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Testimony on SB71 to Ohio Senate General Government Committee 

by James Rigano, Springboro, OH 
 

March 31, 2023 

Chairman Rulli, Vice Chair Schuring, Ranking Member DeMora, and Members of the General 

Government Committee, thank you for allowing me to provide testimony on Senate Bill 71 . I foresee 

many benefits from establishing an Office of Data Analytics and Archives (DAAA) within the 

Secretary of State’s office, although I would like to offer some changes that are necessary to ensure 

that Ohioans receive full benefit of this organization well into the future.  

Please allow me to provide some background on myself for context. I am an engineer by training. 

Through my career, I have also held positions in the business intelligence field as a database 

designer, developer, and programmer. I have also worked on political campaigns, and I am a former 

elected school board member. I have been reviewing Ohio’s voter rolls since the Summer of 2021. 

I am representing a team of citizens that is deeply engaged in election issues, that has given much 

consideration to SB71, and provided valuable input into this testimony. Unofficially, we represent 

many other citizens and election integrity groups loosely organized across the state and across the 

county. My journey into election and voter data has connected me with people across the state 

from Hamilton County to Lake County, Miami to Mahoning, Richland to Wood, Franklin to Butler, 

and others. We are all interested in the same thing, making sure that no Ohio county becomes the 

next Maricopa, Wayne, Fulton, etc. Mostly, Ohio uses the same election equipment and processes 

that these other states and counties do. The only thing that stands between us and their situation 

are people of integrity at our county Boards of Election and in our Secretary of State’s office. 

Unfortunately, we will not always have Secretary LaRose at the helm, and the next Secretary may 

not share his bold commitment to election integrity. Our systems must be resilient enough to not 

just rely on good people. We need provisions in law that will enshrine good voter rolls and election 

integrity. The DATA Act moves toward that goal but lacks the specifics necessary to guarantee its 

benefits in future administrations. 

SB71 needs specific requirements to ensure the integrity of Ohio’s voter registration databases 

Since the Summer of 2021 I have been examining Ohio’s voter rolls in detail, downloading and 

evaluating the statewide and county voter files that are available from the Secretary of State’s 

website and from Ohio counties. That work is documented in a report titled “Report of Issues 

Discovered in Ohio’s Voter Registration System” which I authored, Dr. Marius Paulikas reviewed, and 

we released in September 2022. I am providing a copy for the record and for your reference.  

The report is subtitled “A distress call to Ohio’s Secretary of State to conduct emergency repairs on 

our voter registration database and preserve confidence in our elections.” Conversations I have had 

with the Secretary’s staff lead me to believe that SB71 is an answer to that “distress call.” 
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In the report, we identify numerous data entry and logical errors. For example, thousands of 

improperly entered voter names, over 800 voters purportedly over 113 years old many of whom 

cast votes in Nov 2020, more than 200 voters registered before their birthday, duplicate 

registrations for the same voter, invalid or missing birth dates and registration dates, disagreement 

between the statewide voter registration database (SWVRDB) and the county on the number of 

registered voters in the county, and more. 

While the state of our voter rolls has improved since 2021, all these problems still exist today. The 

Secretary of State’s office needs an enhanced ability to screen the voter rolls. County Boards of Election 

need tools to validate their data entry while it is entered. The DAAA should be the agency to perform 

these types of checks statewide and provide the tools that County BOEs need to keep Ohio’s voter rolls 

clean. 

To help you understand the issues that exist today within Ohio’s voter rolls I screened the 3/4/2023 voter 

file for a few of the issues we identified in our report. To be clear, I am not accusing anyone of 

wrongdoing, merely illustrating the condition of the voter rolls. Consider these: 

Should a voter be registered with a birth date prior to 1/1/1913 or should we correct 538 records like 
these? 
 
SOS_VOTERID  LAST_NAME  DATE_OF_BIRTH  

OH0017887385  WEBER  1912-11-29  

OH0025201065  COMBS  1900-03-24  

OH0010567136  CARR  1800-01-01  

OH0016832489  GARDNER  1901-01-01  

OH0021608074  THORNSBERRY  1900-01-01  

OH0026219016  DUNCAN  1800-01-01  

 
Should a voter be registered with a registration date of 1/1/1900 or should we correct 57,147 records 
like these? 
 
