian.uhler@lao.ca.gov

David Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates,Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, Suite 121, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 368-9244
dwa-david@surewest.net

Hasmik Yaghobyan, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-9653
hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov
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Ms. Heather Halsey 
Executive Director 
Commission on State Maudates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

jOHNCHIANG 
filaltfontfa ~tntc filontro Uer 

[)ivision of Accounting and Reporting 

August 20, 2014 

Re: Adopted Decision and Draft Expedited Parameters and Guidelines 
Post Election Manual Tally (P EMT). 1 O-TC-08 
Former California Code of Regulations, Title 2, Division 7, Chapter 3, Sections 20120, 
20121. 20122. 20123. 20124, 20125, 20126, 20127 
County of Santa Barbara. Claimant 

Dear Ms. Halsey: 

We have reviewed the proposed draft expedited parameters and guidelines for the above
entitled matter submitted by the Commission staff Below are our comments and recommendations. 
Proposed additions are underlined and deletions are indicated with strikethrough as follows: 

Page 1: 

HI. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT 

Government Code section l 7557(e) states that a test claim shall be submitted on or before Jnne 30 
following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The County of Santa Barbara 
filed the test claim on March 28, ~ 2011, establishing eligibility for reimbursement for the ±006-
±001, 2009-2010 fiscal year. .. 

COMMENT: Please change the year the test claim was filed from 2008 to 2011. Pages I and 5 of 
the Statement of Decision indicate that the test claim filed date is March 28, 2011. It follows, that the 
eligibility established would be for the 2009-2010 fiscal year, instead of2006-2007. 

MAIUNG ADDRESS: P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 
STREET ADDRESS: 330 l C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 

RECEIVED

Commission on
State Mandates

August 20, 2014

Exhibit C
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Ms. Heather Halsey 
August 20, 2014 
Page 2 

Page 2: 

IV. REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES 

2. a) In any contest voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, the elections official in each jurisdiction 
in which votes were cast in the contest shall determine whether a I 0 percent manual tally is required 
by former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 20121(1*' 20122(a) ... 

Page 3: 

2. b) For a legislative or statewide contest, the elections official shall determine whether a ten percent 
manual tally is required by former California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 2012 l (b) 
20122(b) 

Page 4: 

8 .... and details of any actions taken that are contrary to forme1 California Code of Regulations ... 

COMMENT: California Code of Regulations, Title 2, referring to Chapter 3. Post Election Manual 
Tallies, section 20120 through 20128 had been repealed by operation oflaw. By adding the word 
"former" will indicate that the section no longer exists. Also, please change the sections in 2. a) and 
2. b) to be consistent with the footnotes 2 and 3, respectively. 

Page 7: 

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION 

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government Code 
section 17557(d), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.17 1183.2. 

COMMENT: Please replace 1183. 17 with 1183.2 for consistency with other existing parameters 
and guidelines. 

Should you have any questions regarding the above, please contact Nick Kondoleon at 
(916) 322-8733 or email NKondoleon@sco.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

,Jl / . 
// .. ( I /l, 

JAY -~1L, M;(~ '-~····/ 
'-~,,~~·"" 

Local Reimbursements Section 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List

Last Updated: 7/30/14

Claim Number: 10-TC-08

Matter: Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT)

Claimant: County of Santa Barbara

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove
any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material
with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material
on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the
commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-7522
SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services,LLC
5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842
Phone: (916) 727-1350
harmeet@calsdrc.com

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254
lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Renee Bischof, Chief Deputy Registrar of Voters, County of Santa Barbara
Claimant Representative
Registrar of Voters, 4440 Calle Real - A, Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Phone: (805) 696-8957
rbischo@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608
allanburdick@gmail.com

J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America
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895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916)595-2646
Bburgess@mgtamer.com

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
michael.byrne@dof.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706
gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901
achinncrs@aol.com

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-4320
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Tom Dyer, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
tom.dyer@dof.ca.gov

Eric Feller, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
eric.feller@csm.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Lowell Finley, Secretary of State's Office (D-15)
1500 11th Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 653-7244
lowell.finley@sos.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Dorothy Holzem, California Special Districts Association
1112 I Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 442-7887
dorothyh@csda.net

Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee
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California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103
Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov

Alice Jarboe, County of Sacramento
Countywide Services Agency, 7000 65th Street, Suite A, Sacramento, CA 95823
Phone: (916) 875-6255
JarboeA@saccounty.net

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8564
ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group,LLC
2386 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 104, Sacramento, CA 95825
Phone: (916) 480-9444
fjunio@nimbusconsultinggroup.com

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Anita Kerezsi, AK & Company
3531 Kersey Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 972-1666
akcompany@um.att.com

Jean Kinney Hurst, Senior Legislative Representative, Revenue & Taxation, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814-3941
Phone: (916) 327-7500
jhurst@counties.org

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)
Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256
JLal@sco.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Hortensia Mato, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3000
hmato@newportbeachca.gov

Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com
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Meredith Miller, Director of SB90 Services, MAXIMUS
3130 Kilgore Road, Suite 400, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
Phone: (972) 490-9990
meredithcmiller@maximus.com

Geoffrey Neill, Senior Legislative Analyst, Revenue & Taxation, California State Association
of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
gneill@counties.org

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Marianne O'Malley, Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29)
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8315
marianne.O'malley@lao.ca.gov

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-
0018
Phone: (909) 386-8854
jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS
625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (949) 440-0845
markrewolinski@maximus.com

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919
krios@sco.ca.gov

Lee Scott, Department of Finance
15 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
lee.scott@dof.ca.gov

Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-6490
carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-5849
jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
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Phone: (916) 324-0254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

Meg Svoboda, Senate Office of Research
1020 N Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 
Phone: (916) 651-1500
meg.svoboda@sen.ca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America
2001 P Street, Suite 200, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
Phone: (916) 443-9136
jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3127
etseng@newportbeachca.gov

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328
brian.uhler@lao.ca.gov

David Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates,Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, Suite 121, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 368-9244
dwa-david@surewest.net

Hasmik Yaghobyan, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-9653
hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL 

 
I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a resident of the County of Solano and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to the 
within action.  My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, 
California 95814. 

On September 2, 2014, I served the: 

CRS, Inc Comments 
Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT), 10-TC-08 
Former California Code of Regulations, Title 2, Division 7, Chapter 3, Sections 20120, 
20121, 20122, 20123, 20124, 20125, 20126 and 20127; Register 2008, No.43 
County of Santa Barbara, Claimant 

by making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to locate it to 
the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on September 2, 2014 at Sacramento, 
California. 

             
____________________________ 
Heidi J. Palchik 

      Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 323-3562 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List

Last Updated: 8/27/14

Claim Number: 10-TC-08

Matter: Post Election Manual Tally (PEMT)

Claimant: County of Santa Barbara

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove
any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material
with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material
on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the
commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-7522
SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services,LLC
5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842
Phone: (916) 727-1350
harmeet@calsdrc.com

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254
lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Renee Bischof, Chief Deputy Registrar of Voters, County of Santa Barbara
Claimant Representative
Registrar of Voters, 4440 Calle Real - A, Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Phone: (805) 696-8957
rbischo@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608
allanburdick@gmail.com

J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America
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895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916)595-2646
Bburgess@mgtamer.com

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
michael.byrne@dof.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706
gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901
achinncrs@aol.com

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-4320
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Tom Dyer, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
tom.dyer@dof.ca.gov

Eric Feller, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
eric.feller@csm.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Lowell Finley, Secretary of State's Office (D-15)
1500 11th Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 653-7244
lowell.finley@sos.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Dorothy Holzem, California Special Districts Association
1112 I Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 442-7887
dorothyh@csda.net

Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee
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California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103
Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov

Alice Jarboe, County of Sacramento
Countywide Services Agency, 7000 65th Street, Suite A, Sacramento, CA 95823
Phone: (916) 875-6255
JarboeA@saccounty.net

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8564
ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group,LLC
2386 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 104, Sacramento, CA 95825
Phone: (916) 480-9444
fjunio@nimbusconsultinggroup.com

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Anita Kerezsi, AK & Company
3531 Kersey Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 972-1666
akcompany@um.att.com

Jean Kinney Hurst, Senior Legislative Representative, Revenue & Taxation, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814-3941
Phone: (916) 327-7500
jhurst@counties.org

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)
Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256
JLal@sco.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Hortensia Mato, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3000
hmato@newportbeachca.gov

Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com
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Meredith Miller, Director of SB90 Services, MAXIMUS
3130 Kilgore Road, Suite 400, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
Phone: (972) 490-9990
meredithcmiller@maximus.com

Geoffrey Neill, Senior Legislative Analyst, Revenue & Taxation, California State Association
of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
gneill@counties.org

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Marianne O'Malley, Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29)
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8315
marianne.O'malley@lao.ca.gov

