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Secretary Toulouse Oliver: 
 
The Legislative Finance Committee (LFC) is pleased to transmit the evaluation Election Costs. The 
program evaluation examined the cost trends and drivers for election administration; the state, county, and 
municipal role in elections; and the effect of recent election legislation. An exit conference was held with 
you and your staff on June 5, 2025, to discuss the report’s contents.  
 
The report will be presented to the LFC on June 26, 2025. LFC would like plans to address the 
recommendations within this report from the Secretary of State within 30 days of the hearing. 
 
I believe this report addresses issues the LFC asked us to review, and hope the department will benefit from 
our efforts. We very much appreciate the cooperation and assistance we received from you and your staff.  
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Charles Sallee, Director  
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Summary 
  
State election costs almost tripled from the 2021 regular local 
election to the 2024 general election, largely due to increased 
vendor and county costs.  
 
While the Secretary of State (SOS) shares oversight and administration of 
the state’s elections with the state’s 33 county clerks, the state is now 
covering an increased share of rising election costs, including costs for poll 
workers, voting machines, and other statutorily required direct election 
expenses. Increasing election costs are influenced by both legislative 
requirements—many newly instituted, such as poll worker pay increases 
and minimum requirements for voting technology—and administrative 
practices involving SOS and counties. Having the state pay for a larger 
proportion of election costs can lead to greater efficiency and consistency 
for election administration, with New Mexico’s elections ranking high 
nationally for overall quality, but it also creates new responsibilities and 
risks for the state.  
 
Since its inception, the statewide election fund has frequently had negative 
cash balances, suggesting possible gaps in cost projections and 
unanticipated county-level spending. SOS used FY25 funding to cover the 
2024 primary, which occurred in FY24, spending more money than what 
was allocated. One reason for overspending has been increasing 
reimbursements to counties. SOS has created and continues to refine the 
process through which counties are reimbursed, but it remains inconsistent. 
Although SOS and counties try to set accurate election funding budgets 
through memoranda of understanding (MOUs), counties often end up 
requesting additional funding or sending unused funding back and may 
receive late payments from SOS after elections. SOS should publish a 
methodology to determine MOU amounts and provide counties with more 
detailed guidance on reimbursable expenses, which would improve 
reimbursement consistency for counties and cost predictability for the state.  
 
As the state assumes more fiscal responsibility, SOS must maintain strong 
oversight of both vendors and counties to ensure elections are conducted 
efficiently. Expenditures for ballot-on-demand systems and ancillary 
equipment, the most expensive vendor contract for election technology, 
more than doubled in cost from $2.9 million to $6.6 million from the 2018 
general election to the 2024 general election. While both access and local 
autonomy are important to address unique county needs, and the particular 
challenges faced in rural or underserved communities, counties are 
operating 285 more voting convenience centers (VCCs) than required by 
state law, leading to an estimated additional $3.2 million in election costs. 
A clearer structure distinguishing between baseline requirements and 
discretionary enhancements would help balance local flexibility with 
statewide fiscal control. Furthermore, SOS should work with vendors and 
counties to ensure the number of voting centers, poll workers, and voting 

 
Note: RLE= regular local election, 
PE= primary election, GE= 
general election.  

 
Source: SOS and Department of 
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Largest Cost Drivers 
Cost Driver Driven by 

• Poll Worker 
Salaries 

• Legislation 
doubling the 
maximum salary 

• Number of 
polling locations  

• Counties set 
number of polling 
locations 

• Vendor cost 
increases 

• SOS contracts 
with vendors and 
statutory 
minimums 

• Number of poll 
workers 

• Counties set 
number of poll 
workers needed at 
each site 
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machines provides accessibility to voters while also being cost-efficient to 
the state. 
 
 Key Findings 
 

• SOS reimbursement processes have contributed to inconsistent 
county payments; and 

• SOS could strengthen procurement, county oversight, and data 
collection practices.  
 

Key Recommendations  
 
The Secretary of State should: 

• Work with the Legislative Finance Committee and the Department 
of Finance and Administration to forecast upcoming election costs 
and ensure accurate budgeting for the statewide election fund 
through the general appropriation process; 

• Create an equation or formula-based MOU determination process; 
• Establish detailed guidance and clear procedures regarding what 

will and will not be reimbursed through a publicly available 
document;  

• Negotiate contract prices using the best and final offer to ensure the 
state receives the lowest price for vendor services; 

• Create regional contingency pools of election supplies; 
• Work with counties to align the number of VCCs with the statutory 

standard of 10 precincts per VCC and prioritize funding for those 
that meet or approach this threshold. Counties may operate 
additional VCCs, but state funding beyond the minimum should be 
contingent on available resources; and 

• Work with counties to establish poll worker staffing levels based 
on statutory requirements and prioritize state funding accordingly. 
Counties may assign more staff as needed, but state reimbursement 
for positions above the minimum should depend on funding 
availability.  
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Background 
 
The Secretary of State’s (SOS) office oversees the administration and 
conduct of New Mexico’s statewide elections. The state, counties, and 
municipalities have historically shared the costs and responsibilities 
associated with the administration of elections. However, a series of laws 
enacted between 2018 and 2024 consolidated procedural, calendrical, and 
technological requirements between counties and created a statewide 
election fund, administered by SOS, to reimburse counties for the direct 
cost of conducting elections. This legislation created greater consistency for 
voter registration, absentee procedures, canvassing, and other facets of 
conducting elections. New Mexico accordingly ranks high for many 
procedural and administrative metrics. However, as the state covers more 
county and municipal costs, questions remain about the appropriate balance 
of fiscal responsibility, county and state accountability for election 
administration, and tracking of election quality.  
 
Recent legislation sought to simplify election 
funding and practices while shifting costs to the 
state, which now pays around 80 percent of 
election costs. 
 
In the last several years, the Legislature enacted numerous pieces of 
legislation that affected election administration and added costs to the state. 
These statutory changes reduced some variability in county practices and 
increased the state’s responsibility to fund elections. However, as the state’s 
role in funding elections has increased, local discretion in implementation 
remains high because cost-containment measures are not uniformly applied 
or incentivized. Counties report that state funding covers around 80 percent 
of election costs, though this varied from 50 percent to 100 percent, with 
larger counties generally assuming a larger proportion of election costs. 

Figure 1. Timeline of Statutory Changes Impacting New Mexico Election Costs  

 
Note: See Appendix B. for additional detail regarding how this legislation shifted costs.  

Source: LFC analysis of past legislation and Legislative Council Service information 
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In 2018, the Local Election Act (House Bill 98) created consistent days for 
local and municipal elections, established the local election fund to pay for 
local and municipal elections (with an assessment against counties), and 
strengthened election administration procedures regarding provisional 
ballots, canvassing, alternate mobile voting locations, and more. In 2019, 
the Legislature adopted and the governor signed Chapter 212, dubbed the 
50-year election tune-up, that removed the assessment against counties and 
municipalities and consolidated the local election fund into the statewide 
election fund to have one single, nonreverting fund to pay for election costs 
regardless of election type, among several other provisions. These acts led 
the state to pay for a larger share of elections in New Mexico.  
 
In 2023, the Legislature passed the wide-ranging Election Changes Act and 
the Voting Rights Protection Act. Changes included automatic voter 
registration and mailing notices to all voters, training for observers, 
watchers, and challengers, and doubling the maximum election official pay 
from $200/ election day to $400/election day. Accordingly, in July 2023, 
SOS wrote administrative rules “to establish the procedure for election 
grants, reimbursements, and reporting between the secretary of state and 
county clerks for the purposes of paying the costs of conducting and 
administering statewide elections required by the Election Code” (Section 
1.10.36 of the New Mexico Administrative Code). This expanded and 
defined the list of eligible expenses reimbursable to counties (NMAC 
1.10.36.7.C). Furthermore, it established timelines for how county clerks 
are reimbursed by SOS.  
 
The statewide election fund now receives up to $15 million per 
election. In 2018, the Local Election Act established the local election fund 
to pay for elections; the fund was eventually replaced by the statewide 
election fund in FY22. In 2024, Chapter 24 of session law established that 
up to $15 million from the tax administration suspense fund, otherwise 
considered general fund revenue, would be distributed into the statewide 
election fund per election to cover election costs, the administrative costs 
of the elections program, and the counties’ costs as required by the Election 
Code. To receive money from the fund, SOS, within 90 days after an 
election, certifies to the Department of Finance and Administration (DFA) 
the costs incurred for the election. Within 30 days after receiving the 
certification, DFA transfers an amount equal to the certified amount or up 
to $15 million into the statewide election fund via a budget adjustment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Election Fund Purpose, Section 1-
11-19 NMSA 1978: 
A. There is created in the state 

treasury the “election fund” solely 
for the purposes of: 

(1) Paying the costs of conducting and 
administering statewide elections 
required by the Election Code 

(2) Reimbursing counties for the costs 
of conducting and administering 
statewide elections required by the 
Election Code; 

(3) Paying the administrative costs of 
the office of the secretary of state 
for administering elections required 
by the Election Code and for 
administering the election fund; 
and 

(4) Carrying out all other specified 
provisions of the Election Code not 
already covered by another fund 
administered by the secretary of 
state.  

Source: Section 1-11-19 NMSA 1978 
Subsection A 

 
Note: The FY26 election fund amount assumes 
the fund will receive $15 million for two 
elections occurring during the fiscal year. 

