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SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON FOR PIERCE COUNTY

WASHINGTON STATE REPUBLICAN PARTY,
an unincorporated association; and
CHRISTOPHER VANCE, a citizen of Washington No.O%-2-14644-1
State, and JANE MILHANS, a citizen of Pierce
DECLARATION OF DEAN LOGAN
Plaintiffs, ’ -

" VS.

KING COUNTY DIVISION OF RECORDS, ‘
ELECTIONS AND LICENSING SERVICES; and
" KING COUNTY CANVASSING BOARD.

A R A g S N WA A N )

Defendants.

I, Dean Logan, declare as follows:
i . 1. I am the Director of the King .County Records, Electibns and Licensing Services
Division (“Elections Division™). I am over eighteen years old and c;ompetent to testify. I have
personal knowledge of the facts stated below.

2. Under the King County Charter, my position is équiValent io the position of
'County Auditor for purposes of administering elections. In this capacity, I am the ex officio
I '

supervisor of all primaries and elections, general or sp_ecial, held in King County. Ihave held

this position since August 2003. Prior to that time I was the State Elections Director for the

Norm Maleng, Prosccuting Attorney
CIVIL DIVISION' ,

E55¢ King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenune

Seattle, Washington 98104
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Office of the Secretary of State and held that position for two years. Ihave worked in election
administration ih Washington for the last fifteen years.
3. Ihave reviewed the pleadings submitted by plaintiffs in this lawsuit.

4, On Wednesday;, December 15, 2004, pursuant to RCW 29A.60.210, the King

i
L

County Canvassing Board, by majority vote, directed me and my elections staff to recanvass

ballots that were:.coded by elections staff as “no signature on file.” The.King__County Canvassing -
i
Board did not v'éte on whether the ballots should be counted, only that they should be

recanvassed. 1 expect that the Canvassing Board will vote on whether or not any of the “no

b
1

signature on ﬁle?’ ballots should be counted pursuant to RCW 29A.60.210 at its meeting on
Monday, December 20.

5. After hard copies or electronic copies of the voters’ registration signafures are

collected for the*“no signature on file” ballots, there are a few steps involved in recanvassing the

i _
ballots. Pursuant to RCW 29A.40.110(3), the two signatures must be compared to determine if

- the signatufé on the absentee ballot is the “same as” the voter’s signature in the registration files,

If the signatures are not the same, pursuant to state law the ballot éhould be rejected aﬁd not
counted. Electiogns staff w111 also be directed to chéck the database to ensure that the voter did
not vofe another Ballot, either at the polls or by absentee. If he/she did, pursﬁant to state law, the
absentee ballot should be rejected and not counted. The ballot will then be removed from the |
return envelope and the sec;lfity enveloi)e and placed in the group of “no signéture on file”
ballots that may later be counted if so directed by the C;invaésing Board.

6. I am aware that similar to the actioﬁ taken by the King County Canvassing Board,
other county canyassing boards around the state have made thg discretionary decision to
recéﬁvass ballots pursuant to RCW 29A.60.210. For instance, during the machine recount that

Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney
CIVIL DIVISION

E550 King County Conrthouse

DECLARATION OF DEANLOGAN-2 | Seatle, Washiagion 98108
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was just conducted for the governor’s race, it is my understanding that the Sndhorhish County
Canvassing Board made the decision td recanvass a certain number of batlots that were _'
inadvertently not counted in the original canvass of the election, but found during or prior to the
machine recount. | |

7. 1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of Washington that
the foregoing m true and coﬁect and of my own knowledge, and that I éxecuted this declaration
at Seattle in the County of King, this l7 day of December, 2004.

DWCLW

DEAN C. LOGAN

Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney
CIVIL DIVISION
E550 King County Courthouse