SOS_VOTERID  COUNTY_NUMBER  REGISTRATION_DATE  

OH0014494082  18  1900-01-01  

OH0014619301  18  1900-01-01  

OH0014763248  18  1900-01-01  

OH0014781465  18  1900-01-01  

OH0014889747  18  1900-01-01  

 
Should the county BOEs have data validation tools the prevent people being registered before their 
birthdate as shown in these records and 175 others? 
 
SOS_VOTERID  County Name  REGISTRATION_DATE  DATE_OF_BIRTH  VOTER_STATUS  

OH0018640101  Clermont  1956-08-29  1972-12-24  ACTIVE  

OH0014458880  Cuyahoga  1956-09-25  1966-05-02  ACTIVE  
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OH0014648086  Cuyahoga  1968-10-02  1968-10-13  ACTIVE  

OH0014592956  Cuyahoga  1970-08-06  1971-05-03  ACTIVE  

OH0014459648  Cuyahoga  1960-09-20  1960-09-29  ACTIVE  

 
Should we provide the county BOEs with tools to assure proper data entry or accept thousands of 
errors like these? 
 
SOS_VOTERID  LAST_NAME  FIRST_NAME  MIDDLE_NAME  

OH0019610945  -JACKSON  TERRELL  ANTONIO  

OH0026806018  R0DGERS  KALEB  MICHAEL  

OH0026539701  SHAW  CASSIE  6789  

OH0011055821  A  CHARLES  RUSSELL  

 
Should we require full legal names for registered voters, or should nicknames like Bob/Rob/Robert, 
Steve/Steven/Stephen, or Bill/William and middle initials be allowed that obscure potential duplicate 
registrations? 
 
SOS_VOTERID COUNTY NUMBER LAST_NAME FIRST_NAME MIDDLE_NAME 

OH0026081513  87  WILSON  STEPHEN  C  

OH0024253817  43  WILSON  STEPHEN  C  

OH0022239580  37  WILSON  STEPHEN  C  

OH0012080121  47  WILSON  STEPHEN  C  

OH0010835271  55  WILSON  STEPHEN  CARL  

OH0018658098  31  WILSON  STEPHEN  CHARLES  

OH0026498900  76  WILSON  STEVEN  CHARLES  

OH0012436703  43  WILSON  STEVE  CHRIS  

OH0016928768  25  WILSON  STEVEN  C  

OH0014735140  18  SEITZ  BILL  R  

OH0011887242  39  SEITZ  WILLIAM  RICHARD  

OH0016387105  02  HUFFMAN  MATTHEW  C  

OH0022978471  25  HUFFMAN  MATTHEW  C  

OH0020155705  34  HUFFMAN  MATTHEW  C  

OH0023896684  09  HUFFMAN  MATTHEW  C  

OH0024834241  18  HUFFMAN  MATTHEW     

 
Should we screen for and resolve duplicate records such as these and 2135 others?  
 
SOS_VOTERID  COUNTY LAST_NAME  FIRST_NAME  MIDDLE_NAME  BIRTH DATE  FULL ADDRESS   

  

OH0026607669  Clermont  DECKER  AARON  ROBERT  1989-07-03  5601 SUGAR CAMP RD, MILFORD, 
OH 45150  

 
  

OH0026541880  Clermont  DECKER  AARON  ROBERT  1989-07-03  5601 SUGAR CAMP RD, MILFORD, 
OH 45150  
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OH0026703702  Franklin  AGYEIWAH  ABENA     1969-02-22  4991 SILVERTON DR, COLUMBUS, 
OH 43232  

 
  

OH0017190485  Franklin  AGYEIWAH  ABENA     1969-02-22  4991 SILVERTON DR, COLUMBUS, 
OH 43232  

 
  