 Source: LFC files, OSA, SHARE, GAA 
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Following legislative changes, reimbursements from SOS to counties 
have risen from $3,700 in FY18 to $11.7 million in FY24. Following the 
Local Election Act and the election tune-up legislation of 2019, state 
reimbursements to counties have risen steadily each year. Because the state 
contracts with vendors to lease ballot and voter registration systems, 
counties’ primary expenditures consist of personnel costs. According to 
statute, each polling station during election day and early voting must 
consist of three election judges, plus additional election clerks as needed.  
For early voting, the county sets the poll workers’ salaries, but on election 
day, poll workers must receive between the federal minimum wage and 
$400 per day for each election day.  
 
For the 2024 primary election (the most recent election for which there is 
full data), SOS reimbursed approximately $4.9 million directly to counties 
for election administration and operations. The largest MOU amount 
provided from SOS to counties was $2.3 million for Bernalillo County, 
followed by $650 thousand each for Sandoval and Santa Fe. On the lower 
end, many counties—Cibola, Harding, Luna, Mora, Roosevelt, Sierra, 
Union, De Baca, Hidalgo, Quay—received between $18 thousand and $30 
thousand.  
 
New Mexico spent approximately $15 million per 
election in 2024 to serve 1.4 million registered 
voters. 
 
New Mexico has three main election types, with at least one election each 
year (and two elections during even-numbered years). These three election 
types differ in voter turnout. For all elections, the state allows for early 
voting, election day in-person voting, and absentee voting, with the state 
predominantly voting in person through early or election-day voting.  
 
New Mexico operates three main types of elections: primary elections, 
general elections, and regular local elections. Primary elections are held 
in June of even-numbered years. After enactment of Laws 2025, Chapter 
54, (Senate Bill 16) primaries will be open to those affiliated and 
unaffiliated with a major party to select candidates for the general election. 
General elections are held in November of even-numbered years to fill 
federal, state (statewide and district-level), and county seats. Lastly, regular 
local elections occur in November of odd-numbered years to fill municipal 
and local seats, including school boards, college boards, and city councils 
and commissions. Primary and general elections, though connected and 
occurring within the same calendar years, occur in different fiscal years. 
 
New Mexico uses early, absentee, and election day voting and has 
increased accessibility through voting convenience centers and 
flexible absentee voting options. New Mexicans have three methods of 
voting during an election: early, absentee, and election day. On election day 
or during early voting, voters may visit a voting convenience center (VCC) 
within their county to cast an in-person ballot. New Mexico uses voting 

Chart 3. SOS Reimbursement 
to Counties, FY18-FY24 

(in thousands) 

 
Source: SOS/County Vouchers 
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convenience centers (VCCs), where individuals can use any polling place 
within their county of residence and receive an individualized ballot via a 
ballot-on-demand system instead of having to visit an assigned precinct 
polling place. Lastly, voters can apply for an absentee ballot online or 
through the county clerk’s office, which is sent to the voter and can be 
mailed back or dropped off in a secure, monitored container. This includes, 
with additional regulations, military and overseas voters. Appendix C 
contains voter turnout by election type disaggregated by county for the 
2024 general election. Being able to vote by mail and early follows national 
best practices, but each can increase costs. New Mexico is one of the nine 
states where early voting is predominant (see Appendix D).  
 
State statute mandates early voting commence within each county clerk’s 
office 28 days before each election and carry on for the regular hours and 
business days of the clerk’s office through the Saturday immediately 
preceding the election (Section 1-6-5.7 NMSA 1978). County clerks may 
also establish additional, alternative early voting stations as they deem 
necessary and must establish them if the number of registered voters 
surpasses certain thresholds (at least one alternate location if the county 
exceeds 10 thousand voters, four alternate locations if the county exceeds 
50 thousand voters, etc.). Counties vary in the days and hours of alternate 
voting locations, but most exceed minimum alternate voting location 
requirements.  
 

 

Chart 5. Percent Casting Absentee, Early, and Election Day Votes in New Mexico 

 
Source: SOS 
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New Mexico ranks highly for many procedural and administrative 
metrics of election performance. According to the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology (MIT) election lab, New Mexico had the country's 
highest-rated election administration for 2022 (the most recent available 
data), although this metric does not consider costs. New Mexico has 
already implemented many best practices identified by national, 
bipartisan organizations, particularly regarding voter access and vote 
tracking. However, the state could improve the consistency and stability 
of its funding sources; the recently created statewide election fund has 
faced budget shortfalls. Additionally, poll worker assignments, based on 
a combination of statute and county clerk discretion, may be inefficient. 
Lastly, it is unknown to what extent counties monitor voter experience. 
According to a 2018 Bipartisan Policy Center report, precincts should 
continually monitor voter experience at each polling center to determine 
how to improve elements of the voter experience, such as waiting times. 
 
Based on national data, New Mexico election costs per registered 
voter have grown an estimated 145 percent since 2016. From 2008 to 
2016, New Mexico was the 10th cheapest in the country at $5.40, but 
costs have since grown to an estimated $13.25 per registered voter in the 
2024 general election. Throughout the early 2000s, New Mexico had low-
cost elections relative to other states. However, the cost of elections per 
registered voter has increased significantly, growing to double the 
inflation adjusted rate of $6.60 per registered voter. When only examining 
the cost to the state, rather than the cost to counties and the state, elections 
cost an estimated $10.60 per registered voter (state costs per actual voter 
in 2024 ranged between $16 for the general election and $60 for the 
primary, due to voter turnout differences). National data for where New 
Mexico ranks now is unavailable because states do not collect and report 
this information, nor has this study been replicated.  
 
Funding for SOS’s Bureau of Elections and the 
administration of elections has increased 
significantly since FY17.  
 
Local municipalities, counties, and the state have historically shared the 
responsibilities of election costs and administration. However, a series 
of law changes between 2018 and 2024 required SOS to take a larger 
role in funding elections and created a statewide election fund to 
reimburse counties for direct election costs. As such, from FY17 to 
FY24, the budget for the Bureau of Elections, including the statewide 
election fund, increased by 429 percent, from $3.1 million to $16.3 
million, due to the Legislature building the costs of elections into SOS’s 
recurring budget 
 
 
The 2024 primary election cost SOS $14 million; vendor costs made 
up 63 percent and personnel costs made up 29 percent of state direct 
election expenditures. SOS spent $14.1 million on the 2024 June primary 

Table 1. Election Best Practices 
Best Practice Used in New 

Mexico 
Consistent and 
stable funding 

Partially, have 
statewide fund but 
is overspent and 
state has spent 
more than was 
allocated recently. 

Automatic voter 
registration 

Yes 

Online voter 
registration 

Yes 

Access to early and 
absentee voting 

Yes 

Voter identification 
(in person and by 
mail) 

Partially, no ID is 
required in person 

Ballot tracking Yes 
Flexibility with 
staffing based on 
the number of 
voters 

Partially, have a 
min. number of poll 
workers, but actual 
number is at the 
discretion of the 
county, not reliant 
on number of 
voters. 

Pre-processing Yes 
Election day receipt Yes 
Pre-certification 
audits 

Yes 

Monitoring of the 
voter experience 

Not done at the 
state level 

Source: Bipartisan Policy Center, Demos, MIT 

 
Note: Estimated total costs by assuming 80 
percent of direct election costs are covered by the 
state. The proportion of costs assumed by the state 
range from 50 percent to 100 percent (see error 
bar on last column). 

Source: Mohr et al 2025 & LFC analysis of SOS 
data 
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election and $14.9 million on the 2024 November general election. Vendor 
costs averaged 63 percent, or $9.1 million, of SOS direct election 
expenditures for the 2024 primary and general elections. The largest 
expense is leases for ballot-on-demand systems, or machines that print 
ballots in real time. These systems allow voters to attend voting 
convenience centers anywhere within their county and receive the exact 
ballot needed while alleviating storage and inventory management needs. 
Other major vendor expenditures included leases for same-day registration 
systems, sample ballot stations, tabulator service, and other technological 
support.  
 
County reimbursements surpassed $5 million per election in the 2024 
general election, with up to 89 percent, or $4.4 million allocated for 
personnel costs, including poll workers, interpreters, messengers, and 
overtime for county employees. SOS reimbursements for personnel have 
increased an estimated 567 percent since 2019, going from a total of $573 
thousand for the 2019 regular local election to $3.8 million for the 2024 
primary election, partly due to statute doubling rates for election judges.  
 
Between FY17 and FY24, recurring revenue accounted for 41 percent 
of state election costs, with federal revenue, special appropriations, 
and emergency funding contributing significantly. Funding for both 
SOS and its elections program varies yearly due to the scheduling of 
elections, with general elections in odd-numbered fiscal years and primary 
and regular local elections in even-numbered fiscal years. The inconsistent 
nature of federal funding and recent legislative changes also affect the 
state’s share of election costs. Between FY17 and FY24, recurring general 
fund appropriations accounted for 41 percent of election cost funding, or 
$45 million. Federal funds accounted for 19 percent and nonrecurring funds 
accounted for 34 percent, with the remainder from other sources.  
 
 

 

Table 3. Vendor Costs to Lease 
Machines 

 2024 
Primary 

2024 
General 

Ballot-on-Demand (BOD) 
 System Lease 

BOD 
Machines 1,697 1,877 

BOD Cost $4,800,729 $5,256,509 
Same-Day Registration (SDR) 

System Lease 
SDR 
Machines 668 672 

SDR Cost $610,646 $614,888 
Sample Ballot Station (SBS) Lease 

SBS 
Machines 324 320 

SBS Cost $274,863 $271,605 
Note: Costs for BODs are just the cost of the 
machines and do not reflect additional ancillary 
equipment or support.  

