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Post-Election Audits
Introduction
A post-election audit checks that the equipment and procedures used to count votes during an election worked properly,
and that the election yielded the correct outcome.

In states that conduct post-election audits (see table below for more details) it is usually a statutory requirement.
Legislatures can decide whether or not to require post-election audits in their states, and what kind of audit to use.

While the phrase "post-election audits" can be used to mean a variety of election validation e�orts, as a term of art it refers
to checking paper ballots or records against the results produced by the voting system to ensure accuracy. Paper records
used in an audit may include voter-marked paper ballots, voter-veri�ed paper audit trails produced by direct-recording
electronic voting machines (DREs) or paper ballot records produced by ballot-marking devices. Typically only a sample of
the paper records are examined, so in e�ect a post-election audit is a partial recount of results to verify that the voting
system is accurately recording and counting votes.

Although post-election audits can lead to a full recount if errors are detected, they di�er from a recount in that they are
conducted regardless of the margins of victory. Recounts are most often triggered or requested if there is a tight margin of
victory. See NCSL’s webpage on recounts for more information.

Below, this webpage provides a detailed table on states with post-election audits and the variations within them. 

Why Do a Post-Election Audit?
If an audit process is in place, it can inform election o�cials of any bugs or errors in
the system, and can act as a deterrent against fraud. Proponents of post-election
audits argue that they can also help avoid a full recount by revealing when a recount
is necessary to verify the correct election outcome. And, ultimately, a robust post-
election audit can increase con�dence in the results of an election.

Post-election audits can be time-consuming for election administrators, and most post-election audits contain an element
of hand counting paper records, which is an error-prone process. Even with good procedures, people physically looking at
votes on a piece of paper are less reliable at tabulating than a machine, although humans are better at discerning voter
intent. 

Issues Legislators Might Need to Address
Are audits required? Are they voluntary or only conducted under certain circumstances?

What type of equipment is used in the state? A paper trail is needed to conduct a post-election audit, and some older
systems do not contain this paper trail. Most newer voting systems, however, have the capacity to undertake a post-
election audit and produce the necessary paper trail.

How are the audited ballots, precincts, machines or districts selected?
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How many races will the audit include?

Who determines what contests are selected to be audited? What are the factors in determining the selection of audited
contests (for example, the closeness of the reported outcome, the geographical scope of the contests or any cause for
concern regarding the accuracy of the reported outcome)? When is this decided? Is it before the election, after uno�cial
results are available, or after the election has been certi�ed?

How robust is the audit? Does a risk-limiting audit make sense? (See below for details on risk-limiting audits)

Which categories of ballots are audited? Does the audit include absentee ballots, early voting ballots, ballots sent from
citizens overseas, and provisional ballots, or just votes cast in person on Election Day? 

When is the audit conducted? Some states call for post-election audits after election results are �nalized, with the intent
of providing information to improve future elections. Other states conduct an audit before results are �nalized, which
may allow for the resolution of any discrepancies.

Does a requirement for post-election audits put an extra burden on election o�cials? Post-election audits can be labor
and time-intensive. In the longer term, though, states may �nd cost savings if audits make expensive recounts less
common. And, with time better procedures will develop.

Who conducts the audit? Is it done by the states, local jurisdictions, or an independent audit board? Who provides the
resources and sta� for conducting the audit? Who participates and who can be present when the audit is conducted?

Who conducts the audit? Is it done by the states, or the local jurisdictions? Who provides the resources and sta� for
conducting the audit?

What happens if the audit shows a discrepancy? When is a full recount triggered?

Types of Post-Election Audits
There are several variations of post-election audits used in states.

Traditional Post-Election Audits: Most audits look at a �xed percentage of voting districts or voting machines (see table
below for details) and compare the paper record to the results produced by the voting system. Even in a landslide election,
they will count the same number of ballots as they would in a nail-biter election. 

34 states and DC require a traditional post-election audit: Alaska, Arkansas, Arizona, California (counties have the option
of conducting a risk-limiting audit), Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa,
Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, New Jersey (although the state
currently does not have machines that produce a paper record and therefore cannot yet meet this requirement), New
Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio (risk-limiting audits are recommended but not required), Oklahoma, Oregon
(counties have the option of conducting a risk-limiting audit), Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont,
Washington (counties have the option of conducting a risk-limiting audit), West Virginia and Wisconsin.

Traditional post-election audits are usually conducted manually by hand counting a portion of the paper records and comparing them to
the electronic results produced by an electronic voting machine. However, some states have a process by which some or all of the audit
can be conducted electronically. This may be done with the assistance of a computer or a tabulation device other than the one that was
initially used to tabulate results. And, some traditional post-election audits use a "tiered" system, which means a different number of ballots
are reviewed, depending on the margin of victory.

A case study of a traditional post-election audit, from West Virginia, is provided below, as well as a tiered post-election audit, from New
Mexico, and a partially electronic post-election audit in Connecticut.

Risk-Limiting Audits: In recent years, researchers have developed statistically based audit techniques that cut down on
the number of ballots to be audited, while also providing statistical con�dence that the election result is correct. As de�ned
in Washington, "A "risk-limiting audit" means an audit protocol that makes use of statistical principles and methods and is
designed to limit the risk of certifying an incorrect election outcome." If the margin is larger, fewer ballots need to be
counted. If the race is tighter, more ballots are audited. For more details see NCSL's webpage on Risk-Limiting Audits.

https://www.ncsl.org/default.aspx?tabid=34123
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4 states have a statutory requirement for a risk-limiting audit: Colorado, Nevada (pilots in 2020, all counties in 2022),
Rhode Island, and Virginia.

Georgia and Indiana have statutory requirements to conduct risk-limiting audit pilots.

California, Ohio, Oregon and Washington provide options for counties to run di�erent types of audits, one of which
being a risk-limiting audit.

A case study of a risk-limiting audit, from Colorado, is provided below and details on other statse can be found in the State
Requirements Table.

Other Post-Election Options
Some states have other variations, which do not �t the de�nition used here of a post-election audit, although these
processes are valuable in terms of con�rming a well-run election.

Procedural Audits

States may have a process for ensuring that the correct process and procedures were followed during the course of the
election. This is referred to as a “procedural audit” and may be conducted instead of or in addition to a post-election audit.
Procedural audits vary in their scope and comprehensiveness, but almost always include a ballot accounting and
reconciliation process. This isn’t a check that the software in the voting machine is working correctly, but rather a check on
the human processes.

The �rst step in accounting for and reconciling ballots occurs at the polling place, when poll workers may be required to �ll
out a ballot accounting log indicating the number of blank ballots received at the beginning of the day, or the “zero tape”
from the voting machine from the beginning of the day that shows no ballots have yet been recorded. Later, the number of
ballots voted during the day or the results tape from the voting machine, and any incidences that may have occurred
throughout the day, are collected. (For example, if a voter signed in on the poll book but subsequently left without casting a
vote, this would be recorded as an “incident”.) Election o�cials can then see if there are any discrepancies in the number of
voters that signed in at a polling place and the number of votes that were cast. If there is a discrepancy, election o�cials
can investigate it. Did all of the votes get uploaded correctly? Were votes from one machine mistakenly counted more than
once? Were any voted ballots mistakenly not counted?

A procedural audit also may include a reconciliation of the provisional ballots, early ballots and absentee ballots, and a
review of security and chain-of-custody procedures. Chapter V in the report, Counting Votes 2012: A State by State Look at
Election Preparedness, contains details on state ballot accounting and reconciliation procedures.

