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SUBJECT 

Review of the Executive’s recommendation to buy ballot tracking and automatic signature 
verification equipment and software. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this staff report is to familiarize councilmembers with issues and options arising 
from the Executive’s recommendation to use $2.7 million in Help America Vote Act (HAVA) 
funding to buy new ballot tracking and signature verification equipment and software.  The 
Executive’s recommendation is contained in a business case transmitted with Proposed Motion 
2007-0328. Staff have identified issues related to Council principles and options for possible 
action. Staff are seeking direction from the committee about which options to develop further 
and bring back to the committee for consideration and possible action. 

BACKGROUND 

A. Legislative History and Guiding Principles 

During the past several years the Council has engaged in active oversight of King County 
elections and has enacted legislation to ensure continued improvement in the conduct of 
elections.1 One of the Council’s major policy directives occurred in June of 2006, when the 
Council adopted Ordinance 15523 directing the Executive to conduct all King County elections 
by mail (“Vote-by-Mail”) on a date in 2007 or 2008 to be determined by the director of Records, 
Elections and Licensing (“REALS”).   

One of the conditions for moving to Vote-by-Mail was ballot tracking. Ordinance 15523 
provided in part: “There shall be an electronic tracking system established for tracking ballots so 
that voters can, through use of the Internet, follow the movement of their ballots as they move 
from King County to the voter and back to King County for counting and crediting the voter for 
voting.”2 

                                                 
1 See Ordinances 15333, 15453, 15519, 15523, 15524, 15560, 15623, 15627, 15652 and Motions 12285, 12299, 
12307, 12334, and 12493. 
2 Ordinance 15523, section 3. 
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Besides meeting one of the Council’s conditions for the transition to Vote-by-Mail, ballot 
tracking has the potential to increase public confidence in the election process, which is one of 
several key principles that the Council endorsed in Motion 12493 on 2 April 2007. The other 
principles were accuracy, reliability, accountability, and security. The following excerpts from 
Motion 12493 explain the importance of these principles in the context of buying new 
technology: 

• Public Confidence. “Public confidence in the election process rests on voters’ 
firm conviction that the process is secure—that only qualified voters have voted 
and that the vote count is accurate and has not been tainted by either error or 
fraud.” 

• Accuracy, Reliability, and Accountability. “The introduction of computer 
technology into the election process has improved elections by allowing results to 
be reported more quickly and by making possible new methods of verifying the 
accuracy of voter registration records and vote counts.” 

• Security. “The use of computer technology has also created, however, a potential 
for new kinds of error and fraud, such as tampering with electronic voting 
machines, which must be guarded against.” 

Another principle supported by councilmembers is ballot secrecy, which is the subject of 
Proposed Motion 2007-0312. If adopted by the Council, that motion would establish a County 
policy “that no unique identifying numbers or marks of any kind may be placed on ballots that 
could allow an individual voter to be identified with a particular ballot.” The motion would also 
set, as “the highest priorities of King County” in the process of tabulating ballots and reporting 
elections results, “to ensure an accurate vote count and to preserve the secrecy of individual 
ballots.” The motion was reported out of the Committee of the Whole on 2 July 2007 with a “Do 
Pass” recommendation. 

B. Business Case Requirement 

In anticipation that the development of ballot tracking capability would be a part of the transition 
to Vote-by-Mail, the Executive applied for and obtained $2.7 million in federal Help America 
Vote Act of 2002 (“HAVA”) funds for equipment and software for both ballot tracking and 
signature verification. In August 2006 the Executive transmitted to the Council a proposed 
supplemental capital appropriation for authority to spend those HAVA funds. In order to have 
more complete information before making a decision, the Council approved the appropriation 
but through proviso requested an analysis of options in the form of a business case and restricted 
expenditure of the HAVA funds. The proviso reads: 

Of the $4,771,500 appropriated for OIRM Capital Projects (Project 377190), none of the 
$2,700,000 for ballot tracking and processing and signature verification equipment and 
software shall be expended or encumbered until after the council reviews and approves 
by motion: (1) an Information Technology Business Case for 224 the ballot tracking and 
processing and signature verification equipment and software that: (a) fully complies 
with the Guiding Principles and other applicable requirements set forth in the Strategic 
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Technology Plan 2006-2008; and (b) has been reviewed and approved by the project 
review board; and (2) the election security plan that the council asked the executive to 
provide in Motion 12299, Subsection D.3  

The business case requested by the Council was transmitted on 16 May 2007. A copy is 
Attachment 2 to this staff report. The business case appears to comply with the Council’s proviso 
in that it has been approved by the Project Review Board and follows the template recommended 
by the County’s Office of Information Resource Management (“OIRM”) for information 
technology business cases, though the sections on cost-benefit analysis and performance 
measurement standards seem incomplete, as described later in this report.4 In Proposed Motion 
2007-0328 (Attachment 1 to this report) the Executive requests approval of the business case in 
order to spend the HAVA funding to purchase the recommended equipment and software.  