OH0010243458  Logan  ACKLEY  JAY  ROBERT  1969-08-02  9738 TOWNSHIP ROAD 141, EAST 
LIBERTY, OH 43319  

OH0011036686  Ross  ACKLEY  JAY  RONALD  1969-08-02  1928 LANCASTER RD, CHILLICOTHE, 
OH 45601  

OH0025019514  Auglaize  ADAMS  APRIL  K  1978-11-29  115 LYNN ST, ST MARYS, OH 
45885  

OH0026376277  Darke  ADAMS  APRIL  K  1978-11-29  14300 DARKE SHELBY CO LINE RD, 

YORKSHIRE, OH 45388  

 
Should we ensure that county voter registration databases agree with the SWVRDB? 
For example, as of 3/4/23: 

Cuyahoga county has 1958 registrations not in SOS statewide voter registration database 

The SWVRDB has 1203 registrations not in the Cuyahoga County voter database 

246 registrations have different last names between the SOS and Cuyahoga County databases 

45 registrations have different first names 

443 registrations have different middle names 

44 registrations have different birth dates 

4,510 registrations have different registration dates 

2,600 registrations have different voter status 

1,943 registrations have different street addresses 

13,261 registrations have different voter history for 11/3/2020 

465 registrations have different voter history for 11/8/2022  

SB71 needs amending to require that the DAAA implements a process for screening incoming voter 

registrations and a regular process to screen the statewide and county voter registration databases for 

issues like these. While I have every confidence that Secretary LaRose would implement these by rule, 

clean voter rolls are an imperative for future administrations also. To accomplish this, I am asking your 

consideration of the recommendations in Attachment 1 to my testimony. These are the specific screens 

and verifications the DAAA should regularly perform to ensure that our voter rolls are as accurate as 

possible.  

SB71 needs to specify the election records to be archived 

One of the DATA act's purposes is to increase public transparency while creating efficiencies at the 

county level. As I noted, citizens across Ohio have become keenly interested in election integrity. Citizen 

research into elections has greatly increased the volume of public records requests. The DATA act can 

reduce the burden of numerous and repetitive public records requests received by county BOEs. If 

counties submit certain records to the DAAA and the DAAA will promptly archive and publish those 

records, it will be a win-win for transparency and efficiency. One shortcoming of SB71 is that it does not 

specify which records are to be archived or for how long. Working with colleagues from across the state, 

we have identified the records that should be archived and published by the DAAA to thoroughly 

document the elections process and provide transparency for citizen analysis. In Attachment 2 to my 

testimony, I am recommending a list of records that should be maintained by the DAAA and retention 

times that should be incorporated into SB71. 
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Voter Registration Record Numbers (aka Voter ID numbers) 

Another area where SB71 can improve the quality of our voter rolls is to require a sequential voter 

registration record identifier (aka record ID or voter ID number). The present scheme for assigning the 

record ID is unduly complex for no apparent reason and should be disbanded. 

Standard practice in database design is that record IDs are sequential with the next voter receiving the 

next ID number. This practice should be used in the statewide voter registration database and the county 

databases. Instead, the assignment of voter registration record ID numbers at the county and state level 

suggests the use of multiple algorithms or formulas, where voters are being assigned registration ID 

numbers in a manner which seems to classify or group voters for no given reason. It is not 

straightforward and understandable. Chairman Rulli, please request that the SOS office submit the 

algorithm(s) used to assign a voter’s state and county record ID numbers to the Committee. 

Attachment 3 to my testimony demonstrates this finding for Adams County. SB71 should require a 

registration record ID number with a county prefix followed by a sequential number beginning at 1 

and increasing by 1. This is a simple and understandable method for assigning unique registration record 

identification numbers in voter registration databases that would replace the current state and county 

record IDs and the complex algorithm used to assign them.  

Because of the randomness of the current system of assigning registration record IDs, it is not easy to 

verify the number of voters added to the SWVRDB or a county DB based. However, with a sequential 

number system, the number of voter registrations added over time is easily determined by comparing 

the starting and ending sequential registration numbers. 

SB71 needs to specify that citizenship be verified 

In addition, citizens across Ohio are very concerned that Ohio does not verify citizenship prior to 

processing a voter registration. In Ohio, you must be a citizen to vote, and that principle was reinforced 

recently with the overwhelming passage of an amendment to the Ohio Constitution. Millions and 

millions of foreign guests have been allowed to cross the border and remain indefinitely in our country 

and in Ohio. To protect the integrity of elections we now need to verify identity and citizenship at the 

time of voter registration and screen our current voter rolls for non-citizens that may have become 

registered. 