DECLARATION OF DEAN LOGAN - 3 : S e 02104
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SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON FOR PIERCE COUNTY
7 A » v
WASHINGTON STATE REPUBLICAN PARTY, )
8 || an unincorporated association; and ) B )
CHRISTOPHER VANCE, a citizen of Washington = ) No. O4 -9 - (45999 -1
9 || State, and JANE MILHANS, a citizen of Pierce ) :
|| County. )
10 : ) DECLARATION OF BILL
Plaintiffs, ) HUENNEKENS
11 )
vs. )
12 : )
{| KING COUNTY DIVISION OF RECORDS, )
13 | ELECTIONS AND LICENSING SERVICES; and )
|l KING COUNTY CANVASSING BOARD. )
41 v )
: Defendants. )
15 :
I, Bill Huennekens, declare as follows:
16 ‘ ‘ :
{ 1. I amn the Superintendent of Elections for the King County Records, Elections and
17 , e
18 f Licensing Services Division (“Elections Division™). I am over eighteen years old and competent
to testify. Ihave personal knowledge of the facts stated below.
19
’ THE “NO SIGNATURE ON FILE” BALLOTS
20 ! '
. 2. Early in the summer of 2004, the Elections Division converted to a new voter
21

registration system. When the system was converted, there were approximately 30,000
22 ' '

registration records where there was no image of the voter’s signature in the Sequel Server
23 , - \

Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney
CIVIL DIVISION - o

DECL ARATION OF BILL E550 King County Courthouse

. 516 Third Avenue
HUENNEKENS - 1 Seaitle, Washingion 98104

l . (206) 296-9015/SCAN 667-9015
FAX (206)296-0191
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database of our Election Management and Voter Registration System. This means that the table
in the database is empty and no signature appears in the Electiori Management and Voter
‘Registration System.‘ An effort was made to find the signatures for these registration recprds in

the hard copy registration records. The majority of the signatures were found and scanned into

“ the new registration system.

3. - Though the Elections Division could have continued to search its hard cépy
registration records and archives of images from the old registration system, it was determined
that it woﬁld save time to instead ask the voters to provide a new signétmc for our files. In
Aﬁgust 2004, the Elections Division m-ajléd letters to the approximately 1 ;146 voters for whoﬁ
the Sequel Sérver database of our Election Management aﬁd Voter Registration System still
showed that there was no image in the signature field. We ask;ad the voters to assist usin .
:updating our records by signing the letter we sent them and returning it to the Elections Division.
Some voters did return the letter with their signature.

4. As absentee ballots were received by the Elections Division for the Nov_einber 2,
2004 General Election, elections staff was directed to proceés the ballots according to the
Elections Division’s procedurés which are based or; state law and rule. RCW 29A.40.110(3)
requires that the canvassing board, or its designated representatives verify that thé voter’s
signature on the returned absentee envelope be thve “saxhe as the signature of that voter m 'the
registration files of the county.” Pursuant to this sfa’rute, one of the first steps t;) be taken by
elections staff in pfocessing absentee ballots is 1o pull up the voter’s registration record in our
electronic systein to compare the signatures. Ifthe signatﬁres are the samé, the ballots are to
continue through the process. As the attached Mail Ballot Report shows, 564,2.22 absentee

ballots were accepted as valid and counted for the November 2, 2004 General Election.

Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney
CIVIL DIVISION

‘ DECLARAT]ON OF BILL ‘ E550 King County Courthouse

) 516 Third Avenue
HUENNEKENS -2 . Seattle, Washington 98104

(206) 296-9015/SCAN 667-9015
FAX (206) 296-0191 .
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) 5. In some cases when elections staff pulled up an absentee voter’s electronic

2 ‘F registration file, there was no image of a signatin'e on file. These absentee _ba]lots were to then

T

3 | be set aside and ¢oded in the Election Management and Voter Registration System as “no

40 signature on file.” "I'his category included some ballots for voters who wére sent a letter similar

3 || 1o that described in paragraph 3 above in August 2004, but they did not respond thh a signature.

6 ﬁf This group also included ballots for voters who were not sent a letter in August 2004 because

7 || the signature image in the Election Management and Voter Re glstratlon System was not blank_, .

g .but instead had an unreadable markbthat was not a signature or was not the ‘voter’é signature.

9 f This latter groﬁp of voters did not receive a lettel; in August 2004 because the Sequel Server

10 || Database éf the Election Management and Voter Registration Systém did not read their signature

11 |} as missing since some other mark was in the sighzitm*e field.