The proposed motion is not ready for action.  Staff have identified several issues and options for 
proceeding and are seeking direction from the committee about which options to develop further 
and bring back to the committee for consideration and possible action. In addition, the ongoing 
expert, peer, and citizen reviews of the business case that were called for in Motion 12493 are 
expected to be ready soon for presentation to the committee, together with the results of a review 
commissioned by the Executive branch. 

C. King County’s Current Practice Related to  
Ballot Tracking and Signature Verification 

Key aspects of King County’s current practice regarding mail ballot tracking and signature 
verification can be summarized as follows:5 

1. Ballot Tracking 

Currently, ballots are not tracked individually when they are sent out from King County 
Elections (“KCE”) to the voters, though the list of voters to whom ballots should be sent is 
generated by KCE from the voter registration rolls. The outbound assembly and mailing process 
is handled by an outside vendor and is described in detail in Exhibit 2 to the business case. 

Individual ballot tracking begins when the envelope containing the voter’s ballot is received by 
King County Elections (“KCE”) from the voter. The ballot is then tracked through the signature 
verification process, but the tracking is done manually, as is the counting of envelopes and 
ballots and the compilation of ballot processing statistics. In addition, the current system does not 
permit voters to use the Internet to “follow the movement of their ballots as they move from 
King County to the voter and back to King County for counting and crediting the voter for 
voting,” as required by Ordinance 15523 after the transition to Vote-by-Mail. 

                                                 
3 Ordinance 15623, Proviso P13. 
4 In reference to the proviso requirement that the Executive submit the requested election security plan, the 
Executive has submitted an updated election security plan, and the Committee of the Whole has been briefed on the 
plan. 
5 A detailed account is provided in Exhibit 2 to the Executive’s business case, which is Attachment 2 to this report, 
and in the business case itself, especially at pages 5-7. 
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2. Signature Verification 

The current system reads the voter’s identifier on the outside of the incoming ballot envelope and 
displays, on the computer monitor of an election worker, the voter’s signature. The election 
worker compares the signature on the monitor with the signature on the outside of the actual 
ballot envelope (which has not yet been opened). 

D. The Executive’s Concerns About Current Practice 

Elections staff point to the following limitations in current practice: (a) it does not allow tracking 
of individual ballots before they are received back from the voter or after the voter’s signature 
has been verified (for example, although elections staff can tell a voter that his or her name was 
on the list of voters who should have received a mail ballot, staff cannot say with certainty that a 
ballot envelope bearing the voter’s name and address was delivered to the postal service); and 
(b) because current practice is largely manual, it is labor intensive, time-consuming, vulnerable 
to error and inconsistency, and slow (Business Case, pp. 6-7). 

THE EXECUTIVE’S PROPOSAL 

To address the limitations of current practice, the Executive proposes, through the purchase of 
new equipment and software, to make the following changes: 

1. Process incoming ballots in-house, instead of through an outside contractor. 
2. Take a digital picture of the voter’s signature on the ballot envelope so that it can be 

displayed on a computer monitor side-by-side with the voter’s on-file signature. 
3. Implement “automatic signature recognition” (also known as “automatic signature 

verification”), which involves using a software application to make an initial 
comparison between a voter’s signature on the outside of a ballot envelope and the 
same voter’s signature that is on file with KCE. 

4. Track individual ballot data automatically instead of manually. This will include 
posting of tracking data on the Internet, as required by Ordinance 15523. 

5. Track individual ballots through to the opening of the ballot envelope, instead of only 
through signature verification. (Business Case, pp. 7-8, 17-18) 

 
These changes are expected to improve the speed and efficiency of, among other things, ballot 
tracking, signature verification, and ballot reconciliation,6 and to provide voters with greater 
confidence that their ballots have been received and counted. 
 
