October 30, 2021

The Gateway Pundit article references the report titled “Forensic Analysis of Data and Processes”
prepared by Jeffrey O’'Donnell. The article states alleged findings in a slightly different way. Below |
have categorized the findings in the report, what appears in the Gateway Pundit article and what we

know here in Mesa County.

Mesa County column has been written by Sheila Reiner, Mesa County Treasurer, Public Trustee and

Elections Supervisor.

Report

Article

Mesa County

As we have found evidence that
a large number of ballots have
had their source placed in
serious question, none of the
election results from Mesa
County can be considered
trustworthy, and the 2020
General Election in that county
should be decertified.

Mesa County maintains a
properly created electronic back
up of the General 2020 election
and finds that the project was
successfully saved. Paper
ballots and records are properly
stored in a secured area. Our
records are preserved and
available for any appropriately
filed challenge.

Tina Peters oversaw the
General 2020 Mesa County
Election. The election passed
the forensic risk limiting audit
and was canvassed, then
certified. The voter credit and
votes cast exactly balance.

A hand audit of all physical
ballots in Mesa County, and
their corresponding envelopes,
should be performed. This audit
should focus first on the ballots
reportedly contained in the 58
missing batches.

The 58 batches mentioned in
this report are present and
accounted for in electronic and
paper form. The envelopes are
an election record and are also
properly preserved in a secure
area.

The hard-drive data from any
county using DVS to manage
their elections should
forensically preserved and
examined to determine if
evidence of data alteration
exists.

Mesa County cannot speak to
other county’s election record
preservation. Our records are
present and preserved.

Because of the serious security
concerns outlined, DVS should
not be used to manage future

This is an opinion which lacks
evidentiary support.



ICE
Sticky Note
"Properly created electronic back up" is meaningless; Mesa County maintains a backup copy of Election Project Files created by the Dominion Voting Systems Democracy Suite and, like other CO counties, not only configures their systems IAW the Dominion-provided, SecState promulgated technical data, e.g. the DVS D-Suite 5.11-CO or 5.13 2.09 EMS System Maintenance Manual, which directs, in Section 2, county election staff to select "Overwrite events as needed," leading to the inevitable destruction of Windows event and application log files specified as requirements for auditing by the FEC's 2002 Voting System Standards (a mandatory minimum requirement for certification under CRS 1-5-601.5), in violation of 52 USC 20701 and CRS 1-7-802, but then further destroys those Windows and application event logs through the process of the "Trusted Build," which obliterates file allocation tables on the respective voting systems' hard drives, leading to the destruction of those log files, which comprise election records.

The risk-limiting audit (RLA) relies upon a statistical sampling technique designed for industrial processes, and is further fatally flawed by dependence on the "random" selection of particular ballots for auditing by completely opaque software, running on completely opaque hardware.  Imagine a coin-toss at the beginning of a ball game, where only the referee could see the coin; that's the RLA.  The fact that the election was then "canvassed" and "certified" by people too ignorant of all the facts I just mentioned to understand any of them tells you what the canvass and the certification are worth.  

ICE
Sticky Note
Both the ballots and the envelopes comprise election records and public documents. Every single ballot and ballot envelope are subject to public inspection under CRS 24-72-200-1 through -206 (CORA), and may be inspected while remaining under the control of the County, thereby negating any concern of loss of chain of custody (to the extent chain of custody exists and has been preserved prior).

ICE
Sticky Note
As explained above, Mesa County's election records are NOT present and preserved, because County staff have followed the direction and guidance of the Secretary of State, who has violated Federal and State law, and neglected, violated, and breached her duty to ensure the preservation of election records sufficient to afford an accurate, comprehensive audit, as described in the requirements of the 2002 VSS.

ICE
Sticky Note
The suggestion that the signed statement of a court-accepted forensic cyber expert has been characterized by County personnel as lacking "evidentiary support" when the forensic examiner's report cites the specific, verifiable basis of his conclusions pointing to these security concerns, not to mention the sworn statement of UofM Professor J. Alex Halderman in the Curling case in the Atlanta Court, to the effect that gross security vulnerabilities are present in the Dominion Voting Systems Democracy Suite ImageCast X (ICX) machines, including those used in Colorado, including Mesa County, reveals the County staff responsible for this statement to be either criminally negligent (with respect to their duties under CRS Title 1) or criminally culpable.


elections until the issues
outlined above are explained
and remedied.

The accurate final vote for Mesa
County cannot be determined
based on the review.

The accurate final vote for Mesa
County was forensically audited
through the statewide risk
limiting audit and was verified
to be accurate.

Persons unknown altered data
from the election and at least
5,500 ballots were processed
differently than the other
ballots in the county making
them ineligible.

Tina Peters and her employee
conducting tabulation would be
the ones to know for certain if
this occurred.

