STATE OF OREGON
BENTON COUNTY REPUBLICAN PARTY
RESOLUTION 2022-2
ADVOCATING A FULL FORENSIC “CONFIDENCE
BUILDING” AUDIT

PROOFS
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WHEREAS, the Oregon constitution makes the Secretary of State (SoS) the
official auditor of the State:

Proof 1:

Oregon Constitution, Article VI, Section 2.
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WHEREAS, the Secretary of State states on the SoS website that forensic
audits do not have a uniform definition and implies they interfere with the right of a
secret ballot:

Proof 2:

“Forensic audits are not currently a part of conducting elections in Oregon. Although the
term “forensic auditing” is widely used and has an accepted definition in fields such as
finance and accounting, it does not yet have a uniform definition in regard to elections. In
the financial world, forensic audits typically trace issues back to individual transactions or
people – this cannot be done in an election, as voters have the right to and expectation of a
secret ballot. “
Source:
Commentary by krh: The statement is disingenuous in that:
(1) A forensic audit examines and evaluates an organization’s financial records to derive
evidence used in a court of law or legal proceeding. Forensic audits going on around the
country on election systems have the same intent, but are focused on ballot processing.
(2) The definition of a “forensic audit” is not relevant as long as a specification of what
materials are needed; what the process is; what the goal is; and what the work proofs will
be; are enumerated and agreed to by the participants; and
(3) The SoS frequently hires outside auditors to conduct unbiased audits of various
departments; and
(4) From a practical point-of-view, there is a unique voter ID that can show whether or not a
given voter has returned his/her ballot without the public knowing the content of that
ballot; and
(5) We agree that a voter has the right to and expectation of a secret ballot. It is a concern
that ballots are being manipulated to change or counterfeited to change outcomes that
drive the calls for forensic audits.
(6) The SoS hired an outside firm to do a comprehensive in-depth audit, sometimes labeled as
“forensic”, to investigate wrongdoing in the Business Energy Tax Credit (BETC) program
(audit in 2016).
(7) The SoS conducted what could be termed a “forensic audit” of the Oregon Ethics
Commission processes and included its methodology in the report, as it should.
(8) In order to depoliticize the effort, the term “comprehensive” will be used in place of
“forensic”.

BCRCC

Page 3 of 21

March 17, 2022

Proof 3:
audits:

BCRCC

WHEREAS, SoS Directive 2021-2 prohibits cooperating with post-election

Page 4 of 21

March 17, 2022

WHEREAS, in 2016, Secretary of State Jeanne P. Atkins hired an outside
agency to conduct a forensic audit of the Oregon Department of Energy Business
Energy Tax Credit (BETC) program; and

Proof 4:
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Energy, Oregon Department of Business Energy Tax Credit Program Investigative
Examination, Contract Audit
Report No. 2016-20
SoS Letter 2016-20-sos-letter
Agency Response 2016-20-agency-response
September 2016
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WHEREAS, the Oregon Election Performance Audit Pilot Project (4/13/2020),
conducted by the Early Voting Information Center at Reed College, recommended a
Comprehensive Performance Audit of the Oregon Elections System to start in January,
2020, which did not happen:

Proof 5:

Link to Full Report to the Legislature:

221911 (oregonlegislature.gov)

(Note that although the recommendation included a Comprehensive Performance Audit to start in
January 2020, the report was not submitted to the legislature until April 2020.)
The Cover and Executive Summary are provided below:
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WHEREAS, there is precedent for contracting with private firms not
connected to state administration to assure an unbiassed comprehensive audit of the
election system

Proof 6:

CONTRACT AUDITS of INTEREST
•

SAIF Corporation Financial Statements-Statutory Basis as of and for the Years Ended
December 31, 2019 and 2018, Supplementary Schedules as of December 31, 2019,
and Report of Independent Auditors, Contract Audit
Report No. 2020-27, Financial
August 2020

•

SAIF Corporation Financial Statements and Supplementary Schedules as of and for
the Years Ended December 31, 2019 and 2018, and Report of Independent
Auditors, Contract Audit
Report No. 2020-28, Financial
August 2020

•

Oregon Secretary of State Elections Division Feasibility of Performance Audit of the
Oregon state-wide election system. Contract Audit (S-16500-08)