In order to effect these changes, the Executive proposes to buy equipment and software from 
Pitney Bowes and software from VoteHere. The VoteHere portion of the proposal would consist 
primarily of aggregating data from various tracking points and making those data available, as 
appropriate, to KCE staff and, via the Internet, to voters. 

                                                 
6 Reconciliation consists in large part of comparing the numbers of ballots at each stage of ballot processing to make 
sure no ballots have been lost or added. 
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ISSUES 

The Executive’s business case follows the Council’s direction to propose “an electronic tracking 
system established for tracking ballots so that voters can, through use of the Internet, follow the 
movement of their ballots as they move from King County to the voter and back to King County 
for counting and crediting the voter for voting.”7 However, Council staff have identified the 
following issues regarding the Executive’s proposal. 

A. Insufficiently-developed Technology 

Automatic signature verification (“ASV”) is not needed in order to comply with the Council’s 
directives to conduct elections entirely by mail and allow voters to track their ballots via the 
Internet. Instead, the Executive is proposing ASV in the interest of increasing the speed and 
lowering the cost of ballot processing and making signature comparison decisions more 
consistent. 

The automatic signature verification (“ASV”) solution that the Executive proposes to buy from 
Pitney Bowes does not yet exist. Pitney Bowes is currently considering partnering with one of 
two software vendors to produce such a solution, but no solution is expected to be ready before 
the beginning of the 2008 election cycle. For that reason, no cost or price has yet been set for it. 

The Council may wish to consider whether it is advisable to approve the purchase of ASV 
technology before it has been completely developed and tested in an election environment in 
other jurisdictions. 

B. Human vs. Machine Verification of Signatures 

The purpose of ASV is not to improve the accuracy of signature verification. According to 
Pitney Bowes, the goal is for ASV to be “as good as a human.” Instead of improved accuracy, 
the primary purposes of ASV are speed, consistency, and cost-savings.8 Although these are 
appropriate purposes as far as they go, the use of an automated process for signature verification 
raises the following policy issues: 

1. Accuracy and Reliability 

How accurate and reliable is ASV in general, and how accurate are the implementations of ASV 
by the vendors whom the Executive has considered, relative to one another? According to Pitney 
Bowes, the Washington Secretary of State is currently developing standards for the use of ASV, 
but that work is not complete. Once the Secretary of State has established minimum standards for 
certification of ASV, it would be up to the Council whether to accept products that meet those 
minimum standards or to require a higher degree of accuracy for the use of ASV in King County 
elections. 

                                                 
7 Ordinance 15523, section 3. 
8 Consistency could be viewed as a form of accuracy, but it entails consistent application of both the desirable and 
the undesirable aspects of a given form of technology. 
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2. Opportunity for Public Observation 

ASV by definition precludes independent observation by election observers, except for the 
human checking of signatures that the ASV system has rejected. By contrast, both King County’s 
current signature verification system and the proposed new Pitney Bowes system, if it is 
implemented without ASV, involve an election worker’s manual comparison of the ballot 
envelope signature with the voter’s on-file signature. This manual comparison is at least 
potentially observable by the public, though KCE staff have indicated that such observation is 
impractical in a Vote-by-Mail environment and that even now observers do not watch or check 
the individual work of elections staff in verifying signatures. 

C. Elections Staff Workload 

Currently, elections staff are planning, in a Presidential election year, to (1) move into a new 
facility, (2) move to Vote-by-Mail, (3) implement new equipment and software for ballot 
tracking, (4) implement new ballot tabulation equipment and software that has not been used in 
an election in the United States, and (5) implementing automatic signature verification that is 
still in development. Only items (1), (2), and (3) are required by Council legislation. When 
questioned by councilmembers and Council staff about whether the attempting to accomplish all 
five changes in the same election cycle might constitute an unnecessary risk, elections staff 
continues to deny that there is reason for concern. 

D. One Vendor vs. Two Vendors 

According to Pitney Bowes account manager Paul Harrington, Pitney Bowes itself can provide 
all the functionality proposed in the Executive’s business case, including close-to-real-time 
reporting. Although VoteHere has the additional capability of being able to track ballots all the 
way through to tabulation, the Executive has recommended not to track ballots that far (partly 
because such tracking requires a unique identifier on each ballot, which raises ballot secrecy 
issues). Elections staff are in agreement that if Pitney Bowes can provide all the tracking and 
reporting that are required, there would be advantages in using only one vendor for that purpose 
instead of two. It is unknown at this point what impact such a change would have on cost. 