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity to provide testimony to the Committee, for Senator 

Gavorone’s sponsorship, and to the Secretary of State for taking action to address issues in our election 

system. While I am not a fan of growing government, I believe the Office of DAAA can fill a void that 

exists in the SOS office and be a great assistance to our county Boards. Thank you for considering these 

proposals, and I am happy to address any questions you or the Committee may have.  

Jim Rigano 
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ATTACHMENT 1 - Screens and verifications the DAAA should regularly perform 

PROBLEM STATEMENT: 
The current draft of SB71 does not provide specifics regarding the mission of the Office of Data 

Analytics and Archives. 

The current draft of SB71 does not provide for specific analyses that should be performed to 

maintain Ohio’s voter rolls free from data entry errors, duplicate registrations, abandoned 

registrations due to change of address, mismatches with county data. SB71, in its current form, 

does not require screens or checks to verify citizenship of persons registering or registered to 

vote. 

SOLUTIONS: 
1. Amend SB71 requiring the DAAA to develop a capability that enables county Boards of Elections 

to efficiently screen new voter registration applications to: 

a. Verify name and addresses of registered voters conform with ORC requirements and SOS 

directives. 

b. Verify full legal names are used for voter registration. 

c. Verify addresses of registered voters are entered according to USPS standards.  

d. Verify voter registration dates correspond with dates as stated in SB71 lines 185-226. 

e. Verify birth dates agree with voter registration input, social security, and BMV records.  

f. Verify dates have logical consistency i.e., Birth date precedes registration date.  

g. Verify the name, birth date and address provided are authentic by comparing 

information with a government or commercial identify verification service.  

h. Verify commercial facilities, including mailbox services, are not used as addresses. 

i. Verify voters are of eligible age when registered, 

j. Affirmatively verify voters are US citizens when registered by comparing information 

provided by the voter with government or commercial services that verify citizenship. 

Allowing the voter to self-identify as a US citizen is not sufficient verification. 

2. Amend SB71 to include DAAA responsibilities related to regular screening and maintenance of 

voter rolls by requiring the DAAA to perform the following on at least a monthly basis:  

a. Verify name and addresses of registered voters conform with ORC requirements and SOS 

directives;  

b. Verify addresses of registered voters are entered according to USPS standards  

c. Verify voter registration dates correspond with dates on voter registration forms/input.  

d. Verify birth dates agree with voter registration input, social security, and BMV records.  

e. Verify full legal names are used for voter registration.  

f. Verify commercial mailbox facilities are not used as addresses. 

g. Verify dates have logical consistency i.e., Birth date precedes registration date, 

registration date precedes date of election in which a ballot is cast.  

h. Verify voters are of eligible age when registered.  

i. Verify registered voters are US citizens by comparing information in the SWVRDB with 

information from government or commercial services used to verify citizenship.  
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j. Verify SWVRDB data is in complete agreement with county BOE voter registration 

databases. Both databases shall contain the same registered voters; voter data should 

exactly match in both databases. 

k. Verify the number of voters per square foot at an address is a reasonable number.  

l. Verify voters are registered only at addresses that are suitable for residence as indicated 

by state land use codes assigned to those addresses in property tax records.  

m. Screen the SWVRDB for voter registrations subject to cancellation under Ohio’s 

supplemental process and forward the list to the respective county BOE. The county BOE 

shall follow the procedures established for verifying whether the voter registration 

remains valid or should be cancelled 

n. Search the SWVRDB for voters that remain in confirmation status despite voter history 

indicating recent activity. 

o. Search for potential duplicate registrations by screening voter registration data for 

records 

i.  with the same first name, last name, middle initial, and birth date 

ii. With the same first name, residential address, and birth date 

iii. With the same residential address, birth date, and registration date 

p. Screen the SWVRDB for potential duplicate voters with voter history that indicates they 

voted twice in the same election and refer those matters for further investigation and 

possible criminal referral. 