For an example of a detailed procedural audit, see Michigan’s Post-Election Audit Manual, based on legislation passed in
2012, to require a thorough procedural audit at both the state and county levels that covers numerous pre-election, Election Day
and post-Election Day tasks. 

South Carolina runs a procedural audit to compare the tabulated results of the election with the raw data in the electronic
audit �les of each voting machine using a series of computer applications written to detect anomalies. See Description of
Election Audits in South Carolina. 

Post-Election Audits Under Certain Circumstances

Some state laws do not require a post-election audit to be run after each and every election, but instead require them in
certain circumstances. For example:

Idaho conducts a post-election audit only when a recount is required (Idaho Code §34-2313).

Indiana requires a procedural audit under some circumstances, and is piloting the use of risk-limiting audits in 2020
(Indiana Code §3-12-13). The secretary of state may require a procedural audit if there is an investigation relating to the
election or a recount (§3-12-14).If the total number of votes cast (on the electronic voting system and by absentee ballot)
and the total number of voters in the poll book di�er by a pre-de�ned "audit threshold," the county must conduct an
audit of that precinct (Indiana Code §3-12-3.5-8).

http://countingvotes.org/
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/Post_Election_Audit_Manual_418482_7.pdf
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2011-2012/publicact/pdf/2012-PA-0271.pdf
https://www.scvotes.org/data/AuditDesc.html
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Nebraska doesn’t have a statutory requirement for post-election audits, but they may be conducted by the secretary of
state’s o�ce.

Post-Election Logic and Accuracy Testing

At least two states (North Dakota and Wyoming) conduct a repeat of the pre-election logic and accuracy test after the
election to ensure that voting machines are still tabulating accurately. Before an election, election o�cials create a “test
deck” of ballots (a stack of all ballots styles with di�erent iterations of marked ballot selections) that are run through
tabulators to ensure races are being accurately recorded and tabulated. In these states, the same test deck is run through
the machines after the election, to once again test the accuracy of the machines.

Case Studies
Traditional post-election audit: West Virginia

In West Virginia the post-election audit is conducted as part of the canvass. At least 3 percent of precincts are chosen at
random, and voter-veri�ed paper ballots are counted manually to compare the manual count to the automated equipment
count. If the manual count di�ers by more than 1 percent from the automated equipment count, or if the outcome of the
election would change due to the discrepancy, then the discrepancies are immediately disclosed to the public and all voter-
veri�ed paper ballots are manually counted. Note that whenever there is a di�erence between the vote totals from the
automated equipment and the manual count, the manual count of the voter-veri�ed paper ballot is the vote of record (W.
Va. Code, § 3-4A-28).

Risk limiting audit: Colorado

Risk-limiting audits (RLAs) were �rst enacted in Colorado in 2009, and implemented in November 2017. According to the
statutory language, the goal of the legislature in enacting RLAs was “to ensure e�ective election administration and public
con�dence in the election process” and to “provide a more e�ective manner of conducting audits than traditional audit
methods in that risk-limiting audit methods typically require only limited resources for election races with wide margins of
victory while investing greater resources in close races” (Colo. Rev. Stat. §1-7-515).

In a nutshell, an RLA provides strong statistical evidence that the reported outcome of an election is correct. It also provides
a high probability of discovering and taking appropriate action in the case of a wrong outcome. State and local election
o�cials worked closely with academics, experts and advocates to establish a strong set of rules and procedures for the
implementation of RLAs that can be a model for other states. (See Colorado Secretary of State Election Rule 25).

The �rst step is to establish a “risk limit,” the largest chance that an incorrect reported tabulation outcome of a contest will
not be corrected by the audit. In Colorado this risk limit is set by the secretary of state’s o�ce before the election. A risk
limit of 10 percent means that there is a 90 percent chance that the audit will correct a wrong outcome. The smaller the risk
limit, the greater the number of ballots to initially audit. The audits are managed centrally at the secretary of state’s o�ce,
but conducted locally by a bipartisan audit board at the county election o�cial’s o�ce.  

RLAs conclude in one of two ways. The audit either (a) stops when it �nds strong evidence that the reported outcome is
correct, or (b) fails to �nd strong evidence that the outcome is correct, and evolves into a full hand count of ballots.

For more details on the process works, see this blog from Colorado election o�cials in preparation for the �rst RLA in 2017.

Tiered post-election audit: New Mexico

New Mexico has a tiered traditional post-election. This means that a greater number of precincts are audited if the margin
of victory is narrower. An independent auditor, hired by the secretary of state, oversees the audit and assists counties with
its conduct. Statute contains a table that instructs the auditor how many precincts, out of a pool of all precincts, should be
selected according to the winning margin between the top two candidates for a given race. At the low end, if the margin of
victory is greater than 15 percent no precincts are tested for that o�ce. At the high end, if the margin is 0.5 percent or
less,165 precincts are tested. 

https://www.sos.state.co.us/pubs/rule_making/CurrentRules/8CCR1505-1/Rule25.pdf
https://www.eac.gov/colorados-implementation-of-risk-limiting-audits/
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Similar to a risk-limiting audit, precincts are randomly selected “in a process that will ensure, with at least 90 percent
probability for the selected o�ces, that faulty tabulators would be detected if they would change the outcome of the
election for a selected o�ce” (N.M. Stat. Ann. §1-14-13.2).

A hand count is conducted for all federal o�ces, the governor, and the statewide o�ce uno�cially won by the smallest
margin in the selected precincts. If there is a high error rate between the di�erence of the hand counts and the original
vote totals reported by the voting machines, another sample may be selected. If the error rate between the �rst and the
second samples is more than 90 percent, a full recount is ordered.

Electronic post-election audit: Connecticut

At least 5 percent of all voting districts used in the election are randomly selected for a post-election audit in Connecticut.
The races included in the audit vary by the type of election, and the audit must be completed no later than two business
days before the canvass. 

The secretary of state partners with the University of Connecticut’s Center for Voting Technology Research (VoTeR Center)
to conduct post-election audits. The two organizations jointly developed a semi-automated audit to augment the hand
count audit. The option to conduct audits using either a manual audit or electronic equipment was enacted in 2015
legislation (SB1051).

A VoTeR Center report on Computer Assisted Post Election Audits explains that the semi-automated approach was
developed because hand-counted audits are “expensive, time-consuming, labor-intensive and error-prone.” According to
the report, “It takes two auditors up to �ve hours to examine 1,000 ballots, while it was observed that hand counted audit
returns routinely show up to 2 percent error.” The report also notes that fully automated audits have associated risks and
do not adequately provide con�dence in election outcomes, so a combination of the two approaches was desirable.

With the help of a grant from the U.S. Elections Assistance Commission, the VoTeR Center developed a computer “audit
station” that presents scanned ballot images on a projector. This allows those auditors to examine the ballot more fully
than if they handled the paper ballots themselves, and also o�ers more transparency since the public can also see what
the auditors are seeing. The system identi�es whether a given ballot has questionable votes or marks, or if the voter’s
intent appears to be unclear. It then allows the human auditors to make the �nal decision on how the marks on the ballot
should be interpreted—i.e. who the voter intended to select. The audit is conducted in small batches so that auditors can
easily pull a problematic ballot and examine the physical ballot more closely.

Recent Legislative Action
2019

Delaware SB 121 established a traditional post-election audit. 

Arkansas SB 524 established a procedural audit and required the state board of elections to conduct pilot audits of
various counties to inform a more comprehensive post-election audit plan for the state.

Georgia HB 316 established a traditional post-election audit to be put in place as soon as possible but no later than
the November 2020 general election, and a risk-limiting audit pilot project in one or more counties by December
31, 2021.