E. Cost-Benefit Analysis 

Section 1.7.5 of the business case (pp. 13-14) is entitled “Cost benefit analysis,” but it contains 
no quantitative analysis to support its conclusions that (1) “this automated process will mitigate 
rising costs associated with ballot packet tracking and accountability” and (2) “[a]utomating the 
current system for vote-by-mail elections will mitigate against rising costs associated with the 
current labor intensive manual process including staffing, space requirements, equipment and 
related expenses.” In response to Council staff’s request for such quantitative analysis, elections 
staff provided information about recent increases in the staff costs associated with manual ballot 
processing, but provided no other analysis except to state: “The purchase of equipment and 
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software for automation should logically mitigate the rising costs associated with manual ballot 
processing.”9 

F. Performance Measurement 

Section 1.8 of the business case states in general terms that the performance of the new 
equipment and software “will be measured against established requirements, criteria and 
anticipated benefit outcomes,” but there is no statement of the “baseline and target values . . . for 
each measurement,” which are supposed to be included in the business case.10 Without baseline 
and target values, it is more difficult to assess whether the proposed acquisition and 
implementation of new equipment and software have been successful. In response to a question 
from Council staff, elections staff have provided target values, but not the baseline values with 
which to compare them. 

G. Justification of the $2.7 million appropriation request 

The cost of the purchases that the Executive is recommending appears to be as follows: 

Products & Services 
Capital  

Cost 
Operating 

Cost Totals 

Pitney-Bowes Solution11 $1,319,167 $262,000 $1,581,167 

VoteHere $300,00012 $45,000 $345,000 

Totals $1,619,167 $307,000 $1,926,167 

Assuming these amounts are accurate, the Executive’s proposal would leave a surplus of almost 
$800,000 of HAVA funds that would not be earmarked for any purpose stated in the business 
case, though it appears from an entry in Exhibit 9 of the business case that the amounts listed for 
Pitney Bowes do not include automatic signature verification (assuming that is what is meant by 
“automated signature”). 

The Council may wish to consider: (1) requesting clarification of these amounts and (2) adopting 
a striking amendment limiting the Executive’s spending authority to the actual amount justified 
in the Executive’s business case, while maintaining the proviso on the remaining portion of the 
                                                 
9 Elections staff have suggested that ballot tracking via the Internet is required by Council legislation and therefore 
does not need to be justified; however, the issue raised by Council staff concerns the Executive’s proposed method 
of implementing the ballot tracking, not ballot tracking per se. 
10 The required contents of the “Benefits Realization Measurement” section of a PRB phase 2 business case are 
described as follows in the OIRM (Office of Information Resource Management) template: “Identify the 
measurement techniques that will be used to prepare the Benefit Realization report in Phase 5 of the project.  
Measurements should indicate benefit achievement as directly as possible to the benefit and be identified for each 
significant benefit driving the business case.  Baseline and target values must be included for each measurement 
with the PRB phase 2 business case submittal.” 
11 According to Exhibit 9, p. 2, of the business case, the cost figures for Pitney Bowes “does not include cost for 
automated signature [sic] as it is currently being developed.” 
12 VoteHere’s proposal lists a price of $400,000. According to elections staff, this price is for the newest version of 
VoteHere’s software; the Executive intends to buy an older version. 
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$2.7 million of HAVA funds until the Executive has made a specific proposal for spending those 
funds. 

OPTIONS 

Staff have identified the following general options and are seeking direction from the Council on 
whether these options (or others) should be afforded further exploration. 

Option 1: Approve the Executive’s proposal as transmitted. 

This option would have the benefit of allowing elections staff to move forward with 
implementation of the recommended solution and avoiding potential delay. The risk of this 
option is that it would leave unanswered the questions posed in this staff report, which might 
result in a solution that is less than optimal. 

Option 2: Approve the Executive’s proposal, with conditions. 

Under this option, the Council would approve the Executive’s proposal, but would attach 
conditions to the approval, based on issues such as those raised above. This option would have 
the benefit of allowing the Executive to move forward with implementation of its proposed 
solution, while reducing the risk that the specific manner of implementation might run contrary 
to Council policy. For example: 

1. The Council might consider deleting ASV from the proposal pending further 
development of the technology, receipt of additional data about its accuracy, and 
other jurisdictions’ experience in using ASV. 