q. Obtain National Change of Address information and Screen the SWVRDB to identify 

voters that have moved between Ohio counties or out of Ohio and forward lists to the 

respective county BOE. The county BOE shall follow the procedures established for 

verifying whether the voter registration remains valid or should be cancelled.  

r. Screen the SWVRDB and work with Ohio colleges and universities to identify potentially 

abandoned registrations that occur due to college students moving from temporary 

student housing and not updating their voter registration. Forward lists of these 

potentially abandoned registrations to the respective county BOE for final resolution.  

s. Collaborate with election officials in other states to screen voter rolls to identify persons 

that may be registered in both states. 

t. Inform county BOEs of the results of the evaluations in section 3 and require county BOE 

to examine voter registrations flagged as potentially incorrect. The county BOE shall 

promptly correct invalid data or records. Registrations determined to be invalid or not 

conforming with the law shall be canceled. 

3. Amend SB71 to provide that:   

a. Within 14 days of enacting this bill, the Office of DAAA shall do the following with 

respect to making corrections within the SWVRDB and county voter registration 

databases: 

i. Identify records with an invalid birth date or registration date of 1/1/1913 or 

earlier. 

ii. Identify records with erroneous name entries where the first, middle, or last 

name has been entered in the incorrect database column, contains numerical 

entries, contains extraneous “space” characters, contains punctuation, or other 

items not allowed by SOS directives. 
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iii. Forward records identified for correction to the respective county BOE who shall 

verify the data is in error and complete the corrections at least 60 days prior to 

the next general election.  

b. Within 45 days of enacting this bill, implement a new sequential voter registration 

record identifier consisting of a prefix to identify the county followed by a sequential 

number that for each county begins with 1 and increments by 1 which will replace the 

current record identifiers (SOS_VOTERID, COUNTY_ID) used in the SWVRDB and county 

voter registration databases. 

c. The Office of DAAA shall provide software or other tools to county BOEs that enables 

them to perform the evaluations in section 2 and 3 above on new voter registrations 

they receive and to independently perform maintenance on their voter registration data.  

d. Source code for software programs developed by the state of Ohio or by a third-party to 

perform the evaluations in section 2 and 3 above shall be public records subject to 

disclosure per ORC 149.43. 

e. The DAAA shall be responsible for securing the data residing in the statewide voter 

registration database.  

f. The DAAA shall be responsible for monitoring the intrusion detection system for 

unauthorized access to the statewide voter registration database and election systems 

throughout the state. 

g. Vendors secured to provide services for the DAAA shall be subject to the same security 

and confidentiality requirements as state employees. 

h. The statewide voter registration database shall be located in Ohio. Administrators of the 

statewide voter registration database shall be US citizens and residents of the State of 

Ohio. 

 

WHY THESE SOLUTIONS ARE NEEDED: 
As identified in the Rigano-Paulikas Report, current procedures for maintaining the SWVRDB are 

ineffective at keeping the database free from errors and ineligible voters. Rigano and Paulikas 

identify situations where the SWVRDB and county BOE registration DBs do not agree, duplicate 

registrations, abandoned college student registrations, and numerous cases where data is either 

out of compliance with SOS directives or simply defies logic. 

ORC 35503.15(C)(2) requires that the SOS “harmonize” the county voter registration DBs with 

the SWVRDB. ORC3503.15(D)(2) requires new information to be incorporated into the SWVRDB 

not less than once per day. Rigano and Paulikas have determined that county and state voter 

registration data disagree for several counties. Cuyahoga County has thousands of records in 

disagreement. There are also thousands of records that exist in the Cuyahoga County DB that 

are missing from the SWVRDB and thousands of records in the SWVRDB that are not present in 

the Cuyahoga County DB. Discrepancies are also reported for Franklin and Lorain counties. The 

databases are not “harmonized.” 

ORC 3503.15 (D)(5) requires the SOS to establish a process for annually auditing the SWVRDB. 

However, the process established in Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 111:3-4-5 falls woefully 
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short of the law's intent. OAC 111:3-4-5 simply requires computer matching of county data and 

state data for the same SOS VoterID number without any human inspection of the data or any 

evaluation of procedure compliance. In such a simplistic check, bad county data that matches 

bad data in the SWVRDB is deemed good data, and nothing is flagged. Two wrongs do not equal 

a right. Secondly, this process fails to check whether either of the two databases contain extra 

records. The Rigano-Paulikas Report demonstrates the inadequacy of the current process.  