Indiana SB 405 established pilots for risk-limiting audits and required procedural audits of counties in cases of an
investigation of the election or a recount.

Maine HP 756 required the secretary of state to conduct a study of best practicies in post-election ballot audits,
recounts, and the intersection of audits with recounts. 

Nevada SB 123 required risk-limiting audits to be phased in. A pilot program for conducting risk-limiting audits will
be conducted in November 2020 and each county clerk must conduct a risk-limiting audit beginning in 2022.
Nevada previously had a traditional post-election audit in place.

Oklahoma SB 261 established a traditional post-election audit, with methods, procedures and timing to be
determined by the secretary of the state election board.

Oregon SB 944 permitted county clerks to choose to conduct a traditional or a risk-limiting audit.

https://voter.engr.uconn.edu/voter/wp-content/uploads/AS-2013.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2015/ACT/PA/2015PA-00224-R00SB-01051-PA.htm
https://voter.engr.uconn.edu/voter/wp-content/uploads/AS-2013.pdf
http://www.eac.gov/
https://legis.delaware.gov/json/BillDetail/GenerateHtmlDocumentEngrossment?engrossmentId=23683&docTypeId=6
http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/assembly/2019/2019R/Bills/SB524.pdf
http://www.legis.ga.gov/Legislation/20192020/184671.pdf
http://iga.in.gov/legislative/2019/bills/senate/405
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/getPDF.asp?paper=HP0756&item=3&snum=129
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/80th2019/Bill/6130/Text
http://webserver1.lsb.state.ok.us/cf_pdf/2019-20%20ENR/SB/SB261%20ENR.PDF
https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2019R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/SB0944/Enrolled
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2018
Michigan SB 1238 made conforming changes to statute to comply with a voter-approved constitutional
amendment that required and audit of election results. 

California AB 2125 permitted counties to conduct a risk-limiting audit, beginning at the statewide primary election
in 2020, in place of the 1% manual tally. See table below for details.

Kansas HB 2539 established a traditional post-election audit of 1% of precincts or at least one precinct in the
county.

Maryland HB 1248 modi�ed its existing post-election audit process to also include an automated and manual audit
conducted by the state board of elections. 

Indiana HB 1383 modi�ed its procedural audit language to include an "audit threshold" for when there is a
discrepancy between the total number of votes cast on an electronic voting system and the number of voters who
cast ballots.

Washington HB2406 amended post-election audit requirements, giving county auditors the choice of conducting
audits of duplicated ballots using several di�erent methods. The bill states,"The legislature wants to maximize this
locally run bene�t by adding options to the auditing process for local elections administrators. Multiple
jurisdictions, with multiple options for ensuring election outcomes will increase the transparency, integrity, and
trust of our elections process."

Iowa HB 2252 amended language regarding those who may observe the audit. Previously the language read that
representatives from two political parties shall be present. The modi�ed language clari�ed that representatives of
political parties shall be invited, and the state commissioner informed if the invited representatives do not attend. 

2017
Rhode Island HB5704/SB413 required risk-limiting audits beginning in 2018.

Virginia SB1254 required "risk-limiting audits," though the law did not de�ne the term or contain details on how
they will be implemented.

Washington HB 1507 enhanced election reconciliation reporting requirements.

2014-2016
Connecticut SB252 (2016) reduced the audit requirement from 10 percent to 5 percent of voting districts.

New York SB5908 (2015) speci�ed that post-election audits could be performed either manually or “via the use of
any automated tool authorized for such use by the state board of elections which is independent from the voting
system it is being used to audit.

Connecticut SB1051 (2015) authorized the use of electronic equipment for the purpose of conducting audits after
January 1, 2016.

Massachusetts HB3788 (2014) established post-election audits.

Virginia SB456 (2014) made the state’s post-election audit pilot program a permanent feature of the state’s election
law.

Vermont SB86 (2014) made the state’s post-election audits mandatory, rather than at the discretion of the
Secretary of State. 

State Requirements Table

State Audit Type Scope and
Method

Who Conducts
the Audit? Timing What Happens if a

Discrepancy is Found?
Who Can
Observe?

Alabama None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(2zjgtqtt2xybk5qvkhva3q4s))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=2018-SB-1238
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB2125
http://www.kslegislature.org/li/b2017_18/measures/documents/hb2539_enrolled.pdf
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2018RS/bills/hb/hb1278E.pdf
https://iga.in.gov/legislative/2018/bills/house/1383#document-6dfa8471
http://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2017-18/Pdf/Bills/House%20Passed%20Legislature/2406-S.PL.pdf
https://www.legis.iowa.gov/docs/publications/LGE/87/HF2252.pdf
http://webserver.rilin.state.ri.us/BillText/BillText17/HouseText17/H5704A.pdf
http://webserver.rilin.state.ri.us/BillText17/SenateText17/S0413.pdf
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?171+sum+SB1254
http://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2017-18/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/1507.SL.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2016/ACT/pa/2016PA-00076-R00SB-00252-PA.htm
http://assembly.state.ny.us/leg/?bn=S05908&term=2015
https://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&which_year=2015&bill_num=1051
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/188/House/H3788
https://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?141+ful+CHAP0540+pdf
http://legislature.vermont.gov/assets/Documents/2014/Docs/ACTS/ACT161/Act161%20Act%20Summary.pdf
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Alaska

Alaska Stat.
§15.15.420

§15.15.430

§15.15.440

§15.15.450

§15.10.170

Traditional

One randomly
selected
precinct from
each house
district that
accounts for at
least 5% of
ballots cast in
that district.

Local election
o�cials and
State Review
Board
members, with
oversight from
the state
election
director.

Before the
canvass. Begins
no later than 16
days after the
election and
continues until
completed.

If discrepancies of more
than 1% are found by
local o�cials, the state
election director hand
counts all the ballots
from that precinct by
hand. The director
certi�es in writing and
publishes online any
changes resulting from
this count.

Appointed
representatives
from political
parties are
required to
observe; other
observers may
be present as
well.

Arizona

Ariz. Rev.
Stat. §16-602

State of Arizona
Elections
Procedures
Manual

Traditional

2% of precincts
in county or 2
precincts
(whichever is
greater). For
counties that
use vote
centers, 2% of
vote centers or
2 vote centers
(whichever is
greater).

 

1% or 5,000
early ballots in
the county
(whichever is
less) is also
included in the
audit.

County election
o�cials and
party
representatives
appointed by
the county party
chairperson,
with oversight
from the
Secretary of
State.

Before the
canvass. Begins
within 24 hours
after the polls
close, and
completed
before the
canvass.

Before the election a
committee (made up of
persons with expertise in
math, statistics or voting
systems) establishes
margins for each contest
to be used during the
audit to determine when
the audit should be
expanded.

Audits are
conducted
publicly, but
political party
observers have
additional access
to the process.

http://live-az-sos.pantheonsite.io/sites/default/files/2018%200330%20State%20of%20Arizona%20Elections%20Procedures%20Manual.pdf
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Arkansas

Ark. Code § 7-4-
101, § 7-4-121,
§ 7-5-702

Procedural
audit with a
pilot program
for an election
equipment
audit.

A su�cient
number of
counties, polling
sites, early
voting locations
and vote
centers are
selected by lot
to obtain a
meaningful
sample.
Temporary
language in SB
524 (2019)
would create a
pilot program
for auditing
each election
system using a
ballot marking
device and
tabulator in
various
counties in the
state to inform
a more
comprehensive
plan to audit
the state’s
election
equipment.