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-
0018
Phone: (909) 386-8854
jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS
625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (949) 440-0845
markrewolinski@maximus.com

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919
krios@sco.ca.gov

Lee Scott, Department of Finance
15 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
lee.scott@dof.ca.gov

Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-6490
carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-5849
jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
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Phone: (916) 324-0254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

Meg Svoboda, Senate Office of Research
1020 N Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 
Phone: (916) 651-1500
meg.svoboda@sen.ca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America
2001 P Street, Suite 200, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
Phone: (916) 443-9136
jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3127
etseng@newportbeachca.gov

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328
brian.uhler@lao.ca.gov

David Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates,Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, Suite 121, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 368-9244
dwa-david@surewest.net

Hasmik Yaghobyan, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-9653
hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov
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DEBRA BOWEN I SECRETARY OF STATE I STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
OFFICE OFVOTMG SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 
lsooxzthStreet 1 -enb,CA9SBu I Tel06531244 I wwwm.agw 

October 21,2008 

County ClerklRegistrar of Voter (CCIROV) Memorandum #8304 

TO: All County ClerkslRegistrars of Voters 

FROM: 

RE: 

- - 

Jason Heyes V 
Voting Systems Analyst 

Emergency Regulations: Post Election Manual Tally Requirements 

On October 20,2008, the Office of Administrative Law approved the Emergency 
Regulations on Post Election Manual Tallies submitted by the Secretary of State. The 
emergency regulations were filed with the Secretary of State and are effective 
immediately. These regulations will remain in effect for a minimum of 'l80 daysh More 
information can be found on our website at 
http:/lwww.sos.ca.gov/electionslelectio~eas. htm. 

If you have any questions about this, please contact me at jason.heyes@sos.ca.gov or by 
phone at (91 6) 65 1 -91 63. 

Attachment (1 ) 

Exhibit E
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In re: 

Secretary of State 

State of California 
Office of Administrative Law 

NOTICE OF APPROVAL OF EMERGENCY 
REGULATORY ACTION 

Title 2, California Code of Regulations 

Regulatory Action: 

Adopt sections: 20120,20121,20122, 
20123,20124,20125, 
20126,20127 

Amend sections: 
Repeal sections: 

Government Code Section 11349.6 

OAL File No. 2008-1009-02 E 

This emergency rulemaking adopts the already promulgated post election manual tally 
requirements in close contests, pursuant to County of San Diego v. Debra Bowen 
(2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 501. It requires that in election contests where the margin of 
victory is lessthan half of one percent (0.5%) a manual tally of ten percent of the 
precincts of the contested race be conducted in addition to that already required by 
Elections Code section 15360. 

OAL approves this emergency regulatory action pursuant to sections 1 1346.1 and 
I 1  349.6 of the Government Code. 

This emergency regulatory action is effective on 10/20/2008 and will expire on 
4/21/2009. The Certificate of Compliance for this action is due no later than 4/20/2009. 

Date: 10/20/2008 

V 
staff Counsel 

For: LINDA C. BROWN 
Deputy Director 

Original: Debra Bowen 
Copy: Pam Giarrizzo 
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STATE Or CALITORNIA--0 

NOTICE PUB 

I 

U Regulatory Actlon U Other 
n~ 1 1 I ~ F  I ACllON ON PROPOSED NOTICE ( NOTICE REGISTER NUMBER ( PUBLICATION DATE 

NOTICE 

I I I 

-, .- "-- 
ONLY 1 Approved as Approved as D~sapproved/ 

Submitted Mod~lled Wltiidrawn 

RCGULATIONS 

3. NOTICETYPE 4. AGENCY CONTACTPERSON 

AGENCY WITH RULEMAKING AUTHORITY 

Secretary of State 

TELEPHONE NUMBER m B E R  (Optional) - Notice re  Proposed n : . 

-- - 

B. SUBMISSION OF REGULATIONS (Complete when submitting regulations) 

SECTION(S] AFFECTED 
""""' 

(List all section number(s) ~20120,20121,20122,20123,~0124,20125,20126,20127 ...-..- 

AGENCY FILE NUMBER (If any) 

la. SUBJECTOF REGULATION(S) 

Post Election Manual Tally Requirements in Close Contests 

individually. Attach 1 

1 h. ALL PREVIOUS RELATED OAL REGULATORY ACTION NUMBER(S) 

None 

additional sheet if needed.) I 
TITLE61 I REPEAL 

.. , 
A. PUBLICATION OF NOTICE (Complete for  publication in  Notice Register) 

2. SPECIFY CALIFORNIA CODEOF REGULATIONS TITLE(S) AND SECTION(S) llncludlng tltle 26, I f  toxlcs related) 
1 *--".? 

Title 2 

3. NPE OF FILING 
- - 

Regular Ruiemaking (Gov. 
Code511346) 

Certificate o f  Comp1iance:The agency officer named Emergency Readopt (Gov. Changes W i thou t  Regulatory 
be low certifies t ha t  this agency complied w i t h  t he  Code, 51 1346.1 (11)) Effect (Cal. Code Regs., t i t le  

Resubmittal o f  disapproved o r  
. 

provisions o f  Gov. Code 551 1346.2-1 1347.3 either 1.5100) 
wlt l idrawn nonelnergency before the emergency regulat ion was adopted o r  
filing (Gov. Code 551 1349.3, w i th in  the t ime  per iod required b y  statute. 

F i le& Print pr in t  o n l y  

1 1349.4) 

1 SUBJCCTOT NOTICC 

. .- ., 

El Emergency (Gov. Code, 
51 1346.1 (b)) 

FIRST SCCTION ArrECTED TITLC(S) 

Resublnlttai o f  disapproved or withdrawn 
emergency f i l ing (Gov.Code, 51 1346.1) 

2 R- DATE 

Other (Specify) 

4. ALL BEGINNING AND ENDING DATES OF AVAllABlLlTY OF MODIFIED REGULATIONS AND/OR MATERIAL ADDEDTOTHE RULEMAKING FILE a Code Regs. title 1,544 and GoV. Code 51 1347.1) 

5. EFFECTIVE DATE OF CHANGES (Gov. Code. 55 11343.1,1131G.l(d); Cat. Code Regs,, title 1,5100) 
Effective 30111 day alter Effective on filing with 5100 Clianges Wltliout Effective 

flll~ig wltli Secretary of State Secretary of State Regulatory Effect otlier (Speclly) 
- .  

6. CHECK IF THESE REGULATIONS REQUIRE NOTICE TO, OR REVIEW, CONSULTATION, APPROVAL OR CONCURRENCE BY, ANOTHER AGENCY OR ENTITY 

Department o f  Finance (Form STD. 399) (SAM 56660) 
Fair Political Practices Commission State Fire Marshal 

n Other IS~ec i fs )  
U 

. , 

E-MAIL ADDRESS (Optional) 

PGiarrizzo@sos.ca.gov 
7. CONTACTPERSON 

Pam Giarrizzo, Chief Counsel 

8. 
I certify that the attached copy of the regulation(s) is a true and correct copy of the regulation(s) identified on this form, 
that the information specified on this form is true and correct, and that I am the head of the agency taking this action, or a 
designee of the head of the agency, and am authorized to make this certification. 

TYPED NAME AND TITLE OF S I G N A T ~ ~ Y  

Pam Giarrizzo, Chief Counsel 0 0 

TELEPHONE NUMBER 

(9 16) 653-7244 
FAX NUMBER (Optional) 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED EMERGENCY REGULATIONS 

Add Sections 20120,20121,20122,20123,20124,20125,20126 and 20127 of Chapter 
3 to Division 7 of Title 2 of the California Code of Regillations. 

Chapter 3. Post Election Manual Tallies. 

8 20120. Pilrpose and Applicability. 

(a) The purpose of this cllapter is to establish standards and procedures for conducting 
increased manual tallies in contests in which the margin of victory is very narrow. 

(b) This chapter applies to the Secretary of State and all elections officials within the 
State of California for all elections ill this state conducted in whole or in part on a voting 
system, the approval of which is conclitioned by the Secretary of State on performance of 
increased ~nanual tallies in contests with narrow margins of victory. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Govern~nent Code; Sections 10, 19 100, 19205, 
19222, Elections Code. 
Reference: Sections 19 3 00, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 

8 20121. Increased manual tally in coiltests with narrow margins of victory. 

(a) After each election, the elections official shall determine the margin of victory in 
each contest based upon the semifinal official canvass results, as defined in Elections 
Code section 353.5. 

(1) For single-winner elections, the ~nargin of victory is the difference between 
the percentage of votes won by the candidate wit11 the n~unber of votes needed to win the 
seat and the percentage of votes won by the candidate with the next lowest number of 
votes. 

(2) For in~~lti-winner elections, the inargin of victory is the difference between 
the percentage of votes won by the candidate with the lowest number of votes needed to 
win a seat and the percentage of votes won by the candiclate with the next lowest nurnber 
of votes. For example, for a contest with three open seats, the margin of victory would be 
the difference between the percentage of the votes won by the third and fourth place 
candidates. 