•

SAIF Corporation SAIF Corporation: Financial Statements-Statutory Basis as of and
for the Years Ended December 31, 2018 and 2017, Supplementary Schedules as of
December 31, 2018, and Report of Independent Auditors, Contract Audit
Report No. 2019-30, Financial Audit
August 2019

•

Energy, Oregon Department of Business Energy Tax Credit Program Investigative
Examination, Contract Audit
Report No. 2016-20
SoS Letter 2016-20-sos-letter
Agency Response 2016-20-agency-response
September 2016
Through a forensic data analysis performed on all 14,494 BETC projects, the
investigators found that out of the $1 billion in tax credits issued, there are $347 million
worth of tax credits where records contain evidence of risk factors that were
“concerning.” Areas of concern discovered by the investigators included: direct conflicts
of interest; projects that were never operational; businesses that closed or went out of
business; indistinguishable, missing or suspicious eligible cost documents; projects with
unaccounted for equipment; brokering conflicts and intermediary issues; and illogical
projects
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Proof 7:

WHEREAS, the Presidential Election of 2020 is of historical importance but
voting records only have a 22 – 24 month retention period:

1. We assume that everyone recognizes that the 2020 election is
controversial and will be discussed and analyzed for many years –
unless the source data for analysis is lost.
2. ORS 254.535 Preservation of certain materials

Conduct of Elections

ORS 254.535
Preservation of certain materials
•

retention of records

(1)
Except as provided in subsection (3) of this section, each tally sheet, return sheet, record relating
to a risk-limiting audit conducted under ORS 254.532 (Risk-limiting audit), record relating to a
hand count of ballots conducted under ORS 254.529 (Choice of conducting hand recount of
ballots or risk-limiting audit) and ballot return identification envelope shall be preserved for two
years after the election to which it relates.

(2)
Except as provided in subsection (3) of this section, the county clerk shall destroy the ballots and
written challenge statements not sooner than the 90th day after the final day permitted for a
contest of the election, unless otherwise ordered by the court.

(3)
In accordance with 42 U.S.C. 1974, any ballot, voter registration records and any other materials
relating to any election at which a candidate is nominated or elected to federal office shall be
retained for not less than 22 months following the date of the election. [1979 c.190 §275; 1999
c.410 §62; 2007 c.154 §48; 2019 c.562 §4]Note: See note under 254.529 (Choice of conducting
hand recount of ballots or risk-limiting audit).
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WHEREAS, an analysis of the January 2021 voter registrations in Benton
County, alone, show 67,762 registered voters, 7079 of which, are “inactive” status, an
additional 6,569 are in “active” status and received ballots they did not return or use for
an estimated cost of $36,195:

Proof 8:

1. The number of registered and inactive voters was obtained by using the Microsoft
Access database function to count the number of records in the January 2021 Voter
History file provided by the Benton County elections officer, and to count the
number of records with status code “I”, indicating inactive.
2. All active voters receive ballots unless they request otherwise.
3. The number of ballots not returned or used are from the Secretary of State’s
Statistical Summary of the voter registration and participation for both the Primary
and the General election.
4. To estimate the cost of “not returned” ballots, we assumed that the number of “not
returned” ballots in the Primary election was the same as for the General Election.
The idea being that most of the “not returned” ballots are because people have
moved away or died before the General Election and that we can reasonably use
that for the Primary rather than the usually lower participation in the Primary.
5. The cost estimate was derived by Cost = (a*b) + (c*d), where:
a = the number of “not returned” ballots in the General election.
b = the cost / ballot of the General Election published by the Secretary of State.
c = the number of “not returned” ballots in the Primary election.
d = the cost / ballot of the General Election published by the Secretary of State.

a = 6,569; b= $2.48; c=6,569; d=$3.03
Estimated cost of “not returned” ballots = (6569 * $2.48) +
(6,569 * $3.03)
Estimated cost of “not returned” ballots is $36,195 in Benton
County alone.