State Board of
Elections.

No less than 60
days after the
general election.

A report is �led that has
no legal e�ect on the
outcome of any election
subject to the audit.
Counties that refuse to
provide the requested
documents forfeit state
funded election
expenses for a period of
up to two years.

Not speci�ed.

http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/assembly/2019/2019R/Bills/SB524.pdf
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California

Cal. Elec. Code
§336.5

§15360

§15365 et seq. 

(West 2015)

Traditional,
with an option
to conduct a
risk-limiting
audit instead
beginning in
2020

Traditional
audit: 1% of the
precincts,
randomly
selected, and 1
precinct for
each race not
included in the
randomly
selected
precincts.

Risk-limiting
audit: each
contest fully
contained
within the
county’s
borders, and
partial risk-
limiting audits
for each cross-
jurisdictional
contest.

A ballot-level
comparison
audit or ballot
polling audit is
conducted with
a 5% risk limit.
The Secretary of
State shall
adopt
regulations to
implement the
risk-limiting
audit
requirements.

Local election
o�cials, with
oversight from
the Secretary of
State.

During the
canvass.

Traditional audit:
discrepancies are
required to be reported,
though no additional
action is mandated. The
elections o�cial
conducting the risk-
limiting audit shall
publish a report on the
results of the risk-
limiting audit in the
certi�cation of the
o�cial canvass of the
vote.

Audits are
conducted
publicly. 
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Colorado

Colo. Rev. Stat.
§1-7-515

Colo. Sec. of
State Election
Rule 25 on risk-
limiting audits.
Colo. Sec. of
State Election
Rule 8 on
watchers.

Risk-limiting

The Secretary of
State selects the
“risk limit” that
applies for a
risk-limiting
audit (RLA) for
that election
before the
election.
Di�erent risk
limits may be
established for
comparison
audits and
ballot polling
audits.(See
Colorado case
study for
additional
information)

County election
o�cials, with
oversight from
the Secretary of
State. The
secretary of
state selects the
“target contest”
for the RLA,
including at
least one
statewide
contest and one
other contest.

Before the
canvass. Audit
reports must be
submitted to the
Secretary of
State’s O�ce by
5 p.m. one day
before the
canvass
deadline.

The RLA will continue
until the risk limit for the
target contests is met or
until a full hand count
results. The audit report
submitted to the
Secretary of State must
include any
discrepancies found and
the corresponding ballot
images.

At least two
members of the
canvass board of
the county
observe the
audit, and
members of the
canvass board
may serve as
members of the
audit board.
Eligible watchers
may also observe
the post-election
audit. Members
of the public
have explicit
access to certain
parts of the
process, and
may observe the
entire process at
the discretion of
state and local
election o�cials.

 

 

 

 

 

Connecticut

Conn. Gen.
Stat. §9-320f

Traditional

 

At least 10% of
randomly
selected voting
districts. May be
conducted by a
hand count or
electronic
count.[3]

Local registrars
of voters. The
Secretary of
State randomly
selects o�ces to
be audited.

Before the
canvass.
Between the
�fteenth day
after the election
and two business
days before the
canvass.

A re-canvass is ordered if
the di�erence between
the manual and machine
counts is more than
0.5% and cannot be
resolved through other
means.

Audits are
conducted
publicly. Audit
reports are �led
with the
Secretary of
State and
subsequently
analyzed by the
University of
Connecticut, and
are also open to
the public.

https://www.sos.state.co.us/pubs/rule_making/CurrentRules/8CCR1505-1/Rule25.pdf
http://www.sos.state.co.us/pubs/rule_making/CurrentRules/8CCR1505-1/Rule8.pdf
https://d.docs.live.net/883a87f41b7769f8/Elections/Post%20Election%20Audits/Post-Election%20Audit%20Chart%20for%20webpage%205.23.2018.docx#_ftn3
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Delaware

Del. Code. Title
15 § 5012A

Traditional

Within 48 hours
of certi�cation
of results, 1
randomly
selected voting
device in each
county and 1
randomly
selected
election district
in the City of
Wilmington.
Within 60 days
of certi�cation,
1 randomly
selected
statewide race
in 1 randomly
selected
election district
in each county
and 1 randomly
selected
election district
in the City of
Wilmington,
di�erent from
the previously
selected
districts.

State
Department of
Elections

Within 48 hours
after the
certi�cation of
results for the
�rst audit, and
within 60 days of
the certi�cation
of results for the
second audit.

A report containing the
results of the audit must
be published within 60
days of the audit and the
Department shall
develop procedures if an
audit reveals a
discrepancy, including
the threshold that
triggers speci�c action
and what corrective
actions need to be taken.

Audits are
conducted
publicly.

District of
Columbia

D.C. Code Ann.
§1-1001.09a

Traditional 

At least 5% of
precincts with
precinct-level
vote-tabulation
machines and
at least 5% of
the voter-
veri�able
records that are
tabulated
centrally.

At least 3
contests are
examined: 1
district-wide
contest and at
least 2 ward-
wide races.

Board of
Elections.

Before the
election is
certi�ed. Date is
announced no
later than 3
business days
after tabulation
has been
completed, but
no fewer than 24
hours in advance
of the audit.

If there is a discrepancy
with an error rate
greater than 0.25% or
20% of the margin of
victory, whichever is less,
and the discrepancy is
not attributed to
marking errors, a 2nd
count shall be
conducted. If the 2nd
count con�rms the
discrepancy, another
precinct in each ward
where the contest
appeared and an
additional 5% of
centrally tabulated
ballots are audited. If the
discrepancy is still there,
all ballots with that
contest are recounted.

Audits are
conducted
publicly. Results
of the audit are
also made
publicly available
before the
election is
certi�ed.
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Florida

Fla. Stat. Ann.
§101.591

Traditional

Two options: 1)
manual audit of
votes for one
randomly
selected race in
2% of precincts
containing that
race, or 2)
public
automated tally
of the votes
cast across
every race that
appears on the
ballot in at least
20% of
randomly-
chosen
precincts.

County
canvassing
board or local
board
responsible for
certifying the
election.

Immediately
following
certi�cation of
the election.
Results must be
made public no
later than 7 days
after certi�cation
and reported to
Dept. of State
within 15 days
after
certi�cation.

The audit report to the
Dept. of State must
contain a description of
discrepancies, the likely
cause, and
recommended corrective
action to avoid/mitigate
such circumstances in
future elections.

Audits are
conducted
publicly and
results are made
available to the
public.

Georgia

Ga. Code Ann.
§21-2-498

Traditional,
with a pilot
program for
risk-limiting
audits.

Manual
inspection of
random
samples of
paper ballots,
including those
cast in person,
by absentee
ballot, early
voting and
provisional
ballots.

Local election
superintendents

Before the �nal
certi�cation of
the contest.

Not speci�ed.

Conducted in
public view and
details of the
audit are made
public within 48
hours of
completion.

Hawaii

Hawaii Rev.
Stat. §16-42,
Haw.
Admin. Rules
§ 3-172-102

Traditional

10% of
precincts using
the electronic
voting system.

 

Chief election
o�cial and
bipartisan audit
team.

Before the
election is
certi�ed.

If discrepancies occur,
the chief election o�cial
conducts an expanded
audit and to the extent
possible resolves
misreporting problems.

Not open to the
public, but
“observers may
request to
conduct a
manual audit.”
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Idaho

Idaho Code
§34-2313

Other

A post-election
audit is only
conducted
when a recount
is required. For
a statewide or
federal o�ce or
a statewide
measure, two
precincts in
each county are
audited. For
other o�ces or
measures, the
greater of 100
or 5% of ballots
cast are
audited.

