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January 15, 2008 
 
Secretary of State Mike Coffman 
1700 Broadway, Suite 250 
Denver, Colorado 80290 
 
Re:  Request for reconsideration of your December 17, 2007 decision regarding the 
voting system of Hart Intercivic 
 
Dear Secretary Coffman: 
 
On behalf of the Counties listed below and pursuant to section 1-5-621 (6), we are 
submitting this request for you to reconsider the decision that you issued on December 
17, 2007, regarding the voting system of Hart Intercivic.   
 
Specifically, we believe that the following portions of your decision were in error and 
request your reconsideration: 
 
1. The decertification of Ballot Now version 3.2.4.   
The major factors or deficiencies identified are erroneous or have been or will be 
corrected, or may be mitigated or overcome with additional human processes by our 
trained Election Judges, new software releases from Hart Intercivic and/or enhanced 
scanning procedures.  With respect to the restrictions associated with this component in 
the Project Overview report, all of the listed “Conditions for Use” present an additional, 
unnecessary burden on the Counties listed below.  Each one of the conditions are 
impossible, impracticable, or unreasonable.  We request that this component be 
recertified without any of the conditions listed in the Project Overview report. 
 
2. The decertification of the eScan version 1.1.6. 
The major factors or deficiencies identified are erroneous or have been or will be 
corrected, or may be mitigated or overcome with additional human processes by our 
trained Election Judges and/or new software releases from Hart Intercivic.  With respect 
to the restrictions associated with this component in the Project Overview report, all of 
the listed “Conditions for Use” present an additional, unnecessary burden on the Counties 
listed below.  Each one of the conditions are impossible, impracticable, or unreasonable.  
We request that this component be recertified without any of the conditions listed in the 
Project Overview report. 
 
3. The recertification of System 6.0 with conditions.  
Such recertification is constructively equivalent to decertification because all of the 
“Conditions for Use” present an additional, unnecessary burden on the Counties listed 
below.  Each one of the conditions are impossible, impracticable, or unreasonable. 
 
4. The recertification of the eSlate & components 4.0.19/1.7.5 with conditions.  