(3) For ballot ~neasure contests, including recall contests, the ~nargin of victory is 
the difference between the percentages of votes for and against the ballot measure. 

(b) For any contest in which the margin of victory is less than one half of one percent 
(0.5%), the elections official shall conduct a ~nanual tally, elllploying the inethods set 
forth in Elections Code section 15360, of ten percent (10%) of rando~nly selected 
precincts. The ten percent (10%) ~nanual tally shall apply only to votes cast in t l ~ e  contest 
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counties A and B combined is more than,one half of one percent (0.5%), then a ten 
percent (10%) lnanual tally is not required in eitl~er county. 

(2) If the margin of victory in a contest voted upon in counties A and B is Inore 
than one half of one percent (0.5%) within county A but the overall margin of victory in 
counties A and B combined is less than one half of one percent (0.5%), then County A 
sllall co~~duc t  a ~nanual tally of a r a n d o ~ ~ ~ l y  selected ten percent (10%) of the County A 
precincts in which voters cast ballots for that contest and County B shall conduct a 
manual tally of a ranclomly selectecl ten percent ( 1  0%) of the County B precincts in whicll 
voters cast ballots for that contest. 

(b) For a legislative or statewide contest, the elections official shall determine whether a 
ten percent (10%) manual tally is required based upon the seinifi~lal official canvass 
results and inargin of victory for the entire district for a legislative contest or the entire 
state for a state contest posted on the canvass website of the Secretary of State. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 121 72.5, Government Code; Sections 10, 19 100, 19205, 
19222, Elections Cocle. 
Reference: Sectioils 191 00, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 

3 20123. Determination, co~znting and clisclostzre of variances. 

(a) A "variance" is any difference between the machine tally and the inanual tally for a 
contest. For purposes of deterlnining whether additional precincts must be lnanually 
tallied under section 20124, variances f o ~ ~ i l d  in the ~nanuhl tally sample for a given 
contest are presulnecl to exist in at least the same proportion in the re lna i~~i~lg  ballots cast 
in the contest. The examnples in subdivisions (a)(]) through (a)(3) illustrate how the 
nu~nber of variances in a contest should be calculated. 

(1) If the manual tally establishes that the znachine tally erroneously attributed a vote 
for Candidate A to Candidate B, two variances result because the vote totals for 
Candidate A and for Candidate B are each changed by one vote in the inailual tally. 

(2) If the ~nanual tally establishes that the machine tally erroneously attributed a vote 
for Measure 1 as a vote against Measure 1, two variances result beca~~se  tlie vote totals 
for Measure 1 and against Measure 1 are each changed by one vote in the manual tally. 

(3) If the rna~~ual tally cleter~liines that a vote was cast in a contest on a ballot that the 
macl~ine tally interpreted as an ullclervote in the co~~tes t ,  one variance results b e c a ~ ~ s e  tlie 
machine tally undervote becomes a vote for a candidate or a vote for or against a measure 
in the ~nanual tally. 

(b) An elections official must clocument and disclose to the public any variances between 
the se~nifinal official canvass results and the ~nanual tally results. 

89



Note: Authority cited: Section 121 72.5, Government Code; Sectio~ls 10, 19 100, 19205, 
19222, Elections Code. 
Reference: Sections 19 1 00, 1 9205, I 9222, Elections Cocle. 

5 20124. Mailual tally escalation requirements for variances. 

(a) The elections ofIjci a1 shall calculate the variance percentage for any contest with one 
or lnore variances by clivicling the total number of variances fo~lncl i n  the manual tally 
sample for the contest by the total number of votes cast for that contest: in the ~nanual 
tally sample. For single-winner contests, only variances that narrow the margin between 
the winner and any of the losers shall be incl~~clecl in the total number of variances. For 
multi-winner contests, only variances that narrow the margin of victory between any of 
the winners and any of the losers shall be includecl in the total number of variances. If 
the variance percentage represents at least one-tenth ( I  0%) of the margin of victory for 
that contest based on the semifii~al official canvass results, then additional precincts must 
be ~nanuall y tallied for that contest as provided i n  subclivisio~~ (b). 

(b) Additional precincts shall be talliecl in ra~lclo~nly selected bloclts of five percent (5%) 
until the total number of variances presun~ed to exist - re-calculated using the methocl 
above - is smaller than ten percent (10%) of the overall margin of victory in that contest, 
based 011 the semifinal official canvass results, 01- until all ballots have been ~na~lual ly 
tallied, whichever occurs first. 

(c) If any variance is fo~lnd between ~nanually tallied voter verifiable paper a~ldit  trail 
(VVPAT) records and correspo~~ding electronic vote results that cannot be accounted for 
by some obvious lnechanical problem, then the VVPAT records, nlelliory cards and 
devices, and direct recording electrollic (DRE) voting machii~es must be preserved and 
the Secretary of State ~liust be notified in order to allow for an investigation to determine 
the cause of the problem. The Secretary of State shall conduct the illvestigation ill such a 
lnallner as to minimize adverse imnpact 011 the conclusion of the canvass and certification 
of the election, as well as preparation for any upcolning elections. 

Note: Authority cited: Sectioll 12172.5, Goverll~ne~lt Code; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 
19222, Elections Code. 
Reference: Sections 19 100, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 

9 20125. Records To Be Maintainecl During Ancl After The Manual Tally Process. 

(a) The electiolls official shall lteep a log to record the nlanual tally process, il~cluding the 
results of each round of manual tallying for each precinct included in the sample, how 
variances were resolved, and details of any actions talcell that are contrary to this chapter. 
The electio~ls official shall male the log available to the public. 

(b) The electio~ls official shall track, record in the log and report to the public by precinct 
the number of undervotes and overvotes discovered in the m a ~ ~ u a l  tally of a contest. 
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Note: A~thority cited: Section 121 72.5, Gover~~me~lt Cocle; Sections 10, 19 100, 19205, 
'1 9222, Elections Cocle. 
Reference: Sectiolls 191 00, 19205, 19222, Elections Cocle. 

# 20126. Public Right To Observe. 

(a) The electiolls official shall ~nalte any semifilinal official canvass precinct tally results 
available to the public before the manual tally of the results from those precincts begins. 

(b) The elections official sl~all comply with the notice requirements established in 
Elections Code $15360 when conducting any post-election ~nanual tallying required by 
this chapter. This notice require~nent may be satisfiecl by providing a single notice 
containing the times and places of 

(1) the initial selection of precincts for the one percent (1 %) ma11ual tally and any ten 
percent (10%) manual tally required; 
(2) the beginning of the manual tally process; and 
(3) any additio~~al random selection of precincts which may become necessary to 
colnply with escalation requirements. 

(c) The electio~ls official shall permit the public to observe all parts of the manual tally 
process, i~lcluding the random selection of precincts, in a 1nan11er that allows them to 
verify the tally. The elections official shall not permit members of the public to touch 
ballots, voter verifiable paper a ~ ~ d i t  trails or other official ~naterials used in the ~nallual 
tally process or to interfere in ally way with the process. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Government Code; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 
19222, Elections Code. 
Reference: Sections 19 100, I 9205, 1 9222, Elections Code. 

$ 20127. Colnpletioil Within Official Callvass Period. 

For any contest in which an i~~creasecl manual tally is required by this cl~al~ter, the 
elections official shall complete all taslts and male all reports required by this chapter 
within the canvass period established by Elections Code sectio~ls 10262 and 15372. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 121 72.5, Goven-~ine~lt Cocle; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 
19222, Electio~ls Cocle. 
Reference: Sections 19 100, 19205, 1 9222, Elections Code. 
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DEBRA BOWEN I SECRETARY OF STATE I STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
1500 nth Street, 6th Floor I Sacramento, CA 9S814ITe1 (916) 653-72441 Fax (916) 653-46201 www.sos.ca.gov 

March 24, 2009 

County ClerklRegistrar ofVoters (CCIROV) Memorandum #09048 

TO: 

FROM: 
J ie Bretschneider 

:stant ChiefDeputy Secretary of State 

RE: 	 Emergency Regulations: Post Election Manual Tally Requirements -
Readoption 

On March 24, 2009, the Secretary ofState submitted to the Office of Administrative Law 
(OAL), the attached packet requesting readoption of the PEMT Emergency Regulations 
with specific revisions reducing the initial sample size for certain contests and reducing 
the escalation requirements. The notice period prior to readoption of emergency 
regulations is five (5) days. Please submit any public comments on the proposed 
readoption by Monday March 30, 2009, to the Secretary of State. You may send 
comments via email to:votingsystems@sos.ca.gov. 

If approved by OAL, the readopted emergency regulations will be in effect for the 
May 19, 2009, Statewide Special Election. 