Source: Vendor invoices on the statewide, 
human resources, accounting, and reporting 

(SHARE) system 

Table 2. State Share of 2024 
Election Costs 

Item 
2024 

Primary  
(FY24) 

2024 
General 
(FY25) 

County 
Costs $ 4,989,834 $5,717,406 

Vendor 
Costs $ 9,062,816 $9,185,867 

Annual $ 1,136,681 $1,283,957 
Total 
(without 
annual) 

$14,052,650 $14,903,273 

Source: SOS 
 

 
Note: This table excludes special appropriations, including a $15 million appropriation in FY23 appropriations to the statewide election fund 
Secretary of State Administration and Operations. 

Source: Legislating for Results: Appropriation Recommendations, LFC, 2016-2025 
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Between FY17 and FY24, nonrecurring special appropriations for 
election administration varied from $350 thousand in FY19 to $15 
million in FY24. During this period, the Secretary of State received $35 
million in nonrecurring general fund revenues related to elections. This 
includes special appropriations for new needs that are unlikely to recur 
regularly, such as new video security for absentee mail-in ballot boxes. 
However, most of this funding was for general election administration and 
shortfalls from previous years. 

 
Over the last eight years, SOS has received $2.8 million in emergency 
funding from the state Board of Finance for election costs. Since 2016, 
SOS has requested emergency funding from the Board of Finance four 
times for election costs (of which they received funding three times). The 
Board of Finance has limited funding for emergency allocations and 
provided SOS between 16 percent and 42 percent of the total annual 
emergency allocation in the years SOS received emergency funding.  
 

Table 4. Select Special, Supplemental, and Deficiency 
Appropriations for Election Administration, FY17-FY26 

FY Sect. Funding 
(thousands) Purpose 

17 5 $950.0 For expenses related to the 2016 general election 

18 6 $36.2 For reimbursements to counties for expenses related to 
the 2016 general election 

18 6 $179.0 From the public election fund for expenses related to the 
2016 general election 

18 6 $146.4 From the public election fund for a shortfall in the 
administration program 

18 6 $1,581.5 For a shortfall in the elections program 
18 6 $1,390.0 For a shortfall in the public election fund 

19 6 $250.0 For a shortfall in the elections program of the secretary 
of state 

19 6 $100.0 For start-up costs related to the Local Election Act 

20 5 $3,500.0 For a shortfall in the local election act fund to be used for 
the 2019 local election and subsequent elections.  

20 6 $1,800.3 For the costs of conducting and administering the 2019 
regular local election.  

20 6 $1,191.4 For shortfalls in the 2020 elections program 

22 5 $3,046.8 For the costs of conducting and administering a special 
election to fill a congressional vacancy 

23 5 $5,000.0 To the state election fund for costs to conduct elections 
statewide. 

24 5 $15,000.0 To the election fund for conducting and administering 
elections 

25 5 $500.0 For an automated voter registration system 

26 6 $2,100.0 To correct a deficiency in the election fund from fiscal 
year 2024 expenses 

26 6 $5,500.0 For the election fund 
Source: Department of Finance and Administration (DFA) data 
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Future uncertainty regarding federal funding from the Help America 
Vote Act (HAVA) and in-kind support from the Cybersecurity and 
Infrastructure Security Agency (CISA) may impact the state by up to 
$3.6 million. SOS and counties have each cited increased security costs in 
response to heightened scrutiny and mistrust of the process following the 
2020 election. With federal funding uncertain, the Legislature could 
consider paying for services and items previously funded by the federal 
government or received for free. Under the current federal administration, 
certain election programs may not be funded or continued. As of March 
2025, CISA, which provided IT services and other technical assistance to 
SOS, has been cut. SOS states CISA provided in-kind support of at least an 
estimated $2.6 million to counties (see Appendix E) and at least $215.5 
thousand to SOS.  

 

Table 6. Highest Cost CISA Initiatives Currently Used  
Service Description Estimated 

County Costs 
Cybersecurity Risk and Vulnerability Assessments – Onsite 
Architectural Review.  $1.34 million  

Physical security assessments  $850 thousand  
Albert Network Monitoring and Management  $200 thousand 
Cybersecurity Alerts & Advisories | CISA  
Notifications for:  
-Vulnerabilities discovered  
-Known Exploited Vulnerabilities  
-End-of-life software no longer supported  

$120 thousand 
 

Cybersecurity and Event Tabletop Exercises at the national, 
state, and local level  $105 thousand 
Note: Estimated costs are based on the lowest amount reported and there therefore conservative. 
See Appendix E. for the full list.  
                                                                                                                                         Source: SOS 

 
 

Table 5. Emergency Funding Requests from the Secretary of State to  
the Board of Finance, FY16 to FY23 

(in thousands) 

Request Year Amount Approved 
Percent of BOA 

Funding to 
SOS 

Funds for Public Election Fund FY16 $314.7 Yes 16% 
Emergency Funding for 2016 General Election Automatic Recounts FY17 $36.2 No NA  
Emergency Operating Grant for Reimbursements to Counties for 2020 
General Election FY21 $1,046.0 Yes 42% 

Emergency Operating Grant for Reimbursements to Counties for 2022 
General Election FY23 $1,400.0 Yes 35% 

Total Approved $2,760.7 
Source: Department of Finance and Administration (DFA) data 
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Beyond CISA, HAVA funding is also used at the state and county levels to 
provide election security, with New Mexico receiving approximately $1 
million annually in the last several years. This federal funding is still 
operational, and counties may rely on this funding source for cybersecurity 
needs. In 2024, SOS provided $1.5 million from HAVA funds to counties 
through election security grants for security expenses. However, county 
expenditures with these funds should be one-time purchases; therefore, 
counties should be able to sustain their operations without the HAVA funds 
at least temporarily. 

  

Chart 8. County Purchases with Federal HAVA Election Security 
Grants 

Total: $1,536,384 

 
Source: County Narrative Reports 
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SOS Reimbursement Processes 
Have Contributed to Inconsistent 
County Payments 
 
Since FY22, SOS has frequently had a negative cash balance in the 
statewide election fund. However, even with a negative cash balance, SOS 
has reimbursed counties for additional election expenses and provided 
counties with funding prior to the 2024 general election, with the 
Department of Finance and Administration (DFA) disbursing money from 
the statewide election fund. These negative balances may reflect SOS’s 
spending practices and the timing of reimbursements – for example, when 
appropriated funds are received after elections occur. Both the state 
constitution (New Mexico Constitution Article IV, Section 30) and state law 
(Section 6-5-6 NMSA 1978) stipulate that agencies can only spend funds 
that have been appropriated to them for the current fiscal year and cannot 
obligate future legislatures by spending future money.  
 
SOS regulations outline how counties may enter into a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) with SOS to receive reimbursements for direct 
election costs. SOS determines the original MOU amount based on its 
calculations of required minimum disbursements, although counties can 
counter or work with SOS to finalize this process. After the election, county 
clerks submit invoices and proof of expenditures to SOS for confirmation. 
During this period, county clerks may also request additional funding or, if 
they did not utilize the amount specified in the MOU, must return unspent 
funds. SOS, in turn, certifies costs with DFA, and receives the lesser of the 
certified amount or $15 million, as mandated by Section 1-11-19 NMSA 
1978 (Laws 2024, Chapter 24). 

Figure 3. Process of County Reimbursements  

 
Source: NMAC, NMSA, Laws 2024 
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The process, however, may create confusion at several steps. Allowable, 
reimbursable expenditures are not clearly outlined within the MOU, nor is 
there an available formula or documented methodology of how SOS arrives 
at its original MOU amount (see Appendix F for a sample MOU from the 
2024 general election). After the 2024 primary election was over, 
approximately one-third of the counties applied and received additional 
funding, while another approximate one-third returned funding to SOS. 
Recommendations to alleviate these concerns include SOS working with 
LFC and DFA to forecast upcoming election costs and ensure accurate 
budgeting for the statewide election fund through the general appropriation 
process, and for SOS to create a more specific, formula-based MOU 
process and to establish, update, and publish more detailed guidance 
regarding what will and will not be reimbursable.  
 
SOS spent FY25 funds in FY24 to cover the 2024 
primary election, contributing to the election 
fund's negative cash balance and violating 
statute.  
 
In summer 2024, DFA authorized SOS to use $2.1 million of the $15 million 
allowed by Chapter 24 for FY25 election costs to cover shortfalls in FY24 
related to the June 2024 primary election, potentially obligating future 
legislatures to cover previous costs. Chapter 24 was intended to help with 
election cash flows. The statewide election fund reimburses both SOS and 
counties for election costs. As of February 2025, the fund had $8.2 million. 
However, in October 2024, the fund had negative $3.8 million, and in 
November 2024 had negative $7.6 million. Despite negative balances in the 
election fund, SOS continued to fund counties prior to the November 
election, giving all but the five largest counties a total of $1.7 million up 
front before the general election through an MOU process. 
 

Chart 9. Statewide Election Fund Cash Balance  

 
Source: SHARE 
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SOS also provided $240 thousand in additional reimbursements to 
counties for the 2024 primary. The MOUs between SOS and counties 
stipulate that SOS may provide additional funds if funding is available; 
however, in summer 2024, during FY25, SOS had a negative balance in the 
statewide election fund but still provided additional reimbursements to 
counties.  
 
The state constitution and statute require funds to be appropriated to 
draw them down. New Mexico’s constitution states that, “except for 
interest or other payments on the public debt, money shall be paid out of 
the treasury only upon appropriations made by the legislature” (New 
Mexico Constitution Article IV, Section 30). Additionally, the state treasury 
can only release funds that have been appropriated and cannot release more 
funds than what has been appropriated (Section 6-5-6 NMSA 1978). 
However, for FY24, to cover costs from the June 2024 primary election, 
DFA approved SOS using FY25 funds to cover the $2.1 million in 
outstanding balances (see Appendix G). While DFA has statutory authority 
to authorize such expenditures, approving prior year spending before the 
Legislature appropriates the funds is likely in conflict with the state 
constitution and the above statute.  
 