County election
o�cials.

A recount may
be requested
within 20 days of
the canvass. The
post-election
audit is the �rst
step of the
recount.

For statewide or federal
o�ce or a statewide
measure, a manual
count will be conducted
if the di�erence is
greater than O.25%; for
other o�cers or
measures, a manual
count will be required if
the di�erence is greater
than 1% or two votes.

Recounts are
conducted in
plain view of the
candidates or
their
representatives.

Illinois

Il. Rev. Stat. ch.
10 §5/24A-15,

ch. 10 §5/24C-
15

Traditional

Where in-
precinct
counting
equipment is
used, 5% of
precincts and
5% of voting
devices used in
early voting.

County election
o�cials, with
oversight from
the State Board
of Elections,
which also
conducts the
random
selection of
precincts.

Before the
Canvass.

If any error is detected,
the cause shall be
determined and
corrected, and an
errorless count shall be
made prior to the o�cial
canvass. If an errorless
count can’t be
conducted, a written
report explaining the
errors is made available
for public inspection.

The State Board
of Elections, the
State's Attorney
and other
appropriate law
enforcement
agencies, the
county chairman
of each
established
political party
and quali�ed
civic
organizations
may observe the
audit. Audit
results are made
public.
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Indiana

Indiana Code

§3-12-13

§3-12-14

§3-12-3.5-8

 

Other -
procedural
audits in
certain
circumstances,
with a risk-
limiting audit
pilot in 2020

A risk-limiting
pilot program
has been
authorized. The
secretary of
state may
require a
procedural
audit of a
county if there
is an
investigation or
a recount. A
procedural
audit must also
be conducted if

if the total
number of
votes cast and
the total
number of
voters recorded
in the poll book
di�er by the
"audit
threshold." 

County election
o�cials. The
secretary of
state designates
risk-limiting
audit pilot
counties, and
supervises the
procedural audit
in cases of an
investigation or
recount.

For a procedural
audit due to
meeting the
audit threshold,
within 30 days
after the
election.

Not later than ninety (90)
days after each election
in which a procedural
audit meeting the audit
threshold was
conducted, the secretary
of state shall publish a
report stating whether
the results of each audit
indicate that the
discrepancy was the
result of human error,
intentional violations of
election laws, unknown
causes, or a combination
of these factors.

The public is
noti�ed of the
time and place of
a
procedural audit
meeting the
audit threshold
at least 48 hours
before it begins.

Iowa

I.C.A. § 50.51
Traditional

Number of
counties and
precincts to be
audited are
determined by
the state
commissioner
and selected by
lot.

The state
commissioner of
elections, with
the cooperation
of the county
commissioners.

The audit report
must be
transmitted to
the state
commissioner of
elections no later
than 20 days
after the
election. The
results of an
audit do not
change the
results of an
election.

An administrative
recount may be ordered
if the results of the audit
require an
administrative recount,
for example if the
commissioner suspects
that voting equipment
used in the election
malfunctioned or that
programming errors
may have a�ected the
outcome of the election.

A representative
selected by each
of the two
political parties
whose
candidates
received the
highest number
of votes
statewide in the
preceding
general election.
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Kansas

K.S.A. 25-3009

 

Note: These
provisions
apply to
elections after
Jan. 1, 2019

Traditional

1% of all
precincts,
randomly
selected, with a
minimum of
one precinct
within each
county. The
audit includes a
manual review
of all paper
ballots and the
races examined
di�er
depending on if
it is a
presidential
election year or
not.

County election
o�cials.

Before
certi�cation of
the election.

If a discrepancy is
reported between the
audit and the uno�cial
returns and cannot be
resolved, the county
election o�cer or the
secretary of state may
require audits of
additional precincts.
Once the audit has been
completed, the results of
the audit shall be used
by the county board of
canvassers when
certifying the o�cial
election results.

The audit is
conducted
publicly. Any
candidate or
entity who is
authorized to
appoint a poll
agent may
appoint a poll
agent for the
audit.

Kentucky

Ky. Rev. Stat.
§117.383

§117.305
§117.275(9)

Traditional

Randomly
selected
precincts
representing 3-
5% of the total
ballots cast in
each
election. Note
that some
counties in
Kentucky use
DREs with no
paper trail,
making a
manual audit in
these counties
impossible.

State Board of
Elections.

Part of the
canvass.

If a discrepancy is
discovered, a re-canvass
is required and errors
corrected.

Representatives
of candidates,
political parties,
and members of
the news media
may be
authorized to
observe.

Louisiana None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Maine None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Maryland

Code of Md.
Regs.
§33.08.05.00 et
seq., Md.
Election Law
§11-309

Traditional

A procedural
audit is
conducted on
the local level.
The greater of 3
precincts with
at least 300
registered
voters, or 5% of
all precincts
used in the
election are
audited by
comparing
voting machine
results with
those reported
in the election
management
system.
Following each
statewide
general
election, the
state board
shall conduct an
automated
software audit
of the electronic
images of all
ballots cast
(required for
primaries too)
and a manual
audit of voter-
veri�able paper
records
(optional for
primaries). The
manual audit
includes at least
2% of precincts
statewide,
including on
randomly
chosen precinct
in each county,
and at least 1%
of the statewide
total of early
votes, absentee
votes, and
provisional
votes in the
previous
comparable
election.

Local election
o�cial and
board of
canvassers
conduct the
procedural
audit. The state
board of
elections
conducts the
audit of ballot
images and the
manual audit of
paper records. 

Procedural audit
is conducted
before local
election o�cials
certify the
election. The
manual audit by
the state board
must be
completed within
120 days after
the election. It
does not have
any e�ect on
certi�ed results,
but shall be used
to improve the
voting system
and process for
future elections. 

For the procedural audit,
if there is a discrepancy
of �ve or more between
the number of voters
checked in to vote and
the number of ballots
cast, local o�cials must
hand count signed voter
cards and review other
materials to determine
the cause of the
di�erence. Discrepancies
discovered during the
procedural audit must
be resolved and the
resolution approved by
the State Administrator.
If a discrepancy is
discovered by the
manual audit the state
board may expand it, or
take any other actions
necessary to resolve the
discrepancy. 

The manual
audit conducted
by the state shall
allow for public
observation to
the extent
practicable. 
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Massachusetts

Mass. Gen. Law
Ann. ch.
54 § 109A

 

Traditional

3% of all
precincts in the
commonwealth.
Note that an
audit is only
conducted after
a presidential
election.

Board of
registrars or
election
commission.
The Secretary of
State selects the
precincts to be
audited.

The audit must
be completed no
later than 14
days after a
presidential
election.

If there is a discrepancy
that reasonably leads to
doubt about the
outcome of the election
or systemic failure to
accurately count ballots,
the Secretary of State
may order audits of
additional precincts,
o�ces or ballot
questions as necessary
to ensure that the
outcome of the election
is accurate and that the
cause of the systemic
failure is identi�ed.

Audits are
conducted
publicly and
results made
public.

 
Michigan

M.C.L.A. §
168.31a

Post-Election
Audit
Manual (2018)

Traditional
and
procedural

An extensive
procedural
audit is
conducted. It is
required to
include an audit
of the results in
at least 1 race in
each precinct
randomly
selected for
audit and at
least 1
statewide race
or ballot
question for
statewide
elections. The
audit reviews
procedures
performed
before, during,
and after the
conduct of an
election.

Counties and
state-level
election sta�.