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at jbretsclmeider@sos.ca.gov or 

(916) 653-7244. 

Attachments (3) 
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HA.WE TE~E~HOI'IE NUM8ER 

________________________________________________ _ 

__________ 

!TAT!! 01' CAI.JFORNA 

ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(REGULATIONS AND ORDERS) 

See SAM S8ctions 6600 · 6680 for Instructionp and Code Citations 

DEPARTMENT CONTACT PfRSON 

Secretary of State Pam Giarrizzo, Chief Counsel 9166537244 
NOTICe. FU HUt.UlER 

Z 

ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 

A. ESTlMATED PRIVATE SECTOR COST IMPACTS (Include calculations IJIJd assumptions In Ihe ruJemaldl!g reccrd,J 

1. 	Check the appropriate box(es) below to Indicate whether this regulation: 

Oa. Impacts businesses andJoremployees De. Imposes reporting requirements 

Db. Impacts small buslness81 Of. Imposes prescriptlve Inslead of performance standards 

Dc. Impacts Jobs 0( occupations Og. Impacts IndMduals 

od. Impacts callfomla competitiveness oh. None or !he aboYe (Explain below. Complete the 
FIScal Impact SlBtament as appropriate.) 

h. (QMtLI_______________________________________________________________________ 

(If any box In narns f II through 9 ~ checked, complete this Economic Impact Stat~nt.) 

2. Enter the tolal number of businesses Impacted,,______ Describe the types of businesses (Includtl nonptoliB't ___________ 

Enter th!i numbel' or peroentlllge or total businesses bnpacted that are amall buslnesses: ____ 

3. Enter the number of businesses thai win be created: _________ eliminated: _______,--_ _ ________ 

~~------- ------- -------------, 	 --
4. Indicate the geographic extant of impacts: 0 Statewide OLocaI or: regional (Nst IlteBS): ___________________________,-

5. Enter the oomber of jobs a'eated:_ __ or e1iminated:___ Describe !he types of jobs or occupations Impacted:__________ _ 

6. Will the regulation affect the ebHIty ofCeJifomIe businesses to compete with other states by making It more COIlly to produce goods or services hire? 

n~, ~~n ~e~DYes 

8. ESTIMATED COSTS (Include c.lcuhltIons snd sssumpijons In tns nJlem8kJng recorr/.) 

1. Whet are the total5tat\lWlde dollar costa lIMIt businesses and Individuals may Incur to comply with lhis ~tJlat!on over its Ufetbne? $____ 

•. Initial COlits for a small buslness;·$'_ ____ Annual ongoing oosts: $, ______ Years' 

b. Initial costs for s typical business: $,_____ Annual ongoing costs: $,______ Years: 

Co Initial costs for I!ICllndivldu.l: $, ______ Annu.1 ongoing costs: ~~____ Years: 
d.~~e~ca.tsth8tmey~_	 ___________________ 
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_____________________________________ _ 

(Eslimlltioll of the doIlsr /41 ..... , OUt eflCO(J("llged.) 

ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT cont, (STD. 399, Rev, 2~98) 

2. If multiple Industries are Impacted, enter the share oflolal cos!S for 8800 Induatry:"._______________________ 

3. 	 If the regulation imposes I1Iporting requirements, anlerthe annual costs a typical business may incur to ccmply with these requirements. (Include the doIJBr 

costs 10 do programming, rect:/fd kHplng, reporting, and ollN!r paperwOOc. wh6theror not the pa~ must be submltled.):$,________ 

4. WiIIIhis regulation directly Impact housing costs? D Yes D No If yes, erner the annual doIIa.r cost per housing 1,IrV!: $,____ ."lI'" . 
numberof unlts!,'_____ 

5. Are there comparabla Federal regIJlallons? Dyes D No explain the need for Slate reguLalloo given the existence or absence or Federal 

~uLaIlo~: 

Enter any addltlooal costs to businesses and/or Individuals thel may be due to Stete ~ Federal dlffereoces: $,____ _ 

C. ESTIMATED BENEFITS 	 value ofbeneffts ~ not specific6l1y requifftd by ~1dnQ 

1. Briefty summarize !he benefits lhat meyruult from this regulallon and who wli beneftt" ______________ _ _____ 

2. Are the benefits the result of: . D specific statutory requirements, or D goals developed by the agency based on broad statutory authority? 

~~,~'----------------------------------------------------------

3. What are the totc4 statewide beneftts from this regulation CHef ItlIllfetlme? $ 

D. AI..TERNA TIVES TO 'THE REGUlAnON (Indude CtlIcuIa/ions and UlUIr¥'tions .n tile tulemaking recad. Estimation 0( the doI/sr V8J\.Ie of tMneffts is nol 
specifically fftIUir9d by tulemMtlg ,...., bul MCOUraged.) 

1. 	 Lilt alternatives considered and describe them below. If no a/tImatives wwe considered, explain Ytt1y not,-______ ________ _ 

2. 	 SUmmariu the total statewide costs end benefits from this regulation and MOO altematJve considered: 

Regulation: Coot S,_______Benellt: $, ______ 

Altematlva 1: Benefit $, _____ Coot " ______ 

Alternative 2: B6nefit $,_____ Coot .'__________ 

3. 	 Brielly discuss any quantification IS5Ueslhat ere relevant to a comparison 01 estimated costs and benellts for this regulation or altemativaa: _ ____ _ 

4. 	Rulemaking law (equlres agendesto consider performance standards as an altemalive. If a regulation mandates the use of specific technologies or 

equipment, or presa1bes spedllc actIontor prooodures. Were performance standards considered to lower compliance costs? Dves DNo 

~"~,----------------------------------------------------------------------
E. MAJOR REGUlATIONS (/IIeIude c./QAtions and assumptionaln the rulemeJclng record.) 


c.vEPA boards, oIIica and de".tfmentr are $Ub~ to the following addition" requirements per Health and S.faty Code section 57005. 


Page 2 
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ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT cont. (STD. 399, Rev. 2-98) 

1. Will !he estimated costs of this regulation to California business enterprises exceed $10 million? 0 Yes No (If No, skip the rest of this section) 

2. 	 Briefly describe each equally as effecUve altematlve, or comblnaUon of alternatives, for v.t1lch a cost-effectiveness analysis was performed: 
Alternative 1:____________________________________________ 

A1temative2:_______ ________________ _________________ 

3. For the regulation, and each alternative Just described, enter the esHmated total cost and overall cost-effectiveness ratio: 

Regulation: $ Cost-effectiveness ratio: ________ 


Alternative 1: Cost-effectiveness ratio: _ _______
.-----------------
Cost-effectiveness ratio: ________Alternative 2: .---------------

FISCAL IMPAC'T STATEMENT 

A. FISCAl EFFECT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Jndicale appropriate bOKe! 1 through Ii and attach calculations and assumptions off/sea/Impact for 

the cvrrent yeSf and two subsequent Fiscal Years) 


01. 	Additional expenditures of approximately S 680,000 In the current S1810 Flacal Year which are relrTbursabia by the Stale pursuant to 

Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution and Sections 17500 et seq. oftha Government Code. Funding forlhls reimbursement 


o a. Is provided In (Item'_________BtJdget Act of'---_ __---.:) or (Chepter'___ ____,Statutes of,_______ 

IZI b. \'lin be requested in the. "2~O~09'_-~1~O~"''''------'Govemor's Budget for appropriation k1 Budget Act of ___________ 
'- (FlSCI!I. \V.II) 

02. Additional expenditures of approxImately $ In the ClJrrent State F:iscal Year which are not reImbursable by !he State pursuant to 

Section 6 of Article XIII B of the CafJfomla Constitution and Sections'1750D el seq. of the Goverrvnent Code because thIs regulation: 

o a, Implements !he Federal mandate contaIned in'_______________________________ 

D b. Implements the court mandats set forlh by the,_______________~---------------

court In the caseof'___~---------------" ..-_________ ____ ______ 

o c. Impiemenla a mandate of the people oflt1ls State expt65$ed In their epproval of Propogjtion No .. _______ at the'___ _____ 

election: 

"'''' 
D d, is Issued only In response to a sp&elflc request from the _____________ _ ______________ 

_______________________________, which Islare the only local entity(s) affected: 

o 8. will be ful!yllnanced from the ____________"""...""..""___________authorized by Section 
[FEES. REVEtIUE. ETc.} 

_________________________ ••,____________________________~______~cooo;~ 

D f. provides for savings to each affect8d unit of local government WI'IIch wlU, at a minimum, offset any additions! costs to each such unIL 

o 3, Savings of approximately $'_______annually. 


04, No additional costs or savings because this regulation makes only technical, non-substanUve or ctarrfymg changes to current law and regulations, 
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FECT 

TITLE 

ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT cont. (STD. 399, Rev. 2·98) 

05. No fiscal Impact exists because tNi rtgUletion doe5 not affect any local entity or program. 

o6. oth«. 