Furthermore, in an opinion from New Mexico’s Attorney General, the same 
section of the constitution also implies that agencies cannot bind future 
legislatures. However, by spending future money, SOS obligated the 
Legislature. In a 1964 opinion letter, the Attorney General stated, “In State 
Office Building Commission v. Trujillo, 46 N.M. 29, the Court noted that 
one legislature may not so act as to bind the hands of a future legislature.” 
When SOS overspent its FY24 election budget, it potentially led to the 
Legislature being required to provide additional funds to cover future 
necessary costs, such as for the 2024 general election.  
 
Chapter 24 from 2024 established funding amounts for the statewide 
election fund to be paid out on a reimbursement basis. Since the 
funding is a reimbursement to the statewide election fund, the election fund 
may have a low or negative balance until the Legislature replenishes it. 
When the fund has a negative balance, according to statute, SOS would 
need to apply for emergency funding from the Board of Finance or halt 
spending until the fund is replenished by the Legislature, potentially leading 
to delays in county reimbursements as well as conflict between SOS 
processes and state law. In the FY26 budget, the Legislature included $5.5 
million for the election fund to ensure it is fronted with the full $15 million 
so SOS does not have to spend money it does not have in the election fund 
for the next election. Amending statute to allow for annual appropriations 
to frontload the fund could avoid future negative cash balances. To most 
accurately appropriate funds, SOS, LFC, and DFA should work together to 
create accurate election cost projections as part of the annual budget making 
process. 
 
 

New Mexico’s constitution states, 
“except for interest or other 
payments on the public debt, 
money shall be paid out of the 
treasury only upon appropriations 
made by the legislature”  

NM Constitution Article IV Section 30  

 
Source: SOS 
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Additional county reimbursement costs were paid years after 
expenses were incurred, with $567 thousand in FY22 expenses paid 
out in FY24. SOS’s Administrative Code (NMAC 1.10.36.9) requires 
county clerks request additional reimbursements above their MOU amounts 
within 45 days of an election. However, actual reimbursements were paid 
several fiscal years after elections. For example, of the $1.2 million of 
additional reimbursements paid in FY24, $259 thousand was from the 2021 
regular local election and $307 thousand was from the 2022 primary. 
Unpredictability regarding when a county can expect to be reimbursed by 
the state can create financial strain and budget uncertainty for local 
governments, hindering accurate budget planning for counties.  
 
SOS’s MOU determination process has not 
accurately estimated costs, leading to additional 
reimbursements and returned funding.  
 
Currently, MOU amounts for counties are determined through an internal 
review process that factors in minimum statutory requirements, turnout, and 
clerk feedback. Without a formula driven process, MOU amounts can often 
be unpredictable and may not correlate with a county’s number of registered 
voters or actual voters, resulting in inequities across counties. Furthermore, 
the lack of a formula coupled with county agency in expenditure decisions 
leads to MOU amounts often being over or under county expenditures, with 
counties frequently requesting additional funding or returning money.  
 

Figure 4. County MOU Amounts per Registered Voter 

 
Note: Voucher amounts do not represent total costs, which are higher due to voting technology, 
including tabulators, ballot on demand, etc. but instead represent the original MOU amounts sent 
to counties, which is primarily used for poll worker salaries.  

Source: SOS  
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Statute says SOS will reimburse counties the costs for administering 
elections and sets minimum requirements for these practices. 
According to the Election Code, the statewide election fund was partly 
created to reimburse the “costs of conducting and administering statewide 
elections required by the Election Code…” (Section 1-11-19 NMSA 1978). 
The Election Code also sets certain minimums that counties must adhere to 
in election administration practices (see Appendix B regarding statutorily 
mandated election components likely to impact costs).  
 
Current county MOU amounts are not determined formulaically, and a 
transparent, formula-driven process could create more predictable 
and accurate reimbursements. While SOS has worked to establish an 
MOU process, New Mexico does not have a specific, published formula for 
how it determines the amount provided to each county for an election. The 
current MOU reimbursement allocations are decided through an internal 
review process that factors into account both minimum disbursement 
requirements, voter turnout, and collaboration with county clerks to 
determine the appropriate amount. Although this allows for flexibility and 
state capacity to cover unforeseen circumstances, the lack of a published 
formula can diminish transparency and create uncertainty and disparities, 
as shown in Figure 4. 
 
Other states use formulas to determine how much a county or locality 
receives for an election. For instance, Arizona statute stipulates the state 
reimburse counties for presidential primary elections at a cost of $1.25 per 
registered voter. In Arkansas, the state reimburses counties for elections on 
an estimated average cost-per-voter basis established by the state board of 
election commissioners. The commissioners use databases of comparative 
state-funded election costs maintained by the state board, covering roughly 
half of the election costs for counties, provided that counties disburse the 
funds using a separate code to track and monitor payments made with state 
funds. If New Mexico created a transparent, formula-driven process to 
determine county MOU amounts, SOS, the Legislature, and counties could 
better predict what funding is needed. 
 
For the 2024 primary election, 12 counties returned money to the state 
and 13 received additional funding. Counties whose costs exceed their 
initial MOUs may receive additional reimbursements. NMAC 1.10.36 
outlines this procedure, including a list of eligible expenses—equipment, 
personnel, vendor, and technology support—that is wide-ranging and 
covers most conceivable costs. For the 2024 primary election, 13 counties 
received additional funding, averaging $17 thousand per county. An 
additional 12 did not spend the full amount, returning an average of $8,000 
(excluding Bernalillo, which was an outlier). Additional reimbursements 
signal the MOU amounts may not be set close to actual county reimbursable 
costs, potentially leading to increased funding imbalance. Examining which 
counties are over- and under-budgeted for reimbursements and how this 
affects quality should be a priority for SOS to allow it to set up a more 
accurate MOU process.  
 

State Examples of County 
Reimbursement Formulas 
 
Arizona: The state provides 
$1.25 per registered voter to 
counties during presidential 
primary elections.  
Arkansas: For statewide 
elections, upon review and 
approval, the county treasurer 
will receive funding from the 
State Board based upon half 
of the county’s previously 
estimated cost per registered 
voter for conducting the 
election, or a minimum of two 
thousand five hundred dollars 
($2,500) for a statewide 
special election or five 
thousand dollars ($5,000) for a 
preferential primary election, 
whichever is greater. 

Source: Arkansas board of state 
election commissioners, NCSL 

Table 7. Counties 
Requesting Additional 
Funding or Returning 
Unused Funding, 2024 

Primary Election  
Additional Funding 

Requested 
Catron $18,136 
Chaves $18,912 
Cibola $22,263 
Dona Ana $58,746 
Grant $4,841 
Lea $20,560 
Los Alamos $32,228 
Otero $649 
Quay $2,770 
Rio Arriba $9,872 
Taos $5,362 
Torrance $5,375 
Valencia $40,152 
Total $239,866 

Returned Funding 
Bernalillo $494,212 
Curry $5,954 
De Baca $16,044 
Eddy $9,103 
Harding $11,307 
Luna $6,795 
Roosevelt $12,897 
San Miguel $5,234 
Santa Fe $20,044 
Sierra $4,472 
Socorro $12,187 
Union $3,597 
Total $601,846 

Source: SOS 
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Over the past five elections, counties received over $2.1 million in 
additional reimbursement costs above their initial MOU. Counties may 
apply for additional reimbursement for costs exceeding the original amount 
stipulated in their MOU agreed on with SOS. For the five elections between 
the 2021 regular local election and the 2024 primary election, an average 
of 17 counties received $420 thousand in total additional reimbursements 
for each election. Certain counties are more likely to request and receive 
additional funding consistently. Santa Fe and Sandoval counties each 
received over $350 thousand during this period, and San Juan received over 
$266 thousand. Several smaller counties also receive consistent, large 
payments, with Rio Arriba receiving $170 thousand. Another 10 counties 
have received either no additional reimbursements or very minimal 
additional reimbursements during this timeframe (under $1,000). Persistent 
additional funding for select counties reveals MOU amounts have 
inaccurately estimated costs for multiple years, warranting SOS to revisit 
its current process when setting MOU amounts.  
 
A lack of specific guidance on reimbursable 
election expenditures leads to inconsistent 
reimbursements across counties. 
 
The SOS reimbursement process to counties has been refined since 2019, 
but challenges remain. In 2019, SOS began reimbursing counties for some 
portion of direct election costs. These early reimbursements did not include 
a memorandum of understanding (MOU) or an expected amount of state-
covered costs per county. Beginning in 2021, SOS began an MOU process 
where counties signed an MOU with SOS for a negotiated amount to cover 
direct election costs, with the MOU stipulating broadly what would and 
would not be covered by the state. From 2021 to 2023, SOS refined its 
reimbursement process, adding verification forms. However, counties are 
inconsistently reimbursed for specific items. Furthermore, SOS does not 
specify what will be reimbursed and when. SOS should create a written 
document for counties regarding what will be reimbursed and in what 
circumstances and could provide training and guidance on this document.  
 