2. The Council might restrict expenditure approval to the approximately $1.9 million 
that the Executive has attempted to justify in its proposal, requiring Council approval 
of an additional business case to support expenditure of the remaining $2.7 of the 
HAVA grant for ballot tracking and signature verification equipment and software. 

Option 3: Defer approval of the Executive’s proposal, pending receipt of 
additional information. 

If the Council chose this option, action on the Executive’s proposal would be deferred, pending 
receipt of additional information, such as the information pertaining to: 

1. The feasibility and cost of having Pitney Bowes perform the entire scope of work 
pertaining to ballot tracking and signature verification, rather than including 
VoteHere; 

2. The Executive’s cost-benefit analysis; or 

3. Performance measurement standards. 

This option would have the benefit of allowing the Council to have more complete information 
upon which to base its decision. The risk of this approach is the potential for delay in the 
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implementation of the proposed solution. Elections staff assert that this would prevent 
implementation of Vote-by-Mail in 2008.  

Option 4: Do not approve the Executive’s proposal. 

This option would have the benefit of avoiding risks associated with the Executive’s proposal, 
but would not address the concerns that led the Executive to make its proposal. In addition, 
unless the Council directed the Executive to implement a different method of ballot tracking, that 
requirement for the transition to Vote-by-Mail would not be met. 

NEXT STEPS 

Council staff seek guidance from the committee on particular options or areas of inquiry to 
explore further. 

INVITED 

1. Sherril Huff, Director, REALS, DES 
2. Bill Huennekens, Vote-by-Mail Transition Manager, REALS, DES 
3. Laird Hail, Information Systems Manager, REALS 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Proposed Motion 2007-0328 (p. 11) 
2. Ballot Tracking and Automatic Signature Verification Business Case (w/o exs.) (p. 15) 
3. Transmittal Letter (p. 47) 
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KING COUNTY 
 

Signature Report 
 

July 9, 2007 

 
1 

1200 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98104 

 
 

Motion 
 

 
 
Proposed No. 2007-0328.1 Sponsors Gossett and Constantine 

 
 

A MOTION approving the Information Technology 1 

Business Case and recommended solution for the purchase 2 

of ballot tracking and accountability equipment and 3 

software. 4 

 5 

 WHEREAS, the King County council on June 19, 2006, passed Ordinance 15523 6 

authorizing the director of the records, elections and licensing services division to 7 

conduct all elections entirely by mail ballot in accordance with state laws beginning in 8 

2007 or 2008 as determined by the director if certain conditions are met, and 9 

 WHEREAS, conducting all elections in King County by mail will allow the 10 

county to focus resources and systems to gain efficiencies and increase security and 11 

accountability by limiting dependency on human interaction and ballot handling, and 12 

 WHEREAS, the council on October 16, 2006, passed Ordinance 15623 requiring 13 

the council review and approve by motion an Information Technology Business Case for 14 

the ballot tracking and processing and signature verification equipment and software that:  15 

fully complies with the Guiding Principles and other applicable requirements set forth in 16 
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Motion  

 

 
2 

the Strategic Technology Plan 2006-2008; and has been reviewed and approved by the 17 

project review board, and 18 

 WHEREAS, the Information Technology Business Case fully complies with the 19 

guiding principles and applicable requirements set forth in the Strategic Technology Plan 20 

2006-2008, and 21 

 WHEREAS, the Information Technology Business Case has been reviewed and 22 

approved by the project review board; 23 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT MOVED by the Council of King County: 24 

 The Information Technology Business Case and recommended solution for ballot 25 

tracking and accountability provisoed in Ordinance 15623, Section 1, Proviso P13, 26 

submitted by the county executive are hereby approved.  The aforementioned business 27 

case regarding the necessary purchase of a ballot tracking and accountability system in 28 

Ordinance 15623, Section 1, Proviso P13, including: relative security, cost, reliability, 29 

functionality and usability.  As a result, the recommendation for the purchase of a ballot  30 
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Motion  

 

 
3 

tracking and accountability system as outlined in the Information Technology Business 31 

case is approved. 32 

 33 

   
 

   

 
 KING COUNTY COUNCIL 

KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 
 

  

    
ATTEST:  
  

    
 
 
 
    

    

 
 
Attachments A.  VBM Transition, Ballot Tracking and Accountability 
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May 16, 2007 
 
 
The Honorable Larry Gossett 
Chair, King County Council 
Room 1200 
C O U R T H O U S E  
 
Dear Councilmember Gossett: 
 
This transmittal provides a comprehensive analysis and recommendation that addresses ballot 
tracking and accountability, an essential element in King County’s transition to all-mail voting 
in 2008.  This information technology business case, which has been reviewed and approved by 
the Information Technology Project Review Board, is provided to council members in response 
to the supplemental appropriations proviso contained in Ordinance 15623, as adopted on 
October 16, 2006. 
 