After the
canvass. The
audit does not
change any
certi�ed election
results. 

Discrepancies
discovered as part of the
procedural audit will be
used to develop training
for the future. The audit
of voted ballots will
reinforce accuracy and
security of the voting
system.

The audit takes
place in a public
location.

http://www.michigan.gov/documents/sos/Post_Election_Audit_Manual_418482_7.pdf
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Minnesota

Minn. Stat. Ann.
§206.89

Traditional

Depends on
county size. At
least two
precincts for
smaller
counties. For
larger counties,
four precincts
or 3% of
precincts
(whichever is
greater).

County election
o�cials, with
oversight from
the Secretary of
State. The
county
canvassing
board randomly
selects precincts
to be audited.

Before the
canvass (no later
than 2 days
before the state
canvassing board
meets to certify
the election).

If there’s a di�erence
greater than 0.5% (or
greater than 2 votes in a
precinct where 400 or
fewer ballots were cast)
an additional review of
at least 3 precincts is
conducted. If there is still
a discrepancy of the sort
listed above, all precincts
must be reviewed within
that district. If the audit
results show an error in
10% of the total votes
cast in the election in
one or more counties, a
manual recount of all
districts where the error
occurred is ordered.

Audits are
conducted
publicly.

Mississippi None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Missouri

15 Mo. Code of
State Regs.

§30-10.090

§30-10.110

 

Traditional
At least 5% of
precincts.

Local election
o�cials, with
oversight from
the Secretary of
State, who also
randomly
selects precincts
to be audited.

Before
certi�cation of
results.

If results di�er by more
than 0.5%, discrepancies
are investigated and
resolved.

Random
selection of
precincts is open
to the public, and
results of the
audit are public.
No other
guidance for
observers is
provided.

Montana

Mont. Code
Ann.

§13-17-501 -

§13-17-509

Traditional

At least 5% of
the precincts in
each county or
a minimum of
one precinct in
each county,
whichever is
greater; and the
audit must
include an
election for one
federal o�ce,
one statewide
o�ce, one
legislative
o�ce, and one
ballot issue.

County audit
committee, with
oversight from
the Secretary of
State. The State
Board of
Canvassers
selects the
precincts to be
audited.

Before the
canvass.

If there is a discrepancy
of more than 0.5% of
total ballots cast or 5
ballots (whichever is
greater) and the
discrepancy is due to
machine error and not
administrative or user
error, the machine
involved in the
discrepancy may not be
used in another election
until it has been
examined and tested by
a computer software
expert in consultation
with a voting system
vendor and approved by
the secretary of state. At
least 3 additional
precincts must be
audited.

Audits are
conducted
publicly, and
results are made
public.
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Nebraska

Source:
Nebraska
Secretary of
State's O�ce

 

Other

A post-election
audit is not
required by
statute, but may
be conducted at
the discretion of
the secretary of
state. A
minimum of
two percent of
precincts are
randomly
selected, and
the audit
includes one
each of federal,
statewide and
local races. 

Secretary of
State’s O�ce

Not speci�ed

 Any discrepancies are
checked and noted in a
report provided to the
Secretary of State’s
o�ce.

Not speci�ed.

Nevada

SB 123 (2019)

Nev. Admin.
Code 293.255

Traditional,
with pilots of
risk-limiting
audits in 2020
and all
counties
conducting
risk-limiting
audits in 2022.

Traditional
audits: If county
population is
greater than
100,000, the
audit looks at
2% of the
machines. If the
county
population is
less than
100,000, 3% of
the machines
are audited.

Risk-limiting:
The secretary of
state adopts
regulations on
procedures and
scope.

County clerks,
with oversight
from the
Secretary of
State. The
secretary of
state sets
regulations for
post-election
audits, including
risk-limiting
audits.

Traditional
audits: Before
the canvass.
Results must be
sent to the
Secretary of
State within 7
working days
after the
election.

Not speci�ed.

“Any member of
the public who
observes the
postelection
certi�cation
audit shall not
interfere with the
conduct of the
audit.”

New
Hampshire None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/80th2019/Bill/6130/Text
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New Jersey

N.J. Stat. Ann.
§19:61-9

Traditional

At least 2% of
election
districts. Note:
The statutes
referenced here
are dependent
on
implementation
of new voting
systems that
produced voter-
veri�able paper
records. As of
May 2018 those
machines have
not yet been
purchased. The
current voting
system uses
paperless DRE
machines that
produce no
auditable
record, so post-
election audits
are currently
not being
conducted in
New Jersey.

Local election
o�cials, with
oversight from
an independent,
professional
audit team
appointed by
the Attorney
General.

Before
certi�cation of
election. Within a
“reasonable
period of time
after the �nal
vote count.”

If a discrepancy is
discovered, the audit is
expanded to include
additional districts or
audit units. Criteria to be
employed to trigger an
expansion of the audit
are established before
the election.

Audits are
conducted
publicly and
results of the
audit are
published.

New Mexico

N.M. Stat. Ann.
§1-14-13.2 et
seq.,

N.M. Admin.
Code 1.10.23

Traditional,
with a tiered
system based
on the margin
of victory

Audit of
electronic voter
tabulators in
randomly
selected
precincts is
conducted for
all federal
o�ces,
government
and statewide
elective o�ces.
The number of
precincts to be
tested depends
on the winning
margin for each
o�ce.

County clerks,
with assistance
and oversight
from an
independent
auditor hired by
the Secretary of
State.

A random sample
of precincts is
selected by the
independent
auditor no later
than 12 days
after the election.
The clerks shall
report their
results to the
auditor within
ten days of being
noti�ed which
precincts to
audit.

If there is a high error
rate between the
di�erence of the hand
counts and the original
vote totals reported by
the voting machines,
another sample may be
selected. If the error rate
between the �rst and
the second samples is
more than 90 percent, a
full recount is ordered.

 

 

The selection of
the sample to be
audited is
conducted
publicly and
audit data is
reported to the
public.
Accredited
county canvass
observers may
be present
during the audit
process.
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New York

N.Y. Election
Law § 9-211
(McKinney
2015)

9 N.Y. Comp.
Rules & Regs.
6210.18

Traditional
Random
selection of 3%
of machines.

County
Board of
Elections,
with
oversight
from the
State
Board of
Elections.

Within 15
days of each
general or
special
election and
within 7 days
of every
primary or
village
election.

If there is an unresolved
discrepancy of even a single vote,
the manual count is conducted
again. An expanded audit is
required if discrepancies would alter
the vote share by 0.1% or if
discrepancies are found in at least
10% of the machines audited. When
an expanded audit is required, an
additional 5% of machines are
audited, then an additional 12% if
the discrepancy still exists, and if the
discrepancy is still found, a full
manual recount.

Each candidate,
political party or
independent
body entitled to
appoint
watchers to a
polling place is
entitled to
appoint
watchers to
observe the
audit.

North Carolina

N.C. Gen. Stat.
Ann. §163-
182.1

Traditional

Manual count
of the paper
ballots or
paper records
of a statewide
ballot item in
every county;
precincts are
randomly
selected. The
size of the
sample of each
category shall
be chosen to
produce a
statistically
signi�cant
result and shall
be chosen
after
consultation
with a
statistician.

County
election
o�cials,
with
oversight
from the
State
Board of
Elections,
which
also
selects
the
random
sample.

Selection of
precincts to
be audited
must take
place at the
latest 24
hours after
polls close. A
deadline for
the audit is
not speci�ed.