While SOS has written guidance regarding what is reimbursable to 
counties, the information is broad, resulting in a lack of clarity. The 
MOUs between counties and SOS currently include an appendix listing 
reimbursable costs. However, the categories for reimbursement are broad, 
including things like election supplies, office supplies, and poll workers 
(see Appendix F). The guidelines do not specify when certain items will or 
will not be reimbursed (e.g., mobile hotspots). Therefore, SOS should 
establish and annually update a detailed list of what will and will not be 
reimbursed and in what circumstances. In other states, reimbursable 
expenses and process are more clearly defined. For instance, in Arkansas, 
for state-funded elections, the state board of election commissioners has 
rules that define specific election expenses that are eligible for 
reimbursement and guidelines containing instructions and forms for 
counties’ use in requesting reimbursement from the state board. Annually 

For the 2024 primary election, 
some counties were 
reimbursed for FICA payroll 
costs while others were not. 
 
All counties were reimbursed for 
poll worker wages, and many 
were also reimbursed for 
overtime, with total 
reimbursements for election 
workers and staff overtime 
ranging from $2,500 to $1.6 
million.  
 
SOS varied in whether it included 
FICA as a reimbursable expense.  
• For Bernalillo County, SOS 

stated it needed to work with 
its legal team to determine to 
what extent FICA should be 
paid by SOS; the amount was 
roughly $53 thousand. 

• For Los Alamos, SOS stated 
FICA was not a reimbursable 
expense, lowering the county’s 
reimbursement request by 
almost $5,000.  

• However, FICA was allowed 
elsewhere, with Guadalupe 
County being flagged for 
including FICA twice, but only 
asked to remove the duplicate 
amount of $5,900.  

 
When SOS varies in its response 
to counties, it can create 
uncertainty for each county and 
create confusion.  
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updated and publicly documented guidance would still allow flexibility as 
elections evolve but create greater guidance for county clerks.  
 
SOS provides irregular training around the MOU determination and 
reimbursement process. Before each election, SOS must conduct 
seminars on the Election Code for county clerks, their designated deputies, 
and voting machine technicians (Section 1-2-5 NMSA 1978). Lasting two 
to three days, “election school” sessions cover technology, vendor updates, 
handling the media, Inspection of Public Records Act (IPRA) requests, and 
other relevant training topics. The MOU reimbursement process is not 
regularly covered. Over the last six years of the 12 election schools held, 
the MOU and state reimbursement process were covered only three times. 
SOS has taken steps towards addressing this, such as instituting 
informational, monthly calls with county clerks to address different topics 
including the MOU process, but regularly allocating more training time to 
work with clerks could alleviate confusion and uncertainty around the 
process. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Secretary of State should: 

• Work with the Legislative Finance Committee and the Department 
of Finance and Administration to forecast upcoming election costs 
and ensure accurate budgeting for the statewide election fund 
through the general appropriation process; 

• Create an equation or formula-based MOU determination process; 
• Establish detailed guidance and clear procedures regarding what 

will and will not be reimbursed through a publicly available 
document; and 

• Devote at least one full session at each election school to the MOU 
and reimbursement process. 

Table 8. Instances of the MOU 
and County Reimbursement 
Process Covered in Election 

School, 2019-2024 
Year/Election Session 

Length 
Title (blank if 
not covered) 

2019/Primary NA  
2019/Regular 
Local 

NA  

2020/Primary NA  
2020/General  30 min Q & A on 

Eligibility for 
Funding and 

Reimbursement  
2021/Primary NA  
2021/Regular 
Local 

NA  

2022/Primary NA  
2022/General 1 hr.  Election Fund 

Grants and 
Reporting 

2023/Primary NA  
2023/Regular 
Local 

NA  

2024/Primary NA  
2024/General 30 min.  MOU Process 

Source: SOS 
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SOS Could Strengthen 
Procurement, County Oversight, 
and Data Collection Practices  
 
Cost drivers are embedded throughout New Mexico’s election system—
from centralized procurement decisions to the staffing and technology 
needs of individual polling locations. Furthermore, as voting convenience 
centers (VCCs) range from under 50 voters to several thousand, and differ 
in their rurality and needs, this variation adds operational complexity and 
the need for oversight. SOS contracts with election technology vendors to 
provide equipment to counties, including vote tabulators and ballot-on-
demand systems at every VCC. Inconsistent price negotiations and limited 
vendor competition have likely driven up costs – highlighting a need for 
SOS to take a more proactive and strategic approach to procurement.  
 
At the county level, counties have more polling locations, poll workers, and 
request more election technology than is statutorily required, increasing 
costs for counties and SOS. Beyond cost inefficiencies, the state also does 
not have consistent data regarding election quality and cost. Creating a 
database for this information and getting county-level election 
administration data will help the state understand what it is getting for the 
money it spends and help SOS better target technical assistance or other 
supports.  

 
 

Figure 5. Illustrative Example of Average Costs  
Incurred at a VCC per Election. 

(Total = $11,267) 

 
Note: VCCs vary, so the illustrative example is calculated utilizing averages and conservative estimates; 
for example, 3 BOD machines per polling place, where the state average was 3.6 for the 2024 GE. BOD 
estimate of $2,800 and SDR cost of $915 was the average the state paid between two vendors. 
Personnel, polling place & signage, etc. based on LFC analysis of county data, and does not include 
interpreters, messengers, etc. 

Source: Share Vendor Invoices, County Invoices 
 

Election Technology
- $8,400: three ballot-on-demand systems
-$915: one same day registration tablet

Personnel
- $1,450: Poll Workers: 1 presiding judge, 2 election judges, 1 
additional election clerk

Other Costs 
-$502: includes polling place and signage, tabulator delivery, office supplies. 
- Further additional costs for SOS incldue interpeters, messangers, etc. and 
for counties include facillity rental, security, custodial services, etc. 
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SOS may be paying more than needed for vendor 
services due to a lack of thorough negotiation, 
vendor competition, and  economies of scale.  
 
The state spends 63 percent of its election funding on vendor services for 
election equipment, technology, and support. The cost for ballot-on-
demand systems (BOD) and ancillary equipment and services, the largest 
single expenditure, has risen from $2.9 million for the 2018 general election 
(FY19) to $6.6 million for the 2024 general election (FY25), or a 122 
percent increase. Furthermore, these costs are expected to further increase, 
with the American Council for Election Technology stating its vendors’ 
current system costs may rise an additional 20 percent to 50 percent by 
2029. With only a few election technology vendors nationwide, competition 
is limited, potentially further increasing costs for states, making it more 
important to negotiate and solicit requests for proposals (RFP) from 
multiple vendors.  
 
States vary widely in procurement practices, differing on whether they own 
or lease machines, negotiate on behalf of the counties, or select a single or 
multiple vendors. This variation obscures how much voting technology 
costs, highlighting the need for SOS to negotiate with a best and final offer, 
ensure a competitive bid process for election technology, and employ 
economies of scale.  
 
SOS does not consistently negotiate or utilize the best and final offer 
for some vendor services. For example, in the procurement of BOD 
systems (which includes ancillary equipment and service), the state 
received three bids, and the original cost proposals submitted by vendors 
were the final contract prices, indicating a lack of negotiation or a best-and-
final-offer process to secure more favorable terms. Like the BOD contracts, 
the contracted prices for the state’s tabulators from Dominion Voting 
Solutions are the same as in Dominion’s initial proposal to SOS.  
 
A 2021 report by Verified Voting found large variation nationally for the 
cost of the same machines, with Dominion tabulators going for as low as 
66 percent and as high as 155 percent of their median cost. Furthermore, 
the same report found similar variation in annual fees and “arbitrarily 
applied” discounts, included within 75 percent of contracts, highlighting 
the potential room to negotiate. New Mexico’s current price for tabulators, 
$7,000 for an ImageCast Evolution (ICE) tabulator and $8,000 for a scanner 
and tabulator with a plastic box, is in line with the national average of 
$7,200.  

 
Note: GE= General election, RLE=regular 
local election, PE= primary election. This 
also includes the cost of ancillary equipment 
and services. 

Source: SOS 
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The National Institute of Governmental Purchasing recommends crafting a 
negotiation strategy as a best practice within the RFP process. New Mexico 
State Purchasing Division generally includes a section in the RFP template 
for a best and final offer (BAFO). However, for these Dominion contracts, 
SOS removed that section, and there is no evidence that SOS negotiated the 
price for the tabulators and related services.  
 
Counties can choose from two BOD vendors with different cost 
structures, but this does not allow for economies of scale and misses 
out on $644 thousand in potential cost savings on BOD machines. 
BOD contracts—which include same day registration tablets, sample ballot 
stations, and more—are the largest direct election expenditure for each 
election, at roughly 44 percent of total costs.  
 
When SOS last sent out the RFP for ballot production services, three 
companies applied and Robis and AES entered into state contracts. The two 
vendors have varying price structures: Robis charges less for machines, for 
example, but more for technical service.  
 
If all counties using AES switched to Robis, the state would save $644 
thousand per election on ballot printing costs. However, counties can freely 
select their vendors. Because Robis is more widely used, the state does not 
currently benefit from economies of scale when leasing machines from 
AES, which cost 30 percent more per unit than they would if the state were 
leasing several hundred more and $1,500 more per machine than Robis.  
 