 Of the $4,771,500 appropriated for OIRM Capital Projects (Project 377190), 

none of the $2,700,000 for ballot tracking and processing and signature 
verification equipment and software shall be expended or encumbered until after 
the council reviews and approves by motion: (1) an Information Technology 
Business Case for the ballot tracking and processing and signature verification 
equipment and software that: (a) fully complies with the Guiding Principles and 
other applicable requirements set forth in the Strategic Technology Plan 2006-
2008; and (b) has been reviewed and approved by the project review board 

 
When the Council passed Ordinance 15523 on June 19, 2006 making King County the largest 
jurisdiction in the nation to conduct all-mail elections, it provided the commitment and vision 
to transform the way we conduct elections.  The council specified four conditions to be met 
prior to implementing all-mail voting.  This business case outlines a recommended solution for 
one of those cases: “an electronic tracking system established for tracking ballots so that voters 
can, through use of the Internet, follow the movement of their ballots as they move from King 
County to the voter and back to King County for counting and crediting the voter for voting”.  
In addition, the report provides councilmembers with information necessary to make informed 

Page 47



Page 2 
 
 
policy decisions that will allow King County to meet the goal of conducting our first all mail 
election in April 2008. 
 
This business case analyzes technologies from the four vendors who responded to our request 
for information that will allow voters to use the Internet to determine if: 
 

1. Voter’s ballot packet has been assembled and handed off to United States Postal 
Service (USPS). 

2. King County confirms receipt of returned ballot packet (i.e. voted and USPS un-
deliverables). 

3. Signature on ballot packet has been verified or challenged. 
4. Ballot packet has been opened for ballot extraction. 

 
Throughout Elections’ effort in developing this business case, the issue of privacy of a voter’s 
ballot has been constant.  In focus groups on ballot tracking and accountability, in the 
courtroom, at legislative hearings, and in media articles/presentations much discussion has and 
is occurring about identifying ballots so they can be tracked by the voter.  We believe that the 
part of the council’s proviso stating … “back to the County for counting and crediting the voter 
for voting” is satisfied by a process that identifies the ballot envelope and not the ballot itself.  
This is what we’ve heard voters say and, accordingly, the recommendation is not to code or bar 
code the ballot itself for tracking. 
 
Information outlined in this business case will give our voters the highest level of ballot 
accountability while preserving every voter’s right to a secret ballot.  The hallmarks of this 
business case include redesigning our elections processes with technologies used in other 
business applications to provide more accurate, accountable, secure, transparent and efficient 
elections.  The recommended technologies include mail processing equipment reengineered to 
track ballots, similar to how businesses track important mail.  
 
The evaluation process began with analysis of four vendor solutions that met King County 
Elections’ business objectives with one vendor solution that uniquely provides the software 
technology component for process management.  Diebold Election Systems, Cowart Gagnon 
and Pitney Bowes submitted proposals for incoming ballot tracking solutions as well as 
VoteHere’s proposed solution for process management.  Proposals were evaluated on eight 
criteria including: security, accuracy, capacity, compatibility, reliability and maintenance, space 
and weight, and cost.  The Pitney Bowes’ Relia-Vote balloting system received the top score 
for ballot tracking and accountability equipment.  
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The Pitney Bowes’ mail balloting system has been used in several similarly sized jurisdictions 
including Orange County, California with over 3 million ballots processed.  The Relia-Vote 
mail balloting system uses mail technology that has been perfected over the past 85 years that 
will: 
 

 provide high speed mail ballot packet sorting and data capture equipment, 
 differentiate returned mail ballots through size, weight and data confirmation, 
 expedite the signature verification process through digital image capture and 

automated signature verification; and 
  provide a near-instant audit trail for all incoming ballot packet materials. 
 A complete ballot accountability system cannot be achieved by equipment alone.  