12 6. The ballots described in paragraph 5 were then grouped with the ballots whére the

13 | signature was checked, but did not rﬁatch (“signature mismatch”)'. Elections staff was then

14 || directed to review each of these absentee ballots in the combined group a secoﬁd time to ensure
15} that they be}onged in the category of ballots for which they were coded (“no signature on file”).
16 7. During the canvass of the Novemb{:r 2, 2004 General Election, it was the

17 || Elections Division’s practice to send letters to the voters whose ballots had been coded as
18 || “signature mismatch” or “no signature on file.” Depending on when the absentee ballot was

19 || received by the Elections Division, the letter would have been sent in October or November

20 || 2004. The voter was asked to sign the letter and return it to the Elections Division so‘_the |

21 || registration files could be updated and the signature on the ballot could be compared to the |

22 || signature on the letter to ensure that they were the séme. The ietter informed the voters that the

23 |} deadline for providing the signature was November 16, 2004, the day prior to certification. If the

Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Atiorney
CIVIL DIVISION

DECLARATION OF BILL E550 King County Cousthouse
. 516 Third Avenue
HUENNEKENS -3 Seattle, Washington 98104

(206) 296-9015/SCAN 667-9015
FAX (206) 296-0191
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. vbter sent baék the completed letier prior to the deadline, which many did, the ballot should have

been accepted énd the votes countf;d as long as the signature matchéd and the baillotimet other
legal requirements; If the voter did not returﬂ the completed letter, the ballots were not further
processed and the votes were therefore not reﬂec;ced in the election returns.

8. In the attached Mail Ballot Report for the Noverﬁber 2, 2004 General Election,
the ballots coded as “no signature on file” were i_ncluded in the categéry' of “not voter’s
signature.” This category also included all ballots coded as “signature mismatch.”

9. The abqve-described handling of the ballots coded as “signature mismatc ”isin | :
compliance with our practices that are based on state law and rule. Howe\}er, balldts that were

coded as “no signature on file” and that were processed only to the point described above, were

11 ri not properly canvassed because our practices require additional canvassing steps to determine if

the ballots should or should not have been counted.

10. On Sunday, Decembey 12, 2004, I learned that some ballots coded as “no.
signature on file” had only been canvassed to the poini described in paragraph 9 above. The
Elections Division failed to follow its iJracﬁces and complete the additional steps required for

| canvassing these ballots.

11 - The neﬁt step that should have been taken with respectvto the “no signature on

file” ballots is that elections staff should have searched the King County registration records that
W are maintained in paper forxp and the archive of images from the previous electronic fegistration
system, and the registration records maintained by the Secrétary of State’s Office. If a voter’s

signature was found in any of these sets of registration records, the si gna‘cure_shomﬂd have been

compared to the signature on the absentee ballot envelope. If the signatures matched, the votes

Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney
CIVIL DIVISION

DECLARATION OF BILL ' E550 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue
HUENNEKENS -4 - Seattle, Washington 98104

(206) 296-9015/SCAN 667-9015 -
FAX (206) 296-0191
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on the ballot should have been, counted assuming the ballot was otherwise legally vglid (i.'e.,.the
voter di.d not vote ano:rher ballot). | |
\ 12. - The Elections Division’s records confirm that at least 423 of the voters whose
ballots are included in the grdup of “no signature .on file” bﬂloﬁ, were sent letters asking for
signatures as described in p_aragrapﬁ7 above, dﬁring the canvass of the Novemb¢r 2,2004
GenefaLElectiom. These Vofers apparently did not retuirn the letter with the requested signatﬁre.
Had they, their ballot should have been further canvassed and the “no signature oh file” code
should have been removed. "Though it is likely thz;t additional voters in fhis group were also sent ‘
a letter during the canvaés, elections fecords regarding the additional letters do not deﬁnitivgl'y '
answer this question.

13. Additionally, of the “no signature on file” ballot voters, elections records indicate
ﬂméthl were sent a letter as described in paragraph 3 aboﬂre in Angpst’ 2004, These 101 voters

apparently did not return the letter with an ﬁpdated signature. Had they, the signature should

have been scanned into the electronic registration system and elections staff should have seen it

“vihen they canvassed the ballot.

14. Currently, elections staff is searching the electronic and paper records described
in paragraph 11 for signatures of the voters whose ballots are in the group of “no signéfure on

file” ballots.