Not knowing what the author is
looking at and if they are
looking at actual election
records it is difficult to
understand what makes them
believe some ballots were
processed differently.

One possible explanation could
be that the adjudication process
became non-responsive during
tabulation. When this happens
there is a remedy outlined in
the Colorado Ballot Handling
and Post-Election Guide. If
there were batches unaffected
by the condition, an operator
would not have to reset (re-
submit) all batches.

For some unknown reason, new
adjudication and tabulation
databases were created for
most of the ballots processed in
the county. The 5,500 ballots
were not included in this
activity.

Tina Peters and her employee
conducting tabulation would be
the ones to know for certain if
this occurred.

One possible explanation could
be that the adjudication process
became non-responsive during
tabulation. When this happens
there is a remedy outlined in
the Colorado Ballot Handling
and Post-Election Guide. If
there were batches unaffected
by the condition, an operator
would not have to reset (re-
submit) all batches.



ICE
Sticky Note
The RLA is not a forensic audit; the very assertion that the RLA is a forensic audit is shockingly ignorant.  Whomever made this statement should be permanently excluded from any duties regarding elections and election systems, as their ignorance is dangerous.  The RLA is a very, very small sample, of questionable randomness (and, therefore, of questionable validity) in "limiting" the "risk" of an inaccurate machine tabulation to the SecState-selected risk limit.

ICE
Sticky Note
Tina Peters doesn't and didn't have "employees;" she is the Clerk & Recorder of Mesa County and, by Colorado law (CRS 1-1-110) is the Chief Election Official of Mesa County, and anyone Peters designated to conduct any election-related duty falling under Peters' authority comprises an "election official," IAW CRS 1-1-104(10).  

Furthermore, considering that Mesa County is forced to use DVS D-Suite voting systems, due to the inexcusable ignorance and cowardice of the Mesa County Board of Commissioners, anyone who knows anything at all about the election process should be well aware that "tabulation" is conducted by the voting systems, themselves, not by the County election officials.  Ergo, this statement is either deliberately false or, once again, inexcusably ignorant; your choice.  

The author of the report in question was quite specific about what they were looking at, including references to the precise locations within the SQL database from the EMS Server; if the respondent, at this point, doesn't know "what the author is looking at," it's probably because they don't have the slightest idea what's actually happening on the County voting systems.  Which is the problem.

As for the "one possible explanation," the County election officials' (and Board of Supervisors') clear responsibility is to INVESTIGATE the highly credible, evidence-supported assertion, and not to ignorantly and casually speculate about "possible explanations," but to rule out the possibility that the election process or results were corrupted, either by machine error, or by personnel error, or by deliberate fraud.  This should be easy, since the respondent claims that the County has preserved election records, as required, and has a "backup."

ICE
Sticky Note
See previous answer.


In the new databases,
adjudicated cases decreased in
half, from nearly 10% to near
5%. There was no explanation
from the county for this
significant decrease.

Tina Peters and her employee
conducting tabulation would be
the ones to know for certain if
this occurred.

There is no way of confirming
that the new database included
the exact same results from the
original database.

It is unknown if Joe Hoft is
talking about election records
when he says “database.” Mesa
County is in possession of an
electronic copy of the 2020
General Election project and its
data. Reports from that data
have been preserved. The
paper ballots and records are
being preserved. The forensic
risk limiting audit was
conducted. The Election result
has been verified.

Log files were purged almost
daily which is illegal since
election files must be
maintained for 22 months after
the election.

N/A -- log files are not an
election record.

There is evidence the election
machines can connect to the
server and evidence SQL was
accessible to make material
changes to the data in the files.

The tabulation equipmentisin a
secured room only connected
to the server on a closed
network as is required under
Colorado law.

There is evidence the systems
have not been backed up for
years, which puts all the voting
machines at risk.

Mesa County is in possession of
properly backed up election
projects and paper records.



ICE
Sticky Note
See previous answer.

ICE
Sticky Note
See previous answers.  The respondent is presumably misinformed by the Colorado Secretary of State, but in any case asserts the false: all election project files from an election ARE election records, but not all election records are election project files.  The 2002 VSS, CRS, and USC are explicit and the SecState and, consequently, most Colorado counties have negligently or willfully failed to comply with Federal and State law.  They have all been notified, by citizens, of that non-compliance and now continue the practice with full knowledge of the crime they are committing.

ICE
Sticky Note
This is ignorant and false.

ICE
Sticky Note
The Dominion Voting Systems in Mesa County were procured by the vendor and certified by the Secretary of State with wireless, dual-band modems installed.  County staff don't have the slightest idea if and to what extent the voting systems have been connected to any outside network and only their abject ignorance prevents them from recognizing this fact.  We might as well be asking them how many electrons they saw in the room.

ICE
Sticky Note
This is a false statement.  Please swear to it so you may also be prosecuted for the false certification.