Only one vendor has bid on the SOS tabulator service contract since 
2013, limiting competition. States are currently split between those 
utilizing one tabulator vendor and those utilizing multiple. Using one 
vendor may increase uniformity and economies of scale; however, only 
soliciting bids from one vendor within an RFP process may limit 
competition, making it more difficult to receive the best price and best 
quality service. Relatively few election technology vendors operate 

Figure 6. Variability of Tabulator Cost Nationally, Dominion ICP 
 

 
Note: New Mexico’s current contract includes cost for Dominion ImageCast Evolution, a different 
tabulator 

Source: Verified Voting 

Table 9. BOD Costs by Vendor 
 Robis AES 

BOD System 
BOD System (1) $2,999 $6,245 
BOD System (up to 
100) 

$2,999 $5,790 

BOD System (101 
to 250) 

$2,799 $5,790 

BOD System (251 
to 400) 

$2,599 $5,145 

BOD System (401 
to 600) 

$2,499 $3,945 

BOD System (601 
to 700) 

$2,499 $3,490 

BOD System (700 
plus) 

$2,449 $3,100 

SDR Tablet 
SDR Tablet $879 $1,000 

Labor and Service 
Senior Project 
Manager 

$249 $240 

Customer Service 
Manager 

$249 $195 

Trainer $249 $125 
Technical Manager $349 $125 
Ballot Programmer $349 $125 
Service Technician $249 $100 

Note: Current BOD numbers & rates in yellow. 
The state also uses over 660 SDR tablets, and 
varying amounts of Labor/Service per election.  

Source: SHARE and SOS 
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nationally, making it potentially more difficult to have a large competitive 
bidding process. However, increasing the number of vendors able to bid for 
a contract can reduce costs and increase service quality. For example, 
Maryland solicits vendors, and if they do not bid, the state follows up to 
inquire why. Their 2014 RFP – issued one year after New Mexico’s last 
fully open tabulator bid process -included a questionnaire asking 
nonresponsive vendors if they did not apply because specifications were 
unclear or restrictive, work was beyond their capacity, payment schedule 
was too slow, previous contract with state was unsatisfactory, etc.  
 
Soliciting bids and determining why vendors decline to bid could benefit 
SOS within its contract procurement process. In 2013, SOS entered a 
contract with Dominion Voting Systems to procure voting systems and 
ancillary equipment. This contract was renewed through 2021. When SOS 
released an RFP in 2021 for voting system support and services, it only 
solicited responses from vendors that could maintain the currently certified 
Dominion Voting System, likely minimizing the potential for bids from 
other election technology vendors. Dominion is also the only certified 
tabulator in New Mexico. To be awarded the tabulator contract, vendors 
must be certified with the state, meaning they meet specific qualifications, 
including cybersecurity requirements. Encouraging more vendors to apply 
and finding ways to ease the certification process may allow New Mexico 
to shop for the best price and service.  
 
Counties surpass the statutorily required 
number of voting convenience centers, poll 
workers, and voting machines.  
 
In 2011, Section 1-3-4 NMSA 1978 established the process to consolidate 
neighborhood precinct polling places into voting convenience centers 
(VCC), where voters could attend any polling place within their county of 
residence and receive a customized ballot. Statute sets minimum 
requirements for the number of VCCs, poll workers per VCC, election 
technology per VCC, and more. However, county clerks use their discretion 
when determining the amount needed for their county. For each of these 
categories, counties are using more than the minimum required amounts.  
 
While the state has gradually assumed more responsibility for funding 
elections, administrative practices remain largely at the county level. 
Therefore, counties have less incentive to control costs. County clerks 
should use available resources and employ some discretion to address local 
needs, for example if voters petition the board of commissioners for 
additional polling places. However, SOS should employ greater oversight 
to ensure state funds go toward required and needed expenditures.  
 
Over 30 percent of VCCs had fewer than 100 voters on election day 
for the past three elections. On election day, the median number of voters 
per VCC was 135 for the 2023 regular local election, 127 for the 2024 

Table 10. County VCCs, Early 
Centers, Election Day Voters per 

VCC, General Election 2024 
County  VCCs Early 

Centers 
ED 

Voter 
Per 
VCC 

Bernalillo 72 21 914 
Catron 8 2 115 
Chaves 13 4 521 
Cibola 13 5 327 
Colfax 7 2 415 
Curry 10 2 500 
De Baca 1 1 334 
Dona Ana 42 9 629 
Eddy 13 2 568 
Grant 5 2 609 
Guadalupe 3 1 266 
Harding 2 1 92 
Hidalgo 4 1 228 
Lea 16 5 453 
Lincoln 6 2 461 
Los 
Alamos 5 3 525 
Luna 3 2 795 
McKinley 41 7 367 
Mora 11 1 117 
Otero 18 4 392 
Quay 6 1 246 
Rio Arriba 22 6 349 
Roosevelt 5 2 467 
San Juan 33 6 553 
San 
Miguel 14 2 334 
Sandoval 42 23 400 
Santa Fe 33 10 559 
Sierra 8 1 226 
Socorro 8 2 359 
Taos 28 5 167 
Torrance 11 2 228 
Union 4 1 183 
Valencia 15 4 590 
Total 522 142 487 

Note: Early centers include early voting, alternate 
early voting, and mobile voting units. ED= election 
day 

Source: SOS 
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primary election, and 378 for the 2024 general election.  The most prevalent 
distribution was the smallest grouping, or VCCs, which saw between 0 and 
50 total voters throughout the entire day. Part of this is attributable to the 
state’s sparse geographic reality, with rural VCCs often making up lesser-
used VCCs; however, sparsely used VCCs existed within every county, 
including larger ones, often within a few miles of multiple other VCCs.  

 
Statute requires at least one VCC per 10 precincts, and New Mexico 
averages one VCC per four precincts. New Mexico’s 2,169 precincts are 
contiguous, compact voting blocks within a county. When consolidating 
precincts into VCCs, statute requires counties have at least one VCC for 
every 10 precincts. The average county operates one VCC for every 4.2 
precincts, however, far surpassing statutory requirements. Counties have 
discretion in determining the number and scope of polling locations, and 
the state reimburses them for these expenses. Additionally, among states 
with similar voter turnout, New Mexico has the second lowest ratio of voter 
per polling place, meaning polling places could potentially be consolidated.  
 
Reimbursing counties for closer to the statutorily required number of 
VCCs would save $3.2 million per election. Each VCC incurs fixed costs 
regardless of how many voters use it, including three election judges, same-
day registration capability, a tabulator, two ballot-on-demand systems 
serving as check-in stations, and more. If, as shown in Figure 5, an average 
VCC costs $11.3 thousand, and the state covered closer to the minimum, 
statutorily required number of voting centers, it could save approximately 
$3.2 million. These estimates in Table 12 do not account for additional costs 
that may be needed at remaining locations—such as more poll workers or 
equipment to manage increased turnout—or for the unique needs of rural 
communities but highlight the fiscal impact of current practices. Due to turn 
out and geographic factors, counties may sometimes need to exceed the 
statutorily required minimum; however, if counties choose to use more 
VCCs than statutorily required, the state should not be obligated to cover 
these costs.  
 

Table 11. Voter per Polling 
Place, 2022 GE 

State Turnout 
Ranking 

Voter Per 
Polling Place 

NC 21 493 
VA 22 802 
KS 23 520 
OH 24 730 
UT 25 485 
NM 26 337 
IL 27 306 
NV 28 776 
MD 29 659 
WY 30 584 
KY 31 747 

Note: the 2022 GE is the last election for 
which EAVS has released national data 
Source: MIT, Election Assistance Commission  
 
 
 
 
 
 

        
       

  
      

Table 12. Estimated Savings 
from VCC Consolidation 
# Precincts 

Per VCC 
Estimated 

Cost Savings 
4.16 Current Level 

5 $0.95M 
6 $1.8M 
7 $2.4M 
8 $2.8M 
9 $3.1M 
10 $3.4M 

Note: based on figure 5 sample VCC 
number. Counties required to be above 1 
VCC per 10 precincts, $3.2 million 
determined from each county minimum, with 
the ratio differing per county based on 
precinct numbers.  

Source: LFC analysis 

Chart 12. Election Day Turnout at Each VCC 

 
Source: Robis and AES 
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Roughly one-third of counties averaged at least double the minimum 
number of poll workers per location as required in statute. Current 
statute requires at least three poll workers per voting center. Specifically, 
each voting center must have a presiding judge and two election judges. 
Additionally, most centers will also have at least one clerk. Voting locations 
may opt to have additional poll workers to operate the recently enacted 
same-day voter registration requirements. As many VCCs have relatively 
few voters, these locations likely do not need many more poll workers 
beyond the minimum. However, while some polling locations may need 
much more than the minimum, 12 counties averaged six poll workers or 
more during the 2024 primary election (the most recent election for which 
final reconciled data was available). Furthermore, because primary 
elections generally have lower voter turnout, having a significant number 
of additional staff is likely less needed than during a general election.  
 
Some counties may request and receive more election supplies than 
needed, but the state could create contingency pools of election 
supplies to mitigate excess requests. In 2015, Section 1-9-5 of the 
Election Code was amended to require SOS to create a formula to determine 
how many check-in stations are required at each polling location, provided 
that there are no fewer than two. In the 2024 general election, the state had 
1,877 BODs, or an average of 3.6 per VCC. 
 
Extra election technology, such as BODs, can mitigate any potential issues 
from a machine unexpectedly breaking or additional voters showing up at 
a site. For instance, counties may order one extra BOD per polling site, 
rather than having half of that in reserves at the county offices to use as a 
contingency pool. If instead, however, a county with 20 VCCs ordered 10 
BODs as a contingency pool rather than an additional 20 with one at each 
site, the state could save at least $24 thousand, not including additional 
worker pay to operate the machines.  
 
SOS could not readily provide some election 
administration and county expenditure data.  
 
Other states use central repositories for election administration data, 
including county costs and other election information, allowing election 
administrators, policymakers, and the public to easily access this 
information. For FY26, SOS requested almost $2 million and received $1 
million to develop a central repository, and the state should consider fully 
funding such a system if county costs are included in the system and SOS 
provides a plan for implementation.   
 
