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DATE:  April 24, 2022 

 

TO:  Lolly Reid – Complaint 4/20/2022 

  Brenda Hastie – Complaint 4/20/2022  

Daniel Smith – Complaint 4/21/2022 (paragraph 1)  

 

FROM: Deitra Ennis, Observer Liaison 

    

SUBJECT: Response to Complaints re Use of Witness Signatures in Lieu of Signature Verification 

 

Thank you for your complaints concerning the question of witness signatures in lieu of signature 

verification. On 4-18-2022, during the canvassing, the Anchorage Election Commission (Commission) 

moved to accept approximately 205 ballot envelopes which had failed signature verification, but also 

contained witness signatures. Because “mark” is not defined in the Election Code, the commission 

reasoned that “marks” can include signatures; therefore, the Commission concluded, signatures that could 

not be verified could be counted if there was also a witness signature.  

 

This response is intended to be brief and straightforward to illustrate the problem and unintended 

consequences of the Commission’s approach. (It is acknowledged that this approach and/or reasoning was 

not shared by all Commission members). 

 

• “Mark” is not defined in code but “signature” is defined. A signature “is a mark that is intended 

to be a signature.” The Commission approach recognizes the first half of this definition – that 

indeed a signature is a mark, but it misses the second half – that the voter intended the signature 

to be a signature which, different from the Commission’s approach, then triggers signature 

verification.  If it is a signature, the code is clear – the signature must be verified. 

• “Witness verification” can only be used if the voter is unable to sign. The witness and the voter 

each affirm that the voter is unable to sign. The use of a witness signature is intended to be a 

very limited exception to the requirement of signature verification. 

• Due to the limited use of “witness verification”, the present code does not contain a detailed 

procedure to implement the witness verification exception to ensure that this exception is not 

abused.  

• Voters whose ballots are rejected because the signature is unverifiable due to No Sig, No Sig 

Match, or No Reference Sig, receive a cure letter.  

• These unverifiable signatures will now be incorporated into the State’s signature data base. 

 

I leave you with the following thoughts: 

• Oh, honey I’m too busy, just sign for me; 

• Hey, let’s grab the twenty envelopes from the garbage at the post office – make a mark and sign 

your name as a witness, and see if they go through. 

 

Now that the Commission has raised its concern by suggesting the use of witness verification to 

enfranchise voters, a more detailed and safe approach should be incorporated into the code.  


