B. ASCAl. EF ON STAIE GOVERNMENT (Ind/c.te .~tfJ boxM 1 throI.Jph 4 and .tr.ch cslcufafiOnr and nsump/ionl1 of fi$ClIllmpact f(K 

thfJ current YNf Ind two subsfJquent Fl5cai Yelrs.) 

0 1. Additional expenditures of approximately $ In Iile CUllen! Stata Alcal Year. It is anticipated ttlat State agencies w\ll: 

o a. be able to absorb these additional costs within thalr existing budgets and resources. 

ob. request an Increase In the aurently authorized budg8llavel for the fiscal year. 

02. SavIngs of 8ppfOXimetely $, _______In, the current State Fiscal Year. 

03. No fiscal Impact exists because this regulation does not affect any State agency or program. 

04. Other. 

C. FISCAL EFFECT ON FEDERAl FUNDING OF STATE PROGRAMS (lndJcste 8pp(OfJ(flJtfJ boxss 1 thlOOgh 4l111d altsch ulculations tmd assumptions 
of f&caJ ~ct for the current YftB, and t'M:l.ubMquen/ FIsctJI YIn.) 

01. Additional axpendillJres of approXImately $,________In!he current State Fiscal Year. 

02. Savings of approximately $________yln the current State Fiscal Year. 

03. No ftscaI mpect exists because)!lls regulation does not affect any federally funded State agency or program. 

04. Other. 

SIGNATURE 

(J~Ji 
. . 

25 .0 , / 

)0.J~AGENCY SECRETARY I ~. 
APPROVAUOONCURRENCE 25 

. PROGRAM tJ ETMANAGER
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 1 

Chiof Counsel 
DATE 

3j2.A-jO'1 
DATE 

APPROVALKX]NCURRENCE i..€S' \ 

1. 	 1M signlture Ittesls thsl /he a~ency tlss completed /hI STD. 399 Iccordln~ /0 the ITIIlructions In SAM s~lons 860()..6680. and understands Ih8 
impaca of",. propcsed rulemaJdng. SIBle boards, amess, OI"dfJpartments not undfJ, an Agency Seerslary must have the fonn signed by the highesl 
nm/d()g offIcU/ In /he organization. 

2. 	 FtrIIJIIOO app!T)V81 and signature Is required when SAM S«:tIons 660().667() require compIelJM of/he RsCBJ /rnp«t SIlllltmetlt In tha STD. 399. 
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SID. 399 Attachment 
Fiscal Impact Statement 
A. Fiscal Impact on Local Government 

Current Fiscal Year: $20.000 to $680 000 

The estimate ofadditional expenditures ranging from $20,000 to $680,000 in the current 
State Fiscal Year is based upon: 1) the Secretary of State's survey of the seven counties 
that conducted Post Election Manual Tallies in the June 2008 Primary Election (copy 
attached); and 2) a survey conducted-by the California Association of County Elections 
Officials (CACEO) after the November 2008 General Election (copy attached). While 
not all counties have responded to the CACEO survey, according to the CACEO data, 
coUnties incurred PEMT audit costs of approximately $680,000 in the November 2008 
General Election. 

The PEMT Emergency Regulations are triggered only in a very small fraction ofcontests 
on each ballot: those contests with.s margin of victory of less than one half of one 
percent (0.5%), based aD the semifinal official results. In the November 2008 General 
Election, the PEMT Emergency Regulations were triggered in zero oftbe 13 statewide 
contests (0/13), one of the 53 Congressional Contests (1153), and one of the 100 
Legislative contests (11100). 

Since the average percentage of contests that will be subject to the PEMT Emergency 
Regulations in future elections is likely less than 1%, the estimate of additional 
expenditures is based on the assumption that less than 1% ofcontests will be subject to 
the PEMT Emergency Regulations in the May 19. 2009, Statewide Special Election, and 
in local elections held during the remainder of the State Fiscal Year. 

In addition, the reduction in sample sizes and escalation requirements proposed in the 
attached proposed regulations compared to the previously adopted emergency 
regulations, will likely reduce overall costs incurred by local elections officials. 

Funding will be requested in the 2009-10 Governor's Budget for appropriation in the 
Budget Act of2009 

0890-108-000 I--For local assistance, funding to counties ....... xx,xxx 
Provisions: 
1. The funds authorized in this item may be apportioned to the counties by the COl;ltroller, 
consistent with the requirements ofProvision 2, in amounts not to exceed the following: 
(a) County... xx,xxx 
2. Upon receipt of a report, signed and certified as true and accurate by the COW1ty clerk 
or county registrar of voters, that identifies the total costs for staff salaries, services and 
supplies, and postage, the Controller shall pay the reported costs of the counties for the 
xxx:xx election (s). 
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Two Subsequent Fiscal Years 

FY 2009-10: $20,000 to $680,000 

This estimate is also based on a survey of costs in the' June and November 2008 
Statewide Elections. Only one s~tewide election, the June 2010 Statewide Primary 
Election, is scheduled in FY 2009-10. 

FY 2010-11: $20,000 to $680,000 

1bis estimate is also based on the survey of costs in the June and November 2008 
Statewide Elections. Only one statewide election, the November 2010 Statewide General 
Election, is scheduled in FY 2010-11. 
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June 2008 Statewide Primary 
PEMT Cost Chart 

County 

L Alameda 

2. Fresno 
3. Imperial 
4. M arin 
5. Riverside 
6. San Mateo 
7. Santa Clara 

Staff 
Hours 

8 
.136' 

24 
227 

T otal Cost 

. $160 
$1,300 

$500 
$9131' 

Overall 
cost of 
election 
for the 
county 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Total 
ballots 
cast in the 
con test 

532 
43,011 

13 344' 
11 286 

Avera l!e . 99 $2773 17043 

" 

% of Total Cost per Cos t per 
precincts baUots ballot ballots in 
hand hand h and the 
tallied tallied tallied con tcst 

100% 515' $0.31 $0.30 
10% 336 $3 .86 SO.03 
10% 955 $0.52 SO.04 
15% 2079 $4.39 SO.81 

971 $2.27 $0.30 

I An additional 17 ballots (14 provisional., and 3 duplicated ballots) were counted In the final tally of ballots. which occurred after the manual tally began. Those ballots 

were nol included in the manual tally. 

1 Riverside based ils estimate on 17 people for one day. The estimate does nol i.llclude ROV management hours. 

1 San Mateo conducted two PEMf audits: local measures N (8,532 ballots) and P (4,8 12 ballots). . 

4 A total of four additional precincts (containing X baUots) were counted for the PEMT audits. . 

SThese costs include one-time costs associated with preparing and conducting the first eWr PEMT audil in Santa Clara County. According to the Santa Clara County 

PEMT report to the SOS: 'The PEMT required a total 192 boW"'S of extra help staff time. including preparation, traioing;and conducting ·the PEMT. An additional 35 

hours were required for [managers) to draft procedure!J, prepare materials, supervise the process, and make reports." 
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.1 

I 
TITLE 2. ADMINISTRATION 

DIVISION 7. SECRETARY OF STATE 

EMERGENCY REGULATIONS 

Finding of Emergency 

The Secretary of State fmds that an emergency continues to exist, and that readoption for 90 days 
of the attached regulations, which are substantially equivalent to the emergency regulations 
previously adopted by the Secretary of State, is necessary for the immediate prescIVation of the 
public peace, health and safety, or general welfare, as required by subdivision (b) of Section 
11346.1 of the Government Code. 

Specific Facts Showing the Need for Immediate Action 

Overview: The Secretary of State reasonably believed that the Post Election Manual Tally 
Requirements (pEMT) were not regulations subject to the requirements ofthe Administrative 
Procedure Act (APA), Government Code section 11340 et seq. In forming this view, the 
Secretary relied on the advice ofcounsel and subsequently on a Superior Court decision in a case 
challenging her authority to issue the PEMT. On August 29, 2008, the Court ofAppeal upheld 
the Superior Court's ruling that the Secretary has authority to require post election manual tallies 
as acondition of voting system certification, but reversed the trial court's ruling on the APA 
issue. See County o/San Diego v. Debra Bowen (2008) 166 Cal.App.4~ 501. By then, it was 
too late to promulgate the PEMf as permanent regulations through the full APA process and 
have them in effect for the November 4, 2008, General Election. 

Soon after taking office in January 2007, Secretary of State Debra Bowen, pursuant to the 
authority granted by section·19222 of the Elections Code, initiated. an in-depth scientific review 
ofvoting systems previously approved. for use in California elections. The project came to be 
known as the Top-To-Bottom Review (TIBR). 