Current election administration data, such as the number of poll 
workers per site, may not be available or collected. Due in part to the 
unsystematic nature of county submissions and county clerk agency, SOS 
does not fully collect or utilize certain data at the county level. For some 
data, such as the number of BODs, the total expenditure amount is kept, but 
the number of machines per individual site was not provided. Although the 

Senate Bill 487 would have 
allowed for greater county 
flexibility and cost-savings for 
counties and the state. During 
the 2025 legislative session, 
Senate Bill 487 included multiple 
provisions that would have 
loosened restrictions and reduce 
costs. SB487 would have allowed 
a clerk to have one VCC per 15 
precincts for regular local 
elections and primary elections, 
which typically have 25 percent to 
35 percent of the voters that 
general elections do. Additionally, 
if certain percentages of a 
precinct are registered 
permanent absentee, it would 
have loosened restrictions on the 
required number of VCC’s. If 
these provisions were enacted, it 
would have allowed clerks 
greater flexibility and the ability to 
save the county and state costs if 
they deemed current restrictions 
inefficient, but the bill was not 
heard.  
 

 
Note: Number is an estimate. LFC added the 
number of early voting and election day 
locations.  

Source: LFC analysis of SOS data 
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deliverables for BODs can include daily reports, SOS data only included a 
total number of early voters per site, though it was not clear whether this 
was kept or analyzed per day. Overall expenses for poll workers are 
included by counties within their invoices and requests for reimbursement, 
but site-based poll worker information, such as how many poll workers are 
employed at each VCC, is not collected or analyzed for each county.  
 
SOS only had complete expenditure data for one election since 2019; 
however, a centralized database could help SOS organize and store 
these files. Understanding past costs and invoicing patterns from counties 
may help SOS determine future invoice amounts and increase transparency. 
When LFC staff asked for files older than two years, SOS could not provide 
the complete request. When data is available, counties provide it to SOS in 
variable ways (see Appendix H). Using a database accessible to both 
counties and SOS could help store this information more permanently and 
in a more consistent format as well as increase efficiency in accessing these 
data.  
 
Some states, such as Colorado, have central repositories for election 
administration data. The importance of ensuring transparency of election 
administration has increased in recent years. To help with transparency, 
some states provide dashboards of election information, including data 
regarding voter registration, election results, and, in some cases, election 
costs. Colorado’s dashboard was nominated for an award from the National 
Association of Secretaries of State. The Accountability in Colorado 
Elections (ACE) dashboard provides a single platform for elections-related 
information, including voter registration, election costs data, and county 
performance information. Building a tool like this for New Mexico could 
help increase accountability at the state and county level, as well as provide 
information for voters and analysts interested in understanding cost and 
voting trends. 
 
The 2025 General Appropriation Act includes $1 million for SOS to 
purchase and administer an election management solution. The goal 
of this system is to standardize data across counties and to ensure a 
consistent submission process of county information to SOS. SOS did not 
specifically include election costs as part of this system. Including election 
costs could help increase efficiencies and remove inconsistencies among 
counties. SOS asked for $1.9 million for the project and received half; the 
agency has indicated they will request more and that the system may not be 
viable and ready for the 2026 general election. The project received a 25 
out of 36 risk score by SOS in an October 2024 Business Case Presentation, 
indicating medium risk.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 13. Election 
Expenditure Data Not 

Provided by SOS 
Election # Counties 

with 
Expenditure 
Data Missing 

2019 RLE 18/33 
2020 PE 2/33 
2020 GE 6/33 
2021 RLE 15/33 
2022 PE 33/33 
2022 GE 0/33 
2023 RLE 5/33  
2024 PE 3/33  
2024 GE NA 
Note: the 2024 general election 
expenditure data is still being 
reconciled. 

 Source: LFC analysis of SOS 
data 
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New Mexico, like most states, does not collect 
quality metrics regarding election administration.  
 
According to the director of MIT’s election lab, no state has comprehensive 
performance metrics to assess election administration quality. In New 
Mexico, Bernalillo County and possibly other counties report some election 
metrics to their county commission, but this practice is not widespread.  
 
National groups measure state election administration quality using several 
different metrics. MIT election lab, Pew’s Election Integrity Project, and 
local New Mexico political science researchers use different metrics to 
determine election quality. These metrics look at the voter experience, vote 
counting, and the auditing process. According to the MIT election lab 
metrics, New Mexico had the highest rated elections in the country for 2022 
(the most recent available data). However, this data is not disaggregated or 
reported by county. The state may want metrics at the county level to 
determine which counties may need additional support or oversight. 
Furthermore, when examining the similar metrics across these 
organizations, many may be reflective of other extrinsic or environmental 
factors rather than just the election itself, such as voter participation and 
turnout. Metrics under election administrator control, such as voter 
information lookup tools, may be more valuable to assess quality.  
 
Nationally, no state has county-level performance metrics to measure 
the quality of election administration, but other states have tracked 
election spending as well as election administration through 
centralized databases. According to the director of MIT’s election lab, no 
state has comprehensive performance metrics to assess election 
administration quality. In New Mexico, at least Bernalillo County reports 
some election metrics to their county commission, but this practice is not 
widespread. Other states, including Colorado and Wisconsin, collect 
election metrics. In 2016, Colorado was a finalist for a national award 
regarding its election database, which provides a single platform to examine 
election-related information, including costs, voter registration, and county 
performance information.  
 
New Mexico does not collect performance metrics for individual 
counties, leading to uncertainty over which counties need additional 
support. SOS tracks election administration broadly, with only a few of its 
performance metrics related to election administration. Additional metrics 
could be added, especially at the county level, that would better provide 
context regarding election administration quality. SOS may want to collect 
countywide data to understand how election quality varies, to likely help 
the state determine where additional resources are needed.  
 
 
 
 

Figure 7. Various Election 
Administration Quality 

Metrics 

 
Note: Highlighted items are unique 
metrics not included by the other 
organization.  

Source: MIT, Pew, Atkeson 

New Mexico had the highest 
rated elections nationally for 
2022 (the most recent 
available data) 
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Recommendations 
 
The Secretary of State should: 

• Negotiate contract prices using the best and final offer to ensure the 
state receives the lowest price for vendor services; 

• Work to increase vendor interest in the competitive bid process in 
New Mexico, including broadening RFP criteria, actively soliciting 
bids from vendors, and determining why solicited vendors do not 
bid; 

• Create county or regional contingency pools of election supplies; 
• Work with counties to reduce the number of voting convenience 

centers (VCCs) to get closer to the 10-precincts-per-VCC standard 
in statute and prioritize funding to meet statutory minimums for 
precincts per VCC. However, counties may establish additional 
VCCs at their discretion, but the state should not be obligated to 
fund those that exceed the statutory standard; and 

• Work with counties to determine the appropriate number of poll 
workers per VCC. However, counties may employ additional poll 
workers at their discretion, but the state should not be obligated to 
fund those above statutory minimums.  

• Work with counties to reduce the number of voting convenience 
centers (VCCs) to get closer to the 10-precincts-per-VCC standard 
in statute and prioritize funding to meet statutory minimums for 
precincts per VCC; 

• Work with counties to determine the appropriate number of poll 
workers per VCC; 

• Create a central repository for election administration and county 
expenditure data; and  

• Collect election administration data at the county level to better 
assess where technical assistance is needed, potentially through the 
Accountability in Government Act performance measure process 
where data is shared with the Legislature and the Department of 
Finance and Administration. 
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Agency Response 
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Appendix A. Evaluation Scope and Methodology 
 
Evaluation Objectives 

• Evaluating revenue and cost trends for election administration; and 
• Determining the effect of recent election legislation, including changes in cost, accountability, and 

quality.  
 
Scope and Methodology 

• Reviewed academic studies, policy research, and election administration data regarding state and 
county election costs and election administration structures. 

• Analyzed county election administration data from the secretary of state; and  
• Met with multiple county clerks, toured two election warehouses, and surveyed county clerks 

regarding election administration, costs, and state reimbursement processes.  
 
Evaluation Team 
Drew Weaver, Program Evaluator, Project Lead 
Dr. Sarah Dinces, Principal Program Evaluator 
 
Authority for Evaluation  
LFC is authorized under the provisions of Section 2-5-3 NMSA 1978 to examine laws governing the 
finances and operations of departments, agencies, and institutions of New Mexico and all of its political 
subdivisions; the effects of laws on the proper functioning of these governmental units; and the policies and 
costs. LFC is also authorized to make recommendations for change to the Legislature. In furtherance of its 
statutory responsibility, LFC may conduct inquiries into specific transactions affecting the operating 
policies and cost of governmental units and their compliance with state laws. 
 
Exit Conferences  
The contents of this report were discussed with Magie Toulouse Oliver, Secretary of State; Sharon Pino, 
Deputy Secretary of State; Mandy Vigil, Director of the Bureau of Elections; and Justin O’Shea, Chief 
Financial Officer of the Secretary of State, on June 5, 2025.  
 
Report Distribution  
This report is intended for the information of the Office of the Governor, Department of Finance and 
Administration, Office of the State Auditor, and the Legislative Finance Committee. This restriction is not 
intended to limit distribution of this report, which is a matter of public record. 
 
  
 
 
Rachel Mercer-Garcia, CFE 
Deputy Director for Program Evaluation 
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Appendix B. Select Statutory Language on 
Election Cost Obligations  
 

NMSA Chapter 1 Article 2: Election Officers and Boards 

1.2.12.D 
The county clerk may appoint election clerks to an election board as necessary to assist the 
presiding judge and election judges if the county clerk determines that additional election board 
members are needed. 