VoteHere’s MiBT (Mail-in Ballot Tracker) ballot tracking software offers the only 
true data integration and process management tool.   

  
 MiBT is specifically designed to take data captured at various points in the process and 
provide a nearly real-time look at ballot packet location throughout the mail ballot process and 
provide extensive opportunities for ballot packet accounting.  Processes can be fully automated 
by scanning barcodes on mail envelope pieces at various points in the process.  VoteHere’s 
MiBT ballot tracking software has been used to track more than 1 million ballot envelopes in 
20 Washington State counties.   
 
After thoughtfully examining our current process and evaluating the County Council’s 
requirement to provide voters with the ability to track their ballots, the following specific 
business objectives were established: 
 

 Perform ballot packet sorting, data capture and batching in-house.  Bringing 
this process in-house will increase ballot security and provide greater process 
transparency to the observing public.  This will also allow for process efficiency by 
decreasing transport time between the U.S. Postal Service and the signature 
verification process thereby increasing security and reducing the numerous manual 
hand-offs.   

 Capture a digital image of each voter’s signature from the return envelope.  
Working with the image of the signature envelope will allow King County Elections 
(KCE) to place unopened ballot packets in secure storage while the signature 
verification process occurs.  Additionally, efficiency will be gained from a  
side-by-side comparison of the signatures on a single computer monitor. 

 Implement automatic signature recognition (ASR).  The use of automatic 
signature recognition will provide greater efficiency to the signature verification 
process using trusted banking industry technology.  ASR will provide greater 
consistency in evaluating signatures with statewide rules established by the 
Secretary of State.  KCE staff will perform a second signature comparison check to 
confirm each signature rejected by the equipment. 
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 Automate data capture for reconciliation of ballot duplication and challenged 
ballots.  Automating data captured for accountability and reconciliation will remove 
the variable of manual data entry, providing greater efficiency and accuracy.  
Greater accountability and transparency will be accomplished through improved 
reporting capabilities. 

 Capture voter data after a ballot packet has been opened.  The ability to capture 
data off the voter’s opened return envelop to confirm the ballot was verified will 
increase process transparency and allow the voter to confirm that their signature was 
checked and that their ballot was sent forward for tabulation.  Data captured will 
also provide greater accountability and efficiency for reconciliation purposes. 

 
The following is a summary of the key issues considered in making a recommendation of the 
Pitney Bowes and VoteHere solutions: 
 

 Pitney Bowes ReliaVote VoteHere MiBT 
Capture data of returned mail ballot 
packets.   
Differentiate weight, size and data 
from returned mail ballot packets.   
Digital capture of signature on 
envelope to enhance ballot security.   
Automatic signature recognition.   
Automated ballot envelope 
Reconciliation.   
Ability to capture voter data after a 
ballot packet is opened.   
Total data integration and process 
management tool.   

 
By combining the quality equipment and process management expertise from Pitney Bowes, 
the database and process management tools offered by VoteHere and the expertise of King 
County Elections’ staff, the citizens of King County will be well served with a ballot envelope 
tracking and accountability system they can rely on.  
 
In addition to meeting outlined criteria and the expectations of the public, Pitney Bowes has a 
worldwide reputation for service and quality in mail processing.  The combination of Pitney 
Bowes and VoteHere with Diebold’s higher speed tabulation solution, the tabulation vendor 
recommended in the March 30 report, will offer checks and balances for the overall tabulation 
system. 
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The Honorable Larry Gossett 
May 16, 2007 
Page 5 
 
 
To move forward with the procurement and transition to the Pitney Bowes and VoteHere 
solutions and countywide implementation of vote-by-mail, legislative action must be taken.  I 
urge you to pass the motion approving the ballot tracking and accountability business case and 
keep the momentum of this historic transition to vote-by-mail moving forward.  Your continued 
involvement and support are vital to the success of this effort. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ron Sims 
King County Executive 
 
Enclosures 
 
cc: King County Councilmembers 
 ATTN: Ross Baker, Chief of Staff 
   Shelley Sutton, Policy Staff Director 
   William Nogle, Lead Staff, Operating Budget, Fiscal Management and  
       Mental Health Committee 
   Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council 
 Bob Cowan, Director, Office of Management and Budget 

Paul Tanaka, County Administrative Officer, Department of Executive Services (DES) 
Sherril Huff, Director Designee, Records, Elections and Licensing Services Division, DES 
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