Proof 9:
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has been damaged by government officials, active social media meddling, foreign
actors meddling, and internal actors meddling:

Faith in Elections in Relatively Short Supply in U.S. (gallup.com)
WORLD
FEBRUARY 13, 2020

Faith in Elections in
Relatively Short Supply in
U.S.
B Y R J R E IN H A R T

STORY HIGHLIGHTS

•
•

59% of Americans say they are not confident in the honesty of U.S. elections
Confidence measurably worse only in Chile and Mexico

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- Although their faith has been shaken for some time,
Americans are heading into their next presidential election with relatively little
confidence in the honesty of the process. Four in 10 Americans (40%)
interviewed in 2019 said they are confident in the honesty of elections in the
country, while the majority (59%) said they are not.
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%

%

Finland

89

9

Norway

89

9

Sweden

87

11

Luxembourg

82

14

New Zealand

81

17

Switzerland

81

12

Netherlands

77

22

Ireland

76

20

Germany

74

21

Austria

72

26

Poland

71

17

Canada

66

33

Slovenia

66

33

Australia

62

35

United Kingdom

61

33

Greece

59

33

France

57

41

Japan

57

35

Spain

56

38

Slovakia

54

35

Italy

53

44

Portugal

53

44

Estonia

52

31

South Korea

49

48

Belgium

46

48

Hungary

45

42

United States of America

40

59

Lithuania

40

44

Turkey

39

52

Latvia

37

46

Chile

31

65

Mexico

30

68
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%

%

G A L L U P WO R L D PO L L 2 0 1 9

Americans' current level of confidence in their elections is far from the lowest it has been at
times in the past decade, but it is notably one of the worst ratings across the
world's wealthiest democracies. Ratings were statistically lower last year only
in Chile (31%) and Mexico (30%).

Confidence in the Honesty of Elections in OECD (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development) Countries, in 2019
In this country, do you have confidence in each of the following, or not? How about honesty of
elections?

The latest data for the U.S. come from the Gallup World Poll of Americans
conducted in April and May 2019. At that time, eight U.S. intelligence
agencies had confirmed allegations of foreign interference in the 2016
presidential election and identified attempts to engage in similar activities
during the 2018 midterms. Additionally, cybersecurity experts had raised
some substantial questions concerning the potential digital security
vulnerabilities of computerized voting systems.
However, Americans' doubts about their elections are not new. Majorities of
Americans have consistently lacked confidence in the honesty of elections
every year since 2012. Americans' lack of confidence peaked at 69% in 2016,
in the midst of the presidential campaign that year.
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Gallup World Poll surveying in 2016 was conducted in the midst of allegations
that the process to select the Democratic Party presidential nomination had
been interfered with to the detriment of then-candidate Bernie Sanders. The
survey also took place after then-candidate Donald Trump alleged that the
Iowa Caucus had been "stolen" from him, but prior to his claims the overall
presidential election was dishonest.

Who Is Least Confident?
Gallup's World Poll does not ask about political affiliation, but Americans' lack
of confidence is most pronounced among those who disapprove of the
country's leadership, with 74% of this group reporting no confidence in the
honesty of elections. Trust is also low among Americans aged 30 to 49, with
68% lacking confidence. Rounding out the three groups with the lowest levels
of confidence in the honesty of elections are U.S. women, among whom 65%
say they lack confidence.
U.S. Confidence in the Honesty of Elections in 2019, by Key Subgroups
In this country, do you have confidence in each of the following, or not? How about honesty of
elections?
Yes

No

%

%

40

59

Male

46

54

Female

35

65

15-29

42

58

30-49

31

68

50+

45

54

Approve

63

36

Disapprove

26

74

Urban

39

61

Rural

43

57

All Americans
Gender

Age

U.S. Leadership Approval

Urban or Rural

GALLUP WORLD POLL, APR 23-MAY 23 2019
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While rural Americans are often described by political analysts as forgotten or
disaffected, there is little difference in confidence in the honesty of elections
between this group and those that live in urban areas.

Bottom Line
Whether related to issues of foreign interference, security vulnerability,
interference in the nomination process by the political elites, or just general
frustration with an election outcome, the majority of Americans do not have
confidence in their elections. The recent Iowa Caucuses are an example of
the types of events that can shake Americans' faith in the election process
and the legitimacy of the winners of elections. Institutions and fair processes
are important in holding society together, and particularly so in this era of
intense partisanship in the U.S.
For complete methodology and specific survey dates, please review Gallup's
Country Data Set details.
Learn more about how the Gallup World Poll works.
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