On August 3, 2007, the Secretary of State made compliance with forthcoming post-election 
manual tally requirements a condition ofre-approval of each of the voting systems examined in 
the TrBR. At that time, the Secretary did not believe such requirements would constitute 
regulations subject to the requirements of the APA. This belief was based in part upon.the 
decision of the United States District Court for the Central District of California in American 
Association ofPeople with .Disabilities v. Shelley. On October 25, 2007, th~ Secretary issued the 
written requirements. Two months passed. before San Diego County sought a judicial 
determination that the Secretary of State did not have the authority to impose the PEMT and, in 
the alternative, that the PEMT were regulations subject to the APA. On January 22, 2008, the 
Superior Court denied the Counties' request for relief. The trial court entered judgment on March 
7,2008. The Counties filed a Joint Notice of Appeal on March 19,2008. 

Secretary Of State 
Post Election Manual Tally· 
Emergency Regulations 
March 23, 2009 
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On August 29, 2008, the Court of Appeal upheld the trial court's ruling that the Secretary of 
State had authority to make the PEMT a condition of re-approval ofvoting systems following the 
TTBR The Court of Appeal reversed the trial court's ruling on the APA issue, holding that the 
PEMT were re~ations subject to the requirements of the APA. The APA process typically 
requires at least four months before permanent regulations become effective, more if there are 
substantive changes to the proposed regulations during the process. Had the Secretary of State 
filed the proposed PEMT regulations with the Office of Administrative Law the day following 
the court decision, there would not have been enough time to complete the full APA process and 
have the PEMT in effect as permanent regulations in time for the November 4, 2008, General 
Election. 

The TIBR showed that voting systems in widespread use throughout California are vu1ne~ble to 
error and tampering. Escalating post election hand counts of ballots cast in randomly selected 
precincts are essential to confirm the correctness of the results reported by these voting systems, 
particularly in contests in which the apparent margin of victory is quite small. The PEMT were 
successfully implemented by the handful of counties in which close contests triggered their use 
following the June 3, 2008, Statewide Primary Election. 

On October 20, 2008, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved the Emergency 
Regulations on Post Election Manna! Tallies (pEMT Emergency Regulations) submitted by the 
Secretary of S'tate, The PEMT Emergency Reguiation,s were filed with the Secretary of State and 
became effective immediately for a period of 180 days ending April 17, 2009 . . The PEMT 
Emergency Regulations were successfully implemented by 41 counties in which close contests 
triggered their use following the November 4, 2008, General Election. 

Since adoption of the PEMT Emergency Regulations, the Secretary of State has made substantial 
progress and proceeded with diligence toward compliance with subdivision (e) of section 
11346.1 of the Government Code. In January 2009, the Secretary of State established a Post 
Election Manual Tally Regulations Working Group (PEMT Working Group), consisting of 
elections officials from nine California counties, for the purpose of identifying improvements 
that could be made to the PEMT Emergency ReguJations before they are submitted to OAL as 
proposed permanent regulations. The Working Group has met via conference call regularly for 
the past eight weeks and has provided substantial input and reviewed several sets of proposed 
revisions to the PEMT Emergency Regulations. The Working Group will continue to convene 
until the Secretary of State adopts permanent regulations. In addition, the Secretary of State has 
carefully evaluated the individual reports submitted by the 41 counties that conducted PEMT 
audits after the November 4, 2008, General Election, for the purpose ofdetermining whether to 
make adjustments to the PEMT Emergency Regulations to improve cost-effectiveness before 
they are adopted as permanent regulations , The Secretary of State has also sought and received · 
comments from a number of interested parties, including local elections officials aside from ' 
those serving on the PEMT Working Group, election integrity advocates, and specialists in the 
post-election auditing field. 

During this process of developing appropriate revisions, the state Legislature reached an 
agreement on the state budget deficit, approved a set of budget measures to be placed on the I 
statewide ballot, and called a Statewide Special Election for May 19,2009. However, as noted 
Secretary Of State ... I 
Post Election Manual Tally 
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above, the PEMT Emergency Regulations are set to expire on April 17, 2009. 

While the Secretary of State bas made substantial progress and proceeded with diligence toward 
the adoption of permanent regulations, the Secretary of State and interested parties are still in the 

~ 	 process of finalizing appropriate revisions to the PEMT Emergency Regulations for adoption as 
pennanent regulations. Therefore, permanent regulations will not be in place in time for the May 
19, 2009, election. 

Unless the attached regulations, which are substantially equivalent to the PEMT Emergency 
Regulations previously adopted by the Secretary of State, are readopted for an additional 90 days 
and in effect as emergency regulations for the May 19, 2009, Statewide Special Election, the 
accuracy and integrity of the results in close contests, as well as public confidence in those 
results, could be compromised. 

Accordingly, immediate action is required to readopt these regulations on an emergency basis. 

Authoritv and Reference 

Authority: Section 12172.5, Government Code and Sections 10, 19200, 19201 , 19205, 19222, 
Elections Code. 

Reference: Sections 19200, 19201, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 

Infonnative Digest 

In 2007, the Secretary retained the University of California and a team ofcomputer security 
experts to evaluate the security, reliability and accessibility of voting systems approved for use in 
California. Upon completion of this review, on August 3, 2007, the Secretary withdrew her 
approval of the voting systems studied by the review team, including certain Diebold, Sequoia 
and Hart InterCivic voting systems. The Secretary simultaneously issued a conditional re
approval of each of the voting systems that set forth approximately 40 preconditions to their use. 

One of the conditions common to each of the re-approvals· required the counties that chose to use 
the machines subject to the TTBR to follow, rlpost-election manual count auditing requirements;' 
in addition to those already required by statute. The conditional re~approvals were amended on 
October 25, 2007, with the post election manual count condition revised to state this point more 
precisely: "Elections officials must comply with . .. requirements as set forth by the Secretary of 
State in the document entitled 'Post-Election Manual Tally Requirements' and any successor 
document,lt That same day, the Secretary issued a stand-alone document entitled "Post-Election 
Manual Tally Requirements" (the PEMT). 

On December 18, 2007, the County of San Diego and Deborah Seiler, in ber official capacity as 
the Registrar of Voters for the County of San Diego (County of San Diego), filed a complaint for 
declaratory and injunctive relief and a petition for writ ofmandate in the superior court, asking 
the court to void the PEMT. County of San Diego argued that the Secretary had overstepped ber 
Secretary OfState 
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statutory authority in issuing the PEMT and that, even if she possessed the authority to issue the 
PEMT, she could only do so pursuant to the APA.1n January 2008, the parties stipulated to 
permitting the counties ofKern, Riverside and San Bernardino to intervene in the case. 

On January 22, 2008, the Superior Court denied the counties l request for relief. The court . 
concluded that the Secretary had acted within her legislatively delegated authority in issuing the 
challenged requirements, and that because the PEMT did not constitute a "regulation, n the 
Secretary was not required to comply with the APA. The trial court entered judgment on March 
7,2008. The counties filed a Joint Notice of Appeal on March 19,2008. They also filed a 
motion seeking expedited review and a decision in the appeal prior to the November 4, .2008, 
election. The Court of Appeal granted the motion to expedite. On August 29, 2008, 66 days 
before the election, the Court of Appeal issued its decision. The court upheld the trial court's 
ruling that the Secretary has authority to issue the PEMT. The court reversed the trial court's 
ruling that the PEMT were not regulations and therefore not subject to the APA. 

On October 20, 2008, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved Emergency 
Regulations on Post Election Manual Tallies (pEMT Emergency Regulations) submitted by the 
Secretary of State. The PEMT Emergency Regulations were filed with the Secretary of State and 
became effective immediately for a period of180 days ending April 17, 2009. The PEMT 
Emergency Regulations were successfully implemented by 41 counties in which close -contests 
triggered their use following the November 4, 2008, General Election. 

The PEMT Emergency Regulations set forth a comprehensive post election manual tally 
procedure, requiring that: (i) '1E1ections officials shall conduct a manual tally of 10% of 
randomly selected precincts for any contest where the margin ofvictory is less than one half of 
one percent (0.5%)"; (ii) in contests that span multiple jurisdictions (e.g., statewide contests); 1Iif 
the margin ofvictory within a given jurisdiction is more than 0.5%, but the overall margin ... is 
less than 0.5%, then each jurisdiction involved in the contest shall conduct a manual tally.of 10% 
of the preci.t:tcts in which voters cast ballots for that contest in the jurisdiction1l; (iii) "additional 
precincts shall be tallied in randomly selected blocks offive percent (5%) until the total number 
ofvariances presumed to exist .. . is smaller than ten percent (10%) of the overall margin of 
victory in that contest ... or until all ballots have been manually tallied, whichever occurs first; 
and (iv) the tallies "must be completed within the canvass period established by Elections Code § 
10262 and § 15372." See Elections Code sections 335.5 [defining" 'official canvass' "J and 353.5 
[defining 'semifinal official canvass' 11]. 