In case of a discrepancy, the hand
count shall control, except where
paper ballots have been lost or
destroyed or where there is another
reasonable basis to conclude that
the hand count is not the true
count. If the discrepancy between
the hand-to-eye count and the
mechanical or electronic count is
signi�cant, a complete hand-to-eye
count shall be conducted.

Not speci�ed.

North Dakota

N.D. Cent. Code
16.1-06-15

Other

Random testing
of the voting
system
programming
for one precinct
in each county
in the state
according to
logic and
accuracy testing
procedures.

County election
o�cial.

Before the
canvass.

Not speci�ed. Not speci�ed.
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Ohio

Secretary of
State Directive
2017-14

Traditional,
with risk-
limiting audits
recommended

Audit of at least
3 contests: the
“top of the
ticket” contest
(i.e., President
or Governor); at
least one other
statewide
contest to be
selected at
random by the
secretary of
state’s o�ce
after Election
Day; at least one
non-statewide
candidate
contest to be
selected by the
board of
elections. Board
of elections
determine the
“units to be
audited,” either
by precinct, by
polling location
or by individual
voting machine
but are
encouraged to
audit the
smallest unit
available to the
board. A
su�cient
number of units
must be audited
so that the
number of votes
cast on all
selected units
equals at least
5% of the total
number of votes
cast in the
county. This
includes all
categories of
ballots.

Local election
boards

No sooner
than 6
business
days after
the local
election
board
certi�es
election
results, and
no later 21
days after
certifying
the o�cial
results of
the election,
unless a
recount
must be
conducted.
If a recount
is
conducted,
the post-
election
audit must
be
completed
no later
than 14 days
after
certi�cation
of recount
results.

A county is required to
escalate the audit if its
accuracy rate is less than
99.5% in a contest with a
certi�ed margin that is at
least 1% (calculated as a
percentage of ballots cast on
which the contest appeared),
or less than 99.8% in a
contest with a certi�ed
margin that is less than 1%.
Escalation entails drawing a
second random sample of at
least 5% of votes cast,
selected from units that were
not audited in the original
sample, and auditing the
ballots using the same
procedures. If, after the
second round of auditing, the
accuracy rate from the two
samples is below 99.5%, the
county shall investigate the
cause of the discrepancy and
report its �ndings to the
Secretary of State’s O�ce. In
such cases, the Secretary of
State’s O�ce may require a
100% hand-count.

The post-
election audit
must be open to
the public, the
media and to
duly appointed
observers.

https://www.sos.state.oh.us/globalassets/elections/directives/2017/dir2017-14_eom_ch_09.pdf
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Oklahoma

Okla. Stat. §26-
3-130

Traditional

Manual or
electronic
examination of
a limited
number of
ballots.

County election
boards,
supervised by
the secretary of
the state
election board.

Timing shall
be
determined
by the
secretary of
the state
election
board.

Procedures shall be
determined by the secretary
of the state election board.

Not speci�ed,
but a report of
the �ndings is
available to the
public.

Oregon

Or. Rev. Stat.
§254.529

§254.535

Traditional,
with a tiered
system based
on the margin
of victory, or
risk-limiting.

Counties may
choose to
conduct a
traditional hand
count poste-
election audit
that depends on
margin of
victory: if
margin of
victory is less
than 1% of the
total votes cast,
10% of all
precincts are
hand counted; if
margin of
victory is
between 1%
and 2%, 5% of
all precincts;
margin of
victory 2% or
greater, 3% of
all precincts are
hand counted.
Or a risk-limiting
audit.

County clerks,
with oversight
from the
Secretary of
State.

Traditional
audits: begin
no later
than the 21
day after the
election and
completed
by the 30
day after the
election.

Risk-limiting:
before an
election
contest is
certi�ed.

Traditional audits: If there is a
discrepancy of greater than
0.5%, the sample is audited
again. If the second audit
show a discrepancy of 0.5%,
all ballots for that system are
audited.

Risk-limiting: rules and
procedures to be determined
by the secretary of state. 

Audits are
conducted
publicly and
results made
public.

Pennsylvania

Pa. Cons. Stat.
tit. 25 §3031.17
§2650

Traditional
hand count or
electronic

Recount of
random sample
of the lesser of
2% of votes cast
in each county,
or 2,000 ballots.

County board of
elections.

Part of the
canvass.

Not speci�ed.

Candidates and
their appointed
watchers and
attorneys.

st

th
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Rhode Island

§ 17-19-37.4

Risk-limiting

The state board
shall determine
what local,
statewide and
federal contests
are subject to a
risk-limiting
audit. A risk-
limiting audit
shall begin with
a hand tally of
the votes in one
or more audit
units and shall
continue to
hand tally votes
in additional
audit units until
there is strong
statistical
evidence that
the electoral
outcome is
correct.

State board of
elections in
conjunction
with local board
of elections.

Before
certi�cation
of results.  

In the event that counting
additional audit units does
not provide strong statistical
evidence that the electoral
outcome is correct, the audit
shall continue until there has
been a full manual tally to
determine the correct
electoral outcome of the
audited contest.

Not speci�ed.

South Carolina

Description of
Election Audits
in South
Carolina

Other

The audit
process
compares the
tabulated
results of the
election with the
raw data
collected in the
electronic audit
�les by each
voting machine
on a �ash card.
The State
Election
Commission has
developed a
series of
computer
applications
that compare
the tabulated
returns reports
with the raw
audit data. If the
audit
application
detects an
anomaly it lists
it in one or
more audit
report.

County election
o�cials or sta�
of the state
election
commission.

Before the
county
certi�es the
election, the
county
assures that
all ballots
have been
counted,
including
accepted
provisional
ballots. A
second audit
is completed
before the
state
election
commission
certi�es the
election.

Not speci�ed Not speci�ed

South Dakota None N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

https://www.scvotes.org/data/AuditDesc.html
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Tennessee

Tenn. Code
Ann. § 2-20-103

Traditional

Automatic audit
of at least 1
precinct for
small counties
and at least 5
precincts for
large counties. 

County election
commissions.

Begins
before 1:00
p.m. on the
day after the
election.

If after the automatic audit
there is a variance of more
than 1% between the
uno�cial election results of
the top race and the
automatic audit, a hand count
of 3% of the precincts is
conducted.

Audits are
conducted
publicly.

Texas

Tex. Election
Code Ann.
§127.201
(Vernon 2015)

Election
Advisory No.
2012-03

Traditional

Not more than
three races in
1% of precincts
or three
precincts,
whichever is
greater; does
not apply to
tabulation of
DRE machines.

Local election
o�cials, with
oversight from
the Secretary of
State.

Begins
within 72
hours after
the polls
close and
completed
no later
than the 21
day after the
election.

If there are discrepancies in
the audit, the election o�cial
shall continue the audit until
it determines the cause of the
discrepancy.

Candidates or
their appointed
representatives

Utah

Election Policy
Directive from
the O�ce of
the Lieutenant
Governor, Utah
Code Ann.
§20A-3-201

Traditional

Vote-by-mail
counties audit
1% or 1,000 mail
ballots,
whichever is
less. Batches to
be audited are
randomly
selected by the
Lt. Governor’s
O�ce (LGO).
One accessible
voting machine
(DRE) per 100
deployed in
every Utah
House District,
selected
randomly by the
LGO, are also
audited.

Local election
o�cials, with
oversight from
the O�ce of the
Lieutenant
Governor.

Before the
canvass.

Election o�cials should
ascertain and record the
reasons for any di�erences.

Appointed poll
watchers.

Vermont

17 Vt. Stat. Ann.

§2493

§2581 - §2588

Traditional

Determined by
Secretary of
State, with a mix
of electronic
and hand count
auditing.

