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Evidence-Based elections (Stark & Wagner, 2012)

• Elections should provide affirmative public evidence that reported winners really
won, not just report who won.

• Procedure-based versus evidence-based
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EBE: trustworthy paper + risk-limiting audits

RLA: any procedure w/ a known maximum chance of not correcting the reported
outcome if it’s wrong & never changes correct outcomes.

Risk limit: max chance of not correcting reported outcome if it’s wrong, no matter why
it’s wrong.

RLA corrects wrong outcomes via a full hand count of trustworthy paper trail.
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Risk-Limiting Audits
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• Pilots starting in 2008 in California; now ~60 in ~16 states.

• Routine statewide in CO since 2017. Statewide pilots in AK, KS, WY in 2020.

• Laws (of varying quality) in CA, CO, CT, GA, NV, NJ, OH, OR, RI, TX, VA, WA

• SHANGRLA (2020): unifies broad variety of sampling plans, audits of plurality,
multi-winner plurality, supermajority, approval, IRV/RCV, D’Hondt, Hamiltonian,
Borda, STARVote, all scoring rules
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Wrinkles, Fallacies, and Conceptual Errors

• Can’t limit risk w/o trustworthy vote records. GIGO
• ~20% of U.S. votes aren’t recorded on paper
• many jurisdictions lack physical security, ballot accounting, pollbook reconciliation,

secure chain of custody, rigorous canvass
• reliance on universal-use BMDS:

• HMPB records what voters did
• Machine-marked ballots (BMD) records what machines did
• BMD printout cannot provide affirmative evidence outcomes are correct
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• auditing a contest provides no evidence about other contests

• Cargo-cult audits: go through some of the motions of an RLA but don’t actually
limit the risk of certifying wrong outcomes (GA 2020, 2022)

• some experts blur distinction btw fault detection & affirmative evidence: like
checking for signs of forced entry vs. checking whether anything is missing.

• RLAs of trustworthy paper check whether anything is missing.
RLA procedures applied to untrustworthy paper just look for signs of forced entry.
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Evidence-Based Elections: 5 C’s

• Voters CREATE complete, durable, verified, trustworthy audit trail.

• LEO CARES FOR the audit trail adequately to ensure it remains complete and
accurate.

• Verifiable audit CONFIRMS integrity of paper trail, CHECKS reported results
against the paper & CORRECTS wrong outcomes
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