When Ohio voter rolls are screened using NCOA permanent change of address filings, thousands 

of voters appear to have moved either between counties or out of Ohio altogether. ERIC was 

intended to facilitate purging these records from the voter rolls, but clearly that is not effective. 

While superior alternatives to ERIC are becoming available, Ohio can self-perform the NCOA 

comparisons by obtaining the data from the USPS and utilizing the capabilities of the DAAA.  

Currently, the voter registration system does not confirm the identity of the registrant. Financial 

institutions and other government agencies often verify identities within seconds by comparing 

the information provided by applicants with other publicly available information about that 

individual. The voter registration system should incorporate this same level of identity 

verification by utilizing a commercial identity verification service. 

With the introduction of millions of non-citizens into the country, an affirmative verification of 

citizenship is required to protect the integrity of elections and preserve the republic. Citizenship 

can be verified using program such as E-Verify, HAVV, and requiring proof of citizenship via birth 

certificate, USCIS Form N-550 Certificate of Naturalization, USCIS Form FS-240 Report of birth 

Abroad of US Citizen, an unexpired US Passport or by replicating the employer I-9 process when 

registering to vote. 

Election fraud has occurred in several other states, and Ohioans want to ensure that Ohio’s 

elections remain free and fair. We may not always have a Secretary of State with the same 

stalwart commitment to election integrity as Secretary LaRose. We may not always have 

honorable people at the county level. These have certainly been issues in other states. Instead 

of just relying on good people, we need robust procedures in law to protect voter rolls and the 

conduct of elections. 

Rather than defining the responsibilities of the Office of Data Analytics and Archives, Senate Bill 

71 As Introduced allows the Secretary of State to adopt rules that may not solve the current 

issues regarding maintenance of voter registration records. There is no accountability to the 

General Assembly regarding the rules the Secretary of State develops. In addition, this process 

enables a future Secretary of State to disregard existing rules and create new rules, which leads 

to unending procedural changes for 88 county boards of elections, which they may or may not 

follow. Core processes to ensure data integrity and transparency should be in statute, while 

routine details of implementation are best left to the Secretary of State. 

CLOSING COMMENT: 
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We all agree with Senator Gavarone and Secretary LaRose that one case of voter fraud is too 

much. Enacting the above verifications and screenings for voter registration databases into law 

will reduce the opportunity for voter fraud in Ohio. 

 

  



   

 

SB71 Testimony – J. Rigano  Page 11  

 

ATTACHMENT 2 - Records that should be maintained by the DAAA and retention 

time 

PROBLEM STATEMENT:  

The current draft of SB71 does not provide specifics regarding what documents the Office of 
Data Analytics and Archives should maintain or the minimum retention period leaving those 

decisions to the Secretary of State and subject to changes by future administrations. 
 

SOLUTIONS: 
1. Amend SB71 to include DAAA responsibilities related to election records transparency 

a. Require the county BOEs to provide the following records to the DAAA within 30 days 

after certification of every election 

i. Official poll lists prepared per ORC 3503.23 in a delimited text or comma 

separated value format. 

ii. Absentee ballot tracking reports produced in a standardized format and 

containing the voter’s name, address of residence, address to which a ballot was 

mailed, date of application for an absentee ballot, date when the absentee 

ballot was mailed to the voter, the date when the ballot was received by the 

county BOE, an annotation as to whether the ballot envelope information was 

properly completed and verify with the information and signature on file.  

iii. Cast vote record reports conforming with NIST Special Publication 1500-103 (or 

the most recent revision) or an equivalent report provided by the county’s 

election management system. 

iv. Copies of chain of custody documents for transfer of all paper ballot and all 

electronic media containing ballot information. 

v. Ballot images, including before and after images of adjudicated ballots.  

vi. Provisional ballots. 

vii. Spoiled and duplicated ballots. 

viii. Accounting sheets and records associated with tabulation and reporting of the 

vote. 

ix. Absentee ballot cover envelopes. 