Secretary of
State.

Within 30 days of
the election.

Not speci�ed.

The public may
observe the
process, and
results are made
public.

st

http://www.sos.state.tx.us/elections/laws/advisory2012-03.shtml
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Virginia

Va. Code § 24.2-
671.1

Risk-limiting

Post-election
risk-limiting
audit of ballot
scanner
machines. (Note
that risk-limiting
audit is not
de�ned, nor is
additional
information on
scope.)

Local board of
registrars, with
procedures
provided by the
state
department of
elections.

Annually, after
the election has
been certi�ed
and the period to
initiate a recount
has expired. An
audit shall have
no e�ect on the
election results.

The local jurisdiction
issues a report, which
includes a comparison of
the audited election
results and the initial
tally for each machine
audited, and an analysis
of any detected
discrepancies.

Candidates and
political parties
may appoint
observers.

Washington

Wash. Rev.
Code Ann.
§29A.60.185,
§29A.60.170,
Wash. Admin.
Code 434-262-
105

Traditional,
with option of
conducted a
risk-limiting
audit

County auditors
choose (at a
minimum) one
of the following
methods to
audit duplicated
ballots: 1) audit
of DREs or
ballot marking
devices when at
least 10 votes
have been cast
on all devices.
Up to 4% of
devices are
selected by lot.
2) a random
check 3) a risk-
limiting audit
whereby the
scope and "risk
limit” (the
largest
statistical
probability that
an incorrect
reported
tabulation
outcome is not
detected) are
set by the
secretary of
state.

County
auditors, with
oversight from
the Secretary of
State.

Before the
certi�cation of
the election.

For each audit method,
the secretary of state
must adopt procedures
for expanding the audit
to include additional
ballots when audit
results in a discrepancy,
under what
circumstances the
discrepancy leads to an
audit of additional
ballots, the method to
determine how many
additional ballots will be
selected, and how to
investigate the cause of
any discrepancy found
during an audit.

Appointed
observers.

West Virginia

W. Va. Code, §3-
4A-28

Traditional

At least 3% of
precincts,
chosen at
random.

 

Board of
Canvassers

During the
canvass, before
certi�cation.

If there is a discrepancy
of more than 1% or that
would result in a
di�erent outcome, it is
immediately disclosed to
the public and a full
manual recount is
ordered.

Audits are
conducted
publicly.
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Wisconsin

Wis. Stat. Ann.
§7.08(6)

Wisconsin
Elections
Commission
2018 Post-
Election Voting
Equipment
Audit

Traditional

At least 5
percent of
statewide
reporting units
(a minimum of
183 total
reporting units).
No more than
two reporting
units will be
chosen per
municipality,
and
municipalities
selected as part
of the audit will
be chosen
randomly. At
least one audit
will be
conducted in
each of
Wisconsin’s 72
counties.
Reporting units
will be selected
to include a
sample from
each piece of
voting
equipment that
records and
tabulates votes.

Local election
o�cials, with
oversight from
the Wisconsin
Elections
Commission
(WEC).

No later than 2
weeks after
certi�cation of
results. 

Discrepancies are
reported to the WEC. If
the discrepancy cannot
be reasonably explained,
WEC sta� will request
that the voting
equipment manufacturer
investigate and explain
the reasons for
di�erences between the
machine tally and the
paper record tally.
Should the vendor fail to
provide a su�cient
written explanation,
including
recommendations for
preventing future
occurrences, within 30
days of noti�cation, WEC
sta� will suspend
approval of the a�ected
voting system in
Wisconsin.

Audits are
conducted
publicly.

Wyoming

W.S. 22-11-104,

Wyo. Admin.
Rules Secretary
of State
Election
Procedures
Chapter 25

Other

The pre-election
logic and
accuracy testing
is repeated after
the election. A
random audit of
ballots is
conducted by
processing the
pre-audited
group of test
ballots on 5% of
the automated
tabulating
machines for
that county.

County election
o�cials.

Within 30 days of
the election.

If a voting machine fails
the post election audit
test, the county clerk
noti�es the secretary of
state in writing of the
audit problem.

The county clerk
shall notify each
political party of
the time and
date of the post
election audit.
Other witnesses
may also be
present.

This table is based on the U.S. Election Assistance Commission’s Statutory Overview, with additional research conducted by
NCSL, and with assistance from the Veri�ed Voting State Audit Laws Searchable Database.

Additional Resources
NCSL's webinar: What is an Election Audit?

https://elections.wi.gov/sites/default/files/memo/20/commission_sep_25_meeting_audit_decision_10_01_18__29601.pdf
https://www.eac.gov/research-and-data/election-administration-voting-survey/
https://www.verifiedvoting.org/state-audit-laws/
https://www.ncsl.org/research/elections-and-campaigns/what-is-an-election-audit.aspx
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NCSL's webpage on Risk-Limiting Audits

NCSL’s articles in The Canvass:
Post Election Audits: What's Next?

Post-Election Audits: The FAQs

Democracy Fund, by Jennifer Morrell:
A Practical Guide to Risk-Limiting Audits

Risk-Limiting Audit Implementation Workbook

Veri�ed Voting webpage on Post-Election Audits

Joint report from Veri�ed Voting, Common Cause and Rutgers School of Law on Counting Votes 2012: A State by State
Look at Election Preparedness

The U.S. Election Assistance Commission (EAC)
Risk-Limiting Audits - Practical Application

Quick Start Guide 6 Tips for Conducting Election Audits

R. Michael Alvarez, Lonna Rae Atkeson and Thad Hall: Con�rming Elections: Creating Con�dence and Integrity Through
Election Auditing (2012)

R. Michael Alvarez, Lonna Rae Atkeson and Thad Hall: Evaluating Elections: A Handbook of Methods and Standards
(2013)

University of Connecticut’s Center for Voting Technology Research report on Computer Assisted Post Election Audits
(2013)

P.B. Stark and D.A. Wagner paper on Evidence-Based Elections (2012)

Contact NCSL's elections sta� at 303-364-7700 for more information.
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https://www.ncsl.org/default.aspx?tabid=34123
https://www.ncsl.org/research/elections-and-campaigns/the-canvass-march-2018.aspx
https://www.ncsl.org/documents/legismgt/elect/Canvass_Sept_2012_No_33.pdf
https://electionline.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/2019_RLA_Part1_vFINAL.pdf
https://electionline.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/2019_RLA_Part2_vFINAL.pdf
https://www.verifiedvoting.org/resources/post-election-audits/
http://countingvotes.org/
https://www.eac.gov/assets/1/6/Risk-Limiting_Audits_-_Practical_Application_Jerome_Lovato.pdf
http://www.eac.gov/assets/1/Documents/EAC_6TipsForConductingElectionAudits_508_HiRes.pdf
http://www.amazon.com/Confirming-Elections-Confidence-Integrity-Technology/dp/0230341217/ref=sr_1_2?ie=UTF8&qid=1346219002&sr=8-2&keywords=thad+hall+alvarez
http://www.amazon.com/Evaluating-Elections-Handbook-Methods-Standards/dp/1107653053/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1346219002&sr=8-1&keywords=thad+hall+alvarez
https://voter.engr.uconn.edu/voter/2013/06/computer-assisted-post-election-audits/
http://www.stat.berkeley.edu/~stark/Preprints/evidenceVote12.pdf
javascript:void(location.href='mailto:'+String.fromCharCode(101,108,101,99,116,105,111,110,115,45,105,110,102,111,64,110,99,115,108,46,111,114,103))