BALLOT SECURIT.Y
15. - As with all absentee ba}lots, the ];_‘,I'ections Division’s practice since the “no 7
signature on file” ba;llots at issue were received by the Elections Division from .the, post office or
at the Elections Office or a po]lipg place on Electibn Day, has been to securely maintain the

ballots. When they were not being worked on, our practice is to secure the ballots in a vault or

Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney

CIVIL DIVISION

E550 King C Cov
DECLARATION OF BILL : 516%;13%&73? o mhogse
HUENNEKENS - 5 Sealtle; Washington 98104

(206) 296-9015/SCAN 667-9015
FAX (206) 296-0191
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1 || cage at one of the Elections Division’s facilities. Pursuant to the Elections Division’s practice, if

2 || the ballots are outside the vault being worked on, at least two staff members must be present at

30 all timeé. Similaﬂy; pursuant té Elections Division practice, if the ballots are transferred from
~ 4 || one location to anéther, no less than two staff members silould ac;:ompany the ballots. Further,
5 || the ballots remain in sealed en\}elopes with a signature and oath.
6 16.  Thave reviewed the d@claraﬁon submiited in this lawsuit by Kenneth Seal. At
7 || paragraph 3 of Mir. Seal’s deélaration, he states that he observed mail trays containing ballots in
~ 87 . envelopes being taken out of the vault at the Mail Eﬂlot Operation Site (“MBOS”) 611 Decembef
9 I 13,2004. As Mr. Seal acknowledges by testifying to his own presence there, observers were

10 || present when these ballots were removed from the vault. The ballots that were removed we;ré\
11 those balléts that had been rejected due to “signature mjsmatch” and “no signéiurev onfile” In
12} the presence of observers, a sheriff’s deputy, and other elections staff, I went through these
13 | ballots and separated the “signature misipatc ” ballots from the “po signature on file” ballots.
141 The ‘-‘siguéture mismatch” ballots were placed back in the vault at MBOS. Two members of the

15 eﬁecﬁons staff counted the “no signature on file” ballots into stacks of fifty and placed rubber

" 16 || bands around the stacks. ‘The ballots were then transferred to the vault at the King County

17 )| Administration Building accérding to procedure, by two elections staff members. Mr. Seal is
18| incorrect iﬁ his declaration where he asserts that tﬂe “normal procedure™ for trénsfén’ing ballots
1:9 ' from one facility to another involves a sheriff’s depu‘-[y. As stated above, the practice is for the
20 || ballots to be acc;ompanied by no less than two elections staff members.

21 ¢ | 17.  Thavereviewed the declaration submitted in this lawsuit by Dan Brady. At

22 parégraph 8 of Mr, Brady’s declaration, he stétes that rejected ballots weré not placed in sealed

23 )| containers, but were kept in open trays. This is correct, but as stated abgve, if the ballots were

Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney
CIVIL DIVISION

DECLARATION OF E}LL / E550 King County Courthouse

516 Third Avenue -
HUENNEKENS - 6 Seattle, Washington 98104

(206) 296-9015/SCAN 6679015
FAX (206) 296-019]
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| not being worked on in the presence of at least two elections staff members, it is our practice that

ﬂ‘lé ballots would be kept in the vault at one of Elections Division’s facilities. However, as Mr.
Brady states in his declaration, I did tell him and it is true that the ballots at issue were in a group
of ballots that were removed from the cage area because they were being used to prepare a list-

that was requested pursuant to public disclosure. The ballots were kept outside the cage

ovemnight. However, a sheriff’s deputy was on duty guarding the security of the ballots at all
timés until they were transferred back to the cage.

18. As stafcd above, there has been a sheriff’s deputy at MBOS durmg operating
hoursr since camiassing for the November 2, 2004 General Election began. Additionally, since
November 24, there has been at least one sheriff’s deputy present at the facility seven days a
week, 24 hours a day. I am aware of no requirement in sftate law or rule that mandates the
presenc; of law enforcement officers during the canvass or recount of an eléction. Hoﬁcver, in
King County, we take this extra step to ensure the security of all ballots, those that have been
counted and those that have been rejected.

19.  Ideclare under penalty of peljury- under the laws of the state of Washington that
the foregoing in true and correct and of my own knowledge, and that I executed this declaration

v .
at Seattle in the County of King, this [ 7 day of December, 2004.