The attached regulations, proposed for a 90-day readoption, are substantially equivalent to the 
PEMT Emergency Regulations. The attached regulations requite: (i) "Elections officials shall 
conduct a manual tally ... where the margin of victory is less than one half of one percent 
(0.5%), as follows: For statewide contests ... two percent (2%) ... For legislative and 
Congressional contests, and any contest involving 100 precincts or more. . . five percent (5%) .. 
. For any contest involving fewer than 100 precincts ... ten percent (10%) of randomly selected 
precincts; (ii) in contests that span multiple jurisdictions (e.g., statewide contests), if the margin 
ofvictory within a given jurisdiction is more than 0.5%, but the overall margin is less than 0.5%, 
then each jurisdiction involved in the contest shall conduct a manual tally of a percentage of the 
precincts in which voters cast ballots for that contest in the jurisdiction, with the percentage 
Secretary Of State 
Post Election Manual Tally 
Emergency Regulations 
March 23, 2009 

4 

104



depending on the size of the contest (see above); (iii) "additional precincts shall be tallied in 

randomly selected blocks of five percent (5%) tultil the total number of variances presumed to 

exist ... is smaller than one half (50%) of the overall margin of victory in that contest . . . or 

until all ballots have been manually tallied, whichever occurs first; and (iv) the tallies must be 

completed within the canvass period established by Elections Code § 10262 and § 15372. See 

Elections Code sections 335 .5 [defining" 'official canvass' "] and 353.5 [defining 'semifinal 

official canvass' "]. 


The modifications reflected in the attached regulations are as follows: 
o 	 Reduction in the initial sample size from ten percent (10%) down to five percent (5%) for 

large contests and down to two percent (2%) for statewide contests . 
o 	 Reduction in the requirement to count additional precincts (escalation), by increasing rate 

ofvariances permitted - from ten percent (10%) to half (50%) of the overall margin of 
victory - before escalation is required. 

o 	 Technical and non-substantive modifications to clarify definitions and provisions and to 
ensure consistent use of terms throughout the regulations. 

These modifications do not substantially change the overall structure of the PEMT Emergency 
Regulations, which continue to require: (i) a manual tally of a percentage of precincts for all 
contests with an overall margin ofvictory of less than one half of one percent (0.5%); (li) 
equivalent requirements for contests that span multiple jurisdictions; (iii) escalation in blocks of 
five per,cent (5%) where significant variances are found; and (iv) completion within the canvass 
period. Therefore, the attached regulations are substantially equivalent to previously adopted. 
PEMT Emergency Regulations, as required by subdivision (h) of section 11346.1 of the 
Government Code. 

Identification of Each Technical. Theoretical. and Empirical Study. Report, or Similar 
Document On Which the Secretary of State Relies 

In proposing these emergency regulations, the Secretary of State relies upon the following . 
docrunents: 

• 	 TTBR Red Team report on Premier Voting SolutionslDiebold, available at 

http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/electionsvsr.htm 


• 	 TTBRRed Team report on Sequoia Voting Systems, available at 

http ://www.sos .cagov/elections/eiections vsr.btm 


• 	 TIBR Red Team report on Hart InterCivic, available at 

http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/electionsvsr.htm 


• 	 ES&S Red Team report,.available at 

http://www.sos.ca.gov/electionslelectionsvsess.htm 


• 	 TIBR Source Code Team report on Premier Voting SolutionslDiebold, available at 
http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/eiections vsr.htrn 

• 	 TTBR Source Code Team report on Sequoia Voting Systems, available at 

http://www.sos.cagov/elections/electionsvsr.htm 


• TrBR Source Code Team report on Hart lnterCivic. available at 
Secretary Of State ' 
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http://www.sos.cagov/electionslelectionsvsr.htm 
• 	 ES&S Source Code report, available at 


http://www.sos.cagov/electionslelectionsvsess.htm 

• 	 Source Code report on Sequoia Voting System 4.0, available at 


http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/electiOllsvssequoia.htm 

• 	 Post~Election Audit Standards Working Group report, available at 


http://www.sos.ca.gov/electionslelectionspeas.htm 


Local Mandate Determination 

Mandate on local agencies or school districts and, if so, whether the mandate requires state 
reimbursement under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4 of the 
Government Code: The Secretary of State bas determined that the proposed regulations will 
impose a reimbursable mandate on those counties where narrow margins of victory require Post 
Election Manual Tallies pursuant to the regtilations. 

Fiscal Impact Estimate 

In submitting these regulations to the Office of Administrative Law, the Secretary of State 
incorporates form SID 399, a copy ofwhich is attached to this document. 

Cost or savings to any state agency: The Secretary of State has determined that the proposed 
regulations will not impose an additional cost to the Secretary of State or any other state agency. 

Cost to any local agency or school district that is required to be reimbursed under Part 7 
(commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4 of the Government Code: The Secretary of 
State has determined that the proposed regulations may impose a cost on local elections offices. 
depending on whether a given jurisdiction has one or more contests in which the margin of 
victory is less than 0.5% according to the semjfinal official results. In the June 2008, Primary 
Election, counties reported costs ranging from a low of $160 to a high of $9,131. In the 
November 2008, General Election,jurisdictions reported costs ranging from zero to a high of 
approximately $248,000. However, the attached regulations will reduce costs incurred by local 
elections officials in future elections because of the reduced sample sizes and reduced escalation 
requirement. 

In general, the PEMT Emergency Regulations are triggered only in a very small fraction of 
contests on each ballot - those contests with a margin of victory of less than one half ofone 
percent (0.5%), based on the semifinal official results, 

Other non~discretionary cost or savings imposed upon local agencies: The Secretary of State 
has determined that the proposed regulations will not impose other non~discretionary costs or 
savings upon local agencies. 

Cost or savings in federal funding to the state: The Secretary of State has determined that the 
proposed regulations will not result in cost or savings in federal funding to the state. 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED EMERGENCY REGULATIONS FOR READOPTION 

Add Sections 20120, 20121, 20122, 20123, 20124, 20125, 20126 and 20127 of Cbapter 

3 to Division 7 of Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations. 


Chapter 3. Post Election Manual Tallies. 


§ 20120. Purpose aud Applicability. 


(a) The purpose of this cbapter is to establish standards and procedUres for conducting 

increased manual tallies in contests.in which the margin ofvictory is very narrow. 


(b) This chapter applies to the Secretary of State and all elections officials within the 
State of California for all elections in this state conducted in whole or in part on a voting 
system, the approval of which is conditioned by the Secretary of State on performance of 
increased manual tallies in contests with narrow margins of victory. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Government Code; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 

19222, Elections Code. 

Reference: Sections 19100, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 


§ 20121. Definitions. 

(a) "Semifinal official canvass" shall have the meaning set forth in Elections Code 
section 353.5 

(b) "Vote for One" means an election for an office in which the voter may select only one 
candidate. 

(c) "Vote for Multiple" means an election for an office in which the voter may select two 
or more candidates. 

(d) "Variance" means any difference between the machine tally and the manual tally for a 
contest, including, but not limited to, differences due to machine malfunction, operator 
error, or voter error in marking a ballot. 

20122. Increased manual tally in contests with narrow margins of victory. 

(a) After each election, the elections official shall detennine the margin of victory in each 
contest based upon the semifinal official canvass results. 

(1) For Vote for One contests, the "margin of victory" is the difference between 
the percentage ofoverall votes cast for the first place candidate or position and the 
percentage ofoverall votes cast for the second place candidate or position. 
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(2) For Vote for Multiple contests, the "margin ofvictory" is the difference 
between the percentage of overall votes cast for the candidate with the lowest number of 
votes needed to win a seat and the percentage of overall votes cast for the candidate with 
the next lowest nwnber of votes. For example, for a contest with three open seats, the 
margin of victory would be the difference between the percentage of the overall votes 
cast for the third and fourth place candidates, respectively. 

(3) For ballot measure contests, including recall contests, the margin ofvictory is 
the difference between the percentage of ''yes'' votes of overall votes and the percentage 
ofoverall votes required for the measure to pass. 

(b) For any contest in which the margin of victory based upon the sernifmal official 
canvass results is less than one half of one percent (0.5%), the elections official shall 
conduct a manual tally, employing the methods set forth in Elections Code section 15360, 
as follows: 

(I) For statewide contests, the manual tally shall include two percent (2%) of 

randomly selected precincts in each jurisdiction. 


(2) For.1egislative and Congressional contests, and any contest involving 100 
precincts or more, the manual tally shall include five percent (5%) oJ randomly selected 
precincts in each jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the contest. 

(3) For any contest not subject to paragraphs (I) or (2) of subdivision (b) of this 
section, and involving fewer than 100 precincts, the manual tally shall include ten percent 
(10%) of randomly selected precincts in each jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the 
contest 

(c) The manual tally requrred pursuant to subdivision (b) shall apply only to votes cast in 
th.e contest or contests with a margin of victory less than one half ofone percent (0.5%), 
not to other contests on the same ballot in which the margin of victory equals or exceeds 
one half bf one percent (0.5%). 