x. Records indicating the number of ballots transferred to and from the USPS and 

postage paid. 

xi. Records indicating the number of undeliverable ballots and recovery of 

undeliverable ballots. 

xii. All electronic voting machine software log files for the period from election 

setup to election certification. 

xiii. All statewide and county voter registration database management system log 

files for the period from election setup to election certification.  

xiv. Electronic voting system application log files showing all operations and users for 

the period from election setup to election certification. 

xv. Lists of all persons granted computer access to the voting machine software or 

operating system. 
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xvi. Scanned images of physical ballots at 600 dots per inch resolution, 24-bit full 

color of the front and back, shall be made by the county BOE and forwarded to 

the Office of DAAA who shall archive the images according to this section.  

xvii. All Center for Internet Security Albert system monthly activity reports 

summarizing malicious activity identified for each sensor deployed in the 

election environment, including IP addresses affected, identified issues, and all 

network traffic related to the events for all actionable alerts and the volume of 

monitored traffic.  

xviii.  The county BOE shall provide and the Office of DAAA shall archive all 

agreements for election related services between the county and any third-party 

vendor and the SOS and any third-party vendor. 

xix. Other records that the SOS determines should be archived,  

b. The DAAA shall ensure that election records received under this section are accessible to 

the public via the SOS website within 7 days of receipt from the county BOE. Unless the 

SOS directs a longer retention, upon confirmation from the DAAA that records have been 

received in good condition and are accessible to the public, the county BOE may dispose 

of the records transferred to the DAAA. The county BOE shall keep all election records 

remaining in its sole possession for at least 22 months.  

c. Archives of election records retained by DAAA shall be kept for the longer of 3 

presidential election cycles or 12 years. 

2. Require the Secretary of State to identify business services records to be archived and 

maintained by the DAAA and to specify a minimum retention period and incorporate those into 

SB 71. 

WHY THESE SOLUTIONS ARE NEEDED: 
1. Rather than defining the responsibilities of the Office of Data Analytics and Archives,  Senate Bill 

71 As Introduced allows the Secretary of State to adopt rules that may not solve the current 
issues regarding election records transparency and data retention. There is no accountability to 
the General Assembly regarding the rules the Secretary of State develops. In addition, this 
process enables a future Secretary of State to disregard existing rules and create new rules, 
which leads to unending procedural changes for 88 county boards of elections, which they may 
or may not follow. Core processes to ensure data integrity and transparency should be in 
statute, while routine details of implementation are best left to the Secretary of State. 

2. Currently, there is no consistency when requesting the records listed above from county  boards 
of elections using Ohio’s Open Records Request statute.   

3. Presently, county BOEs are inundated with public records requests and many of them are 
redundant and poorly worded. This is time-consuming because multiple communications are 
required to understand what records are being requested. Consolidating a comprehensive set of 
election records from all counties at the state level will produce efficiency for the BOEs as they 
produce just a single set of records and transmit them to the DAAA. Records retention schedules 
can be relaxed once documents are archived.  

4. This is also efficient for citizens who can explore the repository for the exact records  needed and 
retrieve them simply via download from the SOS website. No more guessing what is needed. No 
more formal public records request, and no more delays for processing most election related 
documents.  
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5. By creating and delivering on a standard, citizens can know how to query the election data to 
find information or resolve an issue.  

6. Access to important electronic data above such as scanned ballot images enable citizen analysts 
to quickly identify (1) potential anomalies in the reported counts and (2)  adjudication out of the 
acceptable standards set by the Election Assistance Commission (EAC) in accordance with 
Voluntary Voting Standard Guidelines (VVSG) for voting machines.  

7. Public access to these records instills confidence through transparency in Ohio’s election 
process; “If you have nothing to hide, you hide nothing.”  