BILL HUENNEKENS

Norm Maleng, Prosecuting Attorney

' CIVIL DIVISION
[ E550 Xing County Courthouse
DECLARATION OF BILL 516 Third Averme

HUENNEKENS -7 Seattle, Washington 98104
’ (206) 296-9015/SCAN 667-9015
’ FAX (206) 296-0191
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KING COUNTY CANVASSING BOARD
November 2, 2004 - GENERAL ELECTION

. Mail Ballot Report

1. Total number of ballots issued

646,537 . -

2. Total number of ballots returned - 568,333
3. Total number. accepted as valid and counted 564,222
4. Total number of bazllots rej_ected. 4111
*PRIOR TO VALIDATION ; ,_ .
" a. Postmarked after election date 1,700 |

b. No signature on envelope ,

c. Not voter's signature : ( (1 ,561\>

d. Mailed marked voter "deceased” or "moved” i \>TE5’
*AFTER VALIDATION '

e. Wrong Election : ’ 89

f. Returned multiple ballots 203 |
5, #of Ballots retumed by USPS as Undehverable 6‘,959}

Per'centagé of ballots returned: 87.90%
Percentage of valid ballots retumed: 87.27%|
Percentage returned undeliverable . .. 1.08%}
Percentage of ballots received "Too Late” 0.30%)|

eﬁdabécanvrpt.xls
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; -PT. 1 N
INOPEN COURT

1 )
z 1
s ] oy i
4
5
6
7 IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF PIERCE
8 : ;
WASHINGTON STATE REPUBLICAN )
9 PARTY, an unincorporated association; ) No. 04-2-14599-1
CHRISTOPHER VANCE, a citizen of )
10 Washington State; and JANE MILHANS, a ) TEMPORARY RESTRAINING
citizen of Pierce County; ) ORDER AND ORDER TO SHOW
11 . ) CAUSE
Plaintiffs, )
12 ) ~[RROPOSED}—
v. )
13 ) [CLERK’S ACTION
KING COUNTY DIVISION OF RECORDS, ) REQUIRED]
14 ELECTIONS AND LICENSING SERVICES; )
and KING COUNTY CANVASSING BOARD; )
15 )
Defendants. )
16
17 The Court has reviewed the pleadings and declarations filed in support of Plaintiffs’
18 motion for a temporary restraining order and Defendants’ opposition to said motion. It
19
clearly appears to the Court from the facts as shown by the declarations that unless the below
20 :
1 Temporary Restraining Order is entered, Plaintiffs will suffer immediate harm and denial of
79 rights that cannot be compensated in damages. There is a significant and continuing risk to
23 Plaintiffs from the harm that may result from Defendants’ failure to comply with Washington
24 “law as described in the declarations and pleadings on file. The Court is of the view that an
25 order must be issued immediately and that any delay would unduly increase the risk of harm
26
and loss.
27

) . - h - :
TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORGR | (5 INAL T o L8

SEA 1587561v1 554413 2600 Century Square - 1501 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101-1688

(206) 622-3150 - Fax: (206) 628-7699




‘Plaintiffs’ counsel has certified to the Court in writing that notice to the defendant was

1
5 provided.
3 ~ The Court makes the following findings of fact: o
4 1. On November 17, 2004 Secretary of State Sam Reed (“Secretary of State™)
> announced the official results of the November 2, 2004 general election. Dino Rossi won
6 the Governor’s race by a margin of 261 votes. Because the margin of victory was fewer
Z than 2000 votes, the Secretary of State ordered a machine recount of the votes in the race
9 for governor. RCW 29A.64.021.
10 2. The votes were retabulated, and Governof-Elect Rossi again prevailed. The
11 Secretary of State certified the results and confirmed on November 30, 2004 that Rossi was
121 the Governor-Elect. RCW 29A.60.250.
13 3. On December 3, 2004, the Washington Stéte Democratic Central
14 Committee (“WSDCC”) requested a state-wide manual recount. RCW 29A.04.139.
];Z 4, On December 3, 2004, the WSDCC filed éPetition in the Washington State
17 Supreme Court seeking an emergéncy relief and an order directing the Sécretary of State to
18 promulgate “uniform standards™ for the manual recount. The WSDCC sought an order
19 from the Supreme Court requiring that the canvassing boards of all 39 counties in the State
20 of Washington recanvass all ballots previously canvassed and rejected.
21 5. On December 14, 2004, the Supreme Court denied the relief holding that
Z the word “recount” means the process of retabulatiﬁg ballots and producing amended
24 election returns under RCW 29A.04.139. No. 76321-6. The Supreme Court further held |
4 75 that under Washington law, ballots are to be “retabulated” only if they have been
26 previously counted or téllied. The Supreme Court rejected the position of the WSDCC
27

TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER - 2 Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

LAW OFFICES
SEA 1587561v1 55441-3 2600 Century Square - 1501 Fourth Avenue
: Seattle, Washington 98101-1688
(206) 622-3150 - Fax: (206) 628-7699




that recanvassing of rejected ballots was required under any applicable Washington state

1
o) statute.
3 6. On or about December 13, 2004, King County Elections Division disclosed
4 that there were at least an additional 520 ballots which had previously been canvassed and
= rejected and which should now be counted.
6 7. OnDecember 15, 2004, at the Canvassing Board meeting, Dean Logan,
7 Director of King Cou‘nty\Elections Division, étated that instead of 520 ballots, there were
8 573 absentee ballots that had previously been canvassed énd rejected prior to November
? 17, 2004 because King County could not match the signatures on the absentee ballots with
10 any digital voter registration signatures.
11
12
13 Jallots twice-against-the database of digital-stpmatures— 1St by an election worker-atrd
14 then by-a-supervises.
15 9. Prierte-the Nevesbe 004 certificationKine-CommiyElection
16 Division had also sent a letter to more than 1000 absentee votersgiving them an
17 opportunity to update their registration sigaattres. Tﬁe 573 voters who submitted the
18 rejected ballots at igsue-did ot respond to that letter and as a result, their signatures wére
19 e d 0 fhe Jigital signature files for King County Elections Divisien,
20 :
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER - 3 Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

LAW OFFICES
SEA 1587561v1 55441-3 R 2600 Century Square + 1501 Fourth Avenue
Seatile, Washington 98101-1688
{206) 622-3150 - Fax: (206) 628-7699
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aonelides that RCW Q94 1,0, 210 does not aﬁaﬁ i Hs Cmfw

1 - On-orabeutPeeentbe —2004-thebatlotsweretransierred-from .--u__,_
2 Ballot Operations Satellit_e office (“MBOS”) for the King CountyFElections Division to the
3 King: Eounty Administration Building € trays of ballots were nof;ccompanied by any
4 observers or a Deputy Sheriff from the King County Sheriff’s Office as was the normal
5 prSCednre.
6 12. . Although the Washington State Supreme Court on December 14, 2004 had
7 stated that no recanvassing should occur in the hand recount, the three member King
8 County Canvassing Board on December 15, 2004 voted (2 to 1) to recanvass the
9 previofli’s;ly rejected 573 absentee ballots.
10 For these reasons,
11 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that a temporary restraining order is issued against the
12 King County Elections Division and the King County Canvassing Board to segregate the
13 573 previously rejected absentee ballots; ‘
14 ORDERED-that Defondants-must-now-retnin-these-previously rejected ballets—<.
15 subjeet-ta the same exact security as counted hallots; and S$-
16 | ORDERED that Defendants must retain the absentee envelope with each absent_ee
17 ballot; and | \
18 - ORDERED that Defendants are restrained from canvassing the 573 previously
19 rejected and canvassed ballots Pn&l—the'v'ah'drty‘of‘baﬁtm%e-damned—_
20 * This order is immediately binding upon the parties_to this action, their agents,
21 servants, employees and attorneys, and upon those in active participatioﬁ with them who
22 receive notice of the order by personal service or otherwise.
23
24 such-costs-and-damages-defendent-may fmcur or Sutfer if he 15 Tound tohave been
25 | ___waensfulty-enjoined-orrestraimed by THE 1SSUANTE OF UiS Ordes.

26

27

1T IS FURTHER ORDERED that-this order shall remain in full force and effect for

TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER - 4 D e Treraine LLP

LAW OFFICES
SEA 1587561v1 55441-3 2600 Century Square - 1501 Fourth Avenue
. Seattle, Washington 98101-1688
(206) 622-3150 - Fax: (206) 628-765%




2
3 -~
4 fourteen (14) days after entry, unless within that time, for good cause shown, it is extended
5 or unless it is superseded by a preliminary or permanent injunction.
6 [ g~ Tacomas
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