(d) Precincts manually tallied under Elections Code section 15360 IIll!y be included as 
part of the manual tally required pursuant to subdivision (b). 

(e) In any contest in which. two percent (2%), five percent (5%), or ten percent (10%) 
manual tally would otherwise be required pursuant to subdivision (b), an elections 
official may instead conduct a manual tally of a higher percentage of randomly selected 
precincts. If the manual tally does not include one hundred percent (100%) of the 
precincts involved in the contest, then the elections official must comply with the 
escalation requirements in section 20125. 

(f) The elections official sball ,begin the manual tally as soon as practicable after the 
random selection of precincts for the manual tally. 

TeJ:t of Proposed Emergency Regulations for Readoption 2 

109



(g) The manual tally shall be conducted in public view by hand without the use of 

electronic scanning equipment 


(h) Individuals performing the manual tally shall not at any time during the manual tally 

process be infonned of the corresponding machine tally results. 


(i) A poll worker participating in the manual tally shall not be assigned to tally the results 
from a precinct in which that individual served as a poll worker on Election Day. 

G) The elections official shall take appropriate measures to ensure that direct recording 
electronic (ORE) ballots that were cancelled before being cast are not inadvertently 
tallied as valid ballots in the manual tally 'process. 

(k) The elections official shall take appropriate measures to ensure that damaged or 
defective ballots are not inadvertently tallied as valid ballots in the manual tally process. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Government Code; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 

19222, Elections Code. 

Reference: Sections 19100, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 


§ 20123. Contests voted upon in more than one jurisdiction. 

(a) In any contest voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, the elections official in each 
jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the contest shall determine whether a manual tally 
is required by section 20122, subdivision (b), by calculating the overall margin ofvictory 
in all jurisdictions in which votes were cast in the contest. The examples in subdivisions 
(aX1) and (a)(2) below ofcontests voted upon in two counties illustrate the application of 
the general rule stated in this subdivision (a). 

(1) If the margin of victory in a contest voted upon in counties A and B is less 
than one half ofone percent (0.5%) within county A but the overall margin of victory in 
counties A and B combined is one half of one percent (0.5%) or more, then a manual 
tally is not required by section 20122, subdivision (b), in either county. 

(2) If the margin of victory in a contest voted upon in counties A and B is one half 
of one percent (0.5%) or more within county A, but the overall margin of victory in 
counties A and B combined is less than one half of one percent (0.5%), then County A 
shall conduct a manual tally of randomly selected County A precincts in which voters 
cast ballots for that contest, and County B sball conduct a manual tally of randomly 
selected County B precincts in which voters cast ballots for that contest, pursuant to 
section 20122, subdivision (b). 

(b) For a legislative, Congressional, or statewide contest, the Secretary of State shall 
determine whether a manual tally is required by section 20122, subdivision (b), based 
upon the semifinal official canvass resultS and margin of victory for the entire district for 
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a legislative or Congressional contest or the entire state for a state contest. 

(c) In any contest voted upon in more than one jurisdiction, the elections official in each 
jurisdiction in which votes were cast in the contest shall conduct its own manual tally 
pursuant to this chapter. Any escalation required by section 20125 shall be determined 
based on the variance percentage within the jurisdiction. If within a jurisdiction the 
variance percentage in the manual tally conducted pursuant to section 20122, subdivision 
(b). is less than half (50%) of the overall margin ofvictory in the contest, based on the 
semifinal official canvass results, then no additional precincts must be manually tallied 
for the contest in that jurisdiction. Ifwithin a jurisdiction the variance percentage in the 
manual tally conducted pursuant to section 20122, subdivision (b), is at least half (50%) 
of the overall margin of victory in the contest, based on the semifinal official canvass 
results, then additional precincts muSt be manually tallied pursuant to section 20125. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Government Code; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 

19222, Elections Code. 

Reference: Sections 19100,19205,19222, Elections Code. 


§ 20124. Determination, counting and disclosure of variances. 

(a) An elections official must document and disclose to the public any variances between 
the semifinal official canvass results and the manual tally results. The examples in 
subdiyjsions (a)(l ) through (a)(3) illustrate how variances should be documented and 
disclosed. 

(I) lfthe manual tally establishes that the machine tally erroneously attributed a vote 
for Candidate A to Candidate B, two variances result because the vote totals for 
Candidate A and for Candidate B are each changed by one vote in the manual tally. 

(2) lfthe manual lally establishes that the machine tally erroneously attributed a vote 
for Measure A as a vote against Measure A, two variances result because the vote totals 
for Measure A and against Measure A are each changed by one vote in the manual tally. 

(3) Ifthe manual tally determines that a vote was cast in a contest on a ballot that the 
machine tally interpreted as an under-vote in the contest, one variance results because the 
machine tally under-vote becomes a vote for a candidate or a vote for or against a 
measure in the manual tally. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Government Code; Sections 10,19100,19205, 

19222, Elections Code. 

Reference: Sections 19100,19205, 19222, Elections Code. 


§ 20125. Manual tally escalation requirements for variances. 

(a) The elections.official shall calculate the variance percentage for any contest with one 
or more variances by dividing the total number of variances found in the manual tally 
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sample for the contest by the total number of votes cast for that contest in the manual 
tally sample. For Vote for One contests, only variances that narrow the margin between 
the winner and any of the losers shall be included in the total number of variances. For 
Vote for Multiple contests, only variances that narrow the margin ofvictory between any 
of the winners and any of the losers shall be included in the total number of variances. If 
the variance percentage represents at least one half (50%) of the margin of victory for 
that contest based on the semifinal official canvass results, then additional precinctS must 
be manually tallied for that contest as provided in section 20122, subdivision (b). 

(b) Additional precincts sball be tallied in randomly selected blocks of five percent (5%) 
until the total number ofvariances presumed to exist - re~calcuJated using the method 
above - is' smaller than one half (50%) of the overall margin of victory in that contest, 
based on the semifinal official canvass results, or until all ballots have been manually . 
tallied, whichever occurs first. . 

(c) Ifany variance is found between manually tallied voter verifiable paper audit trail 
ryvPAT) records and corresponding electronic vote results that cannot be accounted for 
by some obvious mechanical problem, then the VVPAT records, memory cards and 
devices, and direct recording electronic (DRE) voting machines must be preserved and 
the Secretary of State must be notified in order to allow for an investigation to determine 
the cause of the problem. The Secretary of State shall conduct the investigation in such a 
manner as to mjnimize adverse impact on the conclusion of the canvass and certification 
of the election, as well as preparation for any upcoming elections. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Government Code; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 

19222, Elections Code. 

Reference: Sections 19100, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 


§ 20126. Records To Be Maintained During And After The Manual Tally ProC'fSs. 

(a) The elections official shall keep a log to record the manual tally process, incJuding the 
results of each round of manual tallying for each precinct included in the sample, how 
variances were resolved. and details of any actions taken that are contrary to this chapter. 
The elections official shall make the log available to the public . . 

(b) The elections official shall track, record in the log and report to the public by precinct 
the number ofundervotes and overvotes discovered in the manual tally of a contest. 

'Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Government Code; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 
19222, Elections Code. 
Reference: Sections 19100, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 

§ 20127. Public Right To Observe. 

(a) The elections official shall make any semifinal official canvass precinct tally results 
available to the public before the manual tally of the results from those precincts begins. 

Text ofProposed Emergency Regulations for Readoption 5 

112



(b) The electionS official shall comply with the notice requirements established in 
Elections Code section 15360 when conducting any post-election manual tallying 
required by this chapter. This notice requirement may be satisfied by providing a single 
notice containing the times and places of: 

(1) the selection ofprecincts for the one percent (1%) manual tally and any 
selection ofprecincts which may be required if a manual tally is required by this chapter 
for any contest; and 

(2) the 1 % manual tally process and of any manual tally which may be required 
by this chapter. 

(c) The elections official shall permit the public to observe all parts of the manual tally 
process, including the random selection of precincts, in a manner that allows them to 
verify the tally. The elections official shall not permit members of the public to touch 
ballots, voter verifiable paper audit trails or other official materials used in the manual 
tally process or to interfere in any way with the process. 

Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Government Code; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 

19222, Elections Code. 

Reference: Sections 19100, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 


§ 20128. Completion Within Official Canvass Period. 

For any contest in which an increased manual tally is required by this chapter, the 

elections official shall complete all tasks and make all reports required by this chapter 

within the canvass period established by Elections Code sections 10262 and 15372, 

unless a court has. granted an extension, pursuant to Elections Code section 15701. 


Note: Authority cited: Section 12172.5, Government Code; Sections 10, 19100, 19205, 

19222, Elections Code. 

Reference: Sections 19100, 19205, 19222, Elections Code. 
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