8. Records retention:  
a. Increasingly, analysts comment that it would be beneficial to look at election practices, 

documents, and vote tallies from previous presidential elections across a time spectrum. 
Several articles indicated researchers wish they could go back and take a forensic look at 
past elections, especially votes cast in several states. Were there certain practices or 
laws at the time (i.e., absentee voting procedures) that affected the vote? Could that be 
true of Ohio?  

b. 12 years is the recommended minimum time for archival. It is derived assuming a 2-
term Presidential administration by the same party and a previous administration might 
be by a different party. 12 years allows flexibility to go back and look at three 
presidential cycles to compare them and evaluate records, such as cast vote records, 
absentee ballots, poll books, etc., and see if they line up with other information about 
that election. With the advent of new forensic tools (data, paper, and machine analysis), 
anomalies identified by a fresh inspection with new tools might lead to changes to 
improve election integrity. 22 months is not enough time to make a substantive 
comparison between even two elections. Senators are elected on a 6-year cycle. 12 
years allows for examining two of their elections.  

c. Data storage is inexpensive as is publishing them via a website. Records in electronic 
form can be archived for extended periods and made available to the  public with 
minimal cost. 

 
CLOSING COMMENT: 
We can all agree with Senator Gavarone's statement that "Ohio is committed to 
fair, secure, and accurate elections" at the 1st hearing of Senate Bill 71. Enacting the 

transparency the above items provide into law shows that commitment in action. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 - ESTABLISH A NEW VOTER REGISTRATION RECORD IDENTIFIER 
 

PROBLEM STATEMENT:  

Existing State and County Voter ID numbers are not consistently assigned sequentially, but 

rather using a complex algorithm that is not transparent and organizes voter registrations into 
groups for no given reason. 

 
SOLUTIONS: 
Within 45 days of enacting this bill, implement a new sequential voter registration record identifier 

consisting of a prefix to identify the county followed by a sequential number that for each county begins 

with 1 and increments by 1 which will replace the current record identifiers (SOS_VOTERID, COUNTY_ID) 

used in the SWVRDB and county voter registration databases. 

WHY THE SOLUTION IS NEEDED: 
An analysis of the assignment of voter registration record ID numbers (aka Voter ID numbers) 
shows that the numbers are not being assigned sequentially at the county or state level. 

Instead, their assignment suggests the use of an algorithm or formula, where voters are being 
assigned registration ID numbers in a manner which is not straightforward and understandable 
and organizes voter registrations into groups for no given reason. 
 
To demonstrate the current method of assigning record Voter ID numbers in the Statewide Voter 

Registration Database (SWVRDB) and county voter registration databases, the charts below plot the 

SOS_VOTERID vs. Registration Date and the COUNTY_ID vs Registration Date for Adams County. These 

charts are typical for almost all Ohio counties. If the IDs were sequential, both the ID number and the 

registration date would always increase creating a line sloping from lower left to upper right. However, 

the charts show that many ID numbers are out of sequence, and multiple methods are being used to 

assign these ID numbers. 
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SOS registration record ID numbers in Adams County are assigned using three different methods 
producing “bands” of numbers: 1) in a narrow range around 16,300,000 from 1960 to 2003 and then 
again from 2011 to 2023; 2) in a linear and sequential fashion ranging from about 17,500,000 to about 
27,000,00 during 2007 to 2023; and 3) randomly scattered between 17,500,000 and 27,000,000 from 
the years 2011 to 2023. While bands 1 and 2 show that the highest number in use increases steadily 
over time, band 3 shows random selection throughout. Each band represents a different algorithm for 
assigning the state voter record ID number and a different group of voter registrations. Presently, all 
three methods of assigning state voter record IDs are operating at the same time. 
 
With respect to the county registration record ID numbers, as shown below, there are also three 
methods of assigning IDs shown as bands when plotted over time: 1) randomly assigned between 1 and 
about 15,000 from 1960 to 1995; 2) a steadily increasing band beginning in 1995 and continuing through 
2023 that ranges between 15,000 and 40,000; and 3) a randomly assigned band from 2011 to 2023 that 
ranges between 0 and 40,000.  Each band represents a different method of assigning the county voter 
record ID. The methods 2) and 3) are both currently in use. 
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This unnecessary obfuscation of registration record ID number assignment destroys transparency and 

gives reason to believe that the state and its counties are using the ID number assignment to specially 

classify voters into groups. It also de-couples the sequence of ID number from the sequence of the 

dates of their entry. This can enable a rogue actor to backdate inserted registrations to give the 

appearance that newly inserted voter records have been in the system for some time.  

 

 