1.2.12.E County clerk employees may be assigned by the county clerk to provide support to an election 
board or polling location 

1-2-16.A (For election day voting) Members of an election board and messengers shall be compensated for 
their services at an hourly rate set by the secretary of state… 

1-2-16.B (For early voting) Members of an election board and messengers assigned to alternate voting… may 
be compensated at an hourly rate set by the county clerk. 

1-2-16.C Compensation shall be paid within thirty days following the date of election.  

1-2-16.D 

…election board members and messengers are designated as seasonal employees.  
 
N.B. NMSA 10-11-3.B: The following employees and elected officials are excluded from 
membership in the association [Public Employees Retirement Act]… employees designated by the 
affiliated public employer as seasonal 

NMSA Chapter 1 Article 9: Voting Systems 

1-9-6.B 

The secretary of state shall provide to the county clerk of each county at least one optical scan 
tabulator for use in each polling station for use in each polling location in the general and primary 
elections. At the request of a county clerk, the secretary of state shall provide additional optical 
scan tabulators… 

1-9-6.C 

The secretary of state shall provide to the county clerk a sufficient number of check-in stations for 
use in each polling location… 

• Provided that no polling location shall be provided fewer than two check-in stations 
• Develop a formula so that a check-in station is in use no more than seventy-five percent 

of the time 

1-9-6.D The county clerk shall ensure that an adequate number of voting booths are provided to ensure that 
voters in each polling location may cast their ballots in secret 

1-9-7.A The secretary of state shall provide to the county clerk of each county a sufficient number of voting 
systems as required by the Election Code for the conduct of primary and general elections 

1-9-7.B&C 

When authorized by the state board of finance, the board of county commissioners may acquire 
new or previously owned voting systems… The board of county commissioners of each county may 
make application to the state board of finance for any additional voting systems…They shall be 
purchased by the state board of finance.  

1-9-7.6 

Voting systems shall be held in the custody of the county that uses the voting systems… pursuant 
to specifications promulgated by the secretary of state.  
 
The secretary if state may pay from the voting system revolving fund the costs of all hardware, 
software, firmware, maintenance and support for voting systems… 

1-9-17 The state board of finance shall execute a lease-purchase contract with the county for purchase of 
additional voting systems and the necessary support equipment 

Source: NMSA 
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Appendix C. Voter Turnout by County 

  

Voting Statistics by County, 2024 Primary and General Elections 
County Registered 

Voters 
PE 

Absentee 
PE 

Early 
PE 

Election 
Day 

PE Total 
Votes 

GE 
Absentee GE Early 

GE 
Election 

Day 

GE 
Total 
Votes 

Bernalillo 452,346 14,000 29,404 30,195 73,599 49,013 198,037 65,776 312,826 

Catron 3,267 142 200 404 746 409 1,035 922 2,366 

Chaves 36,393 384 2,867 3,521 6,772 1,417 14,080 6,774 22,271 

Cibola 15,643 233 1,161 1,960 3,354 657 4,110 4,250 9,017 

Colfax 8,805 231 309 1,006 1,546 743 2,204 2,905 5,852 

Curry 27,306 279 913 1,586 2,778 1,233 9,052 5,002 15,287 
De Baca 1,271 36 73 183 292 104 444 334 882 
Dona Ana 141,166 2,376 5,501 6,896 14,773 10,547 48,865 26,398 85,810 

Eddy 37,083 410 2,926 3,683 7,019 1,437 14,724 7,379 23,540 

Grant 21,135 715 1,811 1,853 4,379 2,168 9,108 3,045 14,321 

Guadalupe 3,255 179 352 478 1,009 309 845 799 1,953 

Harding 591 52 78 116 246 103 147 184 434 

Hidalgo 2,836 184 198 421 803 305 656 912 1,873 

Lea 38,723 306 2,254 2,984 5,544 1,082 12,952 7,249 21,283 

Lincoln 15,008 494 1,030 2,095 3,619 1,308 6,140 2,763 10,211 

Los Alamos 16,364 280 1,507 999 2,786 1,448 8,248 2,627 12,323 

Luna 14,054 244 870 822 1,936 871 4,853 2,386 8,110 

McKinley 47,425 193 2,200 5,840 8,233 895 10,036 15,051 25,982 

Mora 3,790 73 241 649 963 197 1,028 1,289 2,514 

Otero 40,241 567 2,409 2,809 5,785 2,840 14,455 7,054 24,349 

Quay 5,656 103 385 670 1,158 342 1,914 1,478 3,734 

Rio Arriba 26,135 345 1,627 3,610 5,582 1,314 7,074 7,678 16,066 

Roosevelt 11,722 105 767 1,240 2,112 428 3,902 2,336 6,666 

San Juan 80,026 976 3,962 6,025 10,963 3,327 31,515 18,235 53,077 

San Miguel 19,233 570 1,811 2,911 5,292 1,432 5,068 4,676 11,176 

Sandoval 113,071 2,738 7,096 7,375 17,209 11,185 51,965 16,788 79,938 

Santa Fe 115,029 4,559 9,340 11,682 25,581 13,605 52,088 18,437 84,130 

Sierra 8,757 239 634 759 1,632 772 3,402 1,804 5,978 

Socorro 11,324 251 665 1,092 2,008 830 3,602 2,874 7,306 

Taos 26,168 471 1,697 1,981 4,149 1,870 10,170 4,669 16,709 

Torrance 10,677 282 536 1,111 1,929 829 3,886 2,509 7,224 

Union 2,552 56 141 312 509 146 796 731 1,673 

Valencia 49,229 1,337 2,811 3,493 7,641 4,535 20,021 8,853 33,409 

Total 1,406,281 33,410 87,776 110,761 231,947 117,701 556,422 254,167 928,290 
Note: Registered voters taken from November post general election; approximately 63,053 more than June 

Source: SOS 
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Appendix D. Voting Modality Preference by State, 
2024 General Election  
 

  

 
Note: New Mexico circled in red 

Source: MIT and Charles Stewart III 
 

More election 
day voting

More early voting

More mail voting
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Appendix E. CISA Services Used by SOS and 
Counties 
 

Service description   Frequency of 
use / receipt   

Estimated cost 
to replace 
service for SOS   

Estimated county costs   

Cybersecurity Risk and 
Vulnerability Assessments – 
Onsite Architectural Review.   

Every three or 
so years   

$40,000 - 
$90,000 per 
assessment + 
travel depending 
on the complexity 
of the 
assessment   

1.3M   
  
Planned on requesting CISA 
to provide service to all 33 
counties over the next 
couple of years.   

Physical security 
assessments   

Every three or 
so years   

$25,000 per 
assessment   

825K   
  
Planned on requesting CISA 
provide this service to all 33 
counties over the next 
couple of years.   

Intrusion Detection and 
Alerting via the Albert System 
and a 24x7x265 Manned 
Security Operations Center 
(SOC)   

Continuous – 
24x7x265   

$40,000 annually 
with limited SOC 
services   

160K   
4 counties purchased Albert 
Sensors   

Advisory notifications for:   
Vulnerabilities discovered 
across many technology 
vendors and platforms   
Known Exploited 
Vulnerabilities (KEVs)   
end-of-life software that is no 
longer supported   
Cybersecurity Alerts & 
Advisories | CISA   

Weekly   $12,000 
annually   

108K   
  
9 counties reported they use 
CISA services   

Cybersecurity and Event 
Tabletop Exercises at the 
national, state, and local 
level   
CISA Tabletop Exercise 
Packages | CISA   
Tabletop the Vote | CISA   

Multiple times 
per year   

$15,000 per 
event   

90K   
  
33 counties were invited to 
the 5 regional events and 
the national event last year.   

Cybersecurity Hygiene Scans 
(external vulnerability scans of 
all election-related SOS 
systems present on the 
Internet)   
Cyber Hygiene Services | 
CISA   

Weekly   $25,000 
annually   

75K   
3 counties reported they use 
DHS (CISA) cyber hygiene 
scans   

Training support for SOS 
statewide and regional 
events   

Multiple times 
per year   

$7,500 per event   45K   
  
33 counties Attended the 
election school where CISA 
provided training and 
multiple training options 
online provided by CISA   

Cybersecurity Penetration 
Tests   
Risk and Vulnerability 
Assessments | CISA   

Annual   $30,000 per test + 
travel expenses   

  

DNS Scrubbing with light 
reporting   
Protective Domain Name 
System (DNS) Resolver | 
CISA   

Daily   $6,000 annually   DNS Scrubbing with light 
reporting   
Protective Domain Name 
System (DNS) Resolver | 
CISA   
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Endpoint Detection and 
Response with 24x7x265 
Manned SOC   

Daily, but 
limited 
deployment at 
the SOS   

$15,000 
annually   

Endpoint Detection and 
Response with 24x7x265 
Manned SOC   

Cyber Incident Response   
Cyber Incident Response | 
CISA   

As needed.   
In the past we 
reported about 
1 event/mo for 
notification/eval. 
More active 
during the 
election 
period.   

?   ?   
  
9 counties reported they use 
CISA services   

Source: SOS 
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Appendix F. Sample MOU with Appendix A Cost 
Eligibility Information to Counties 

 



 
Election Costs   
 
   

Page 8 
 
 

 



 
Election Costs   
 
   

Page 9 
 
 

 



 
Election Costs   
 
   

Page 10 
 
 

 



 
Election Costs   
 
   

Page 11 
 
 

 



 
Election Costs   
 
   

Page 12 
 
 

  



 
Election Costs   
 
   

Page 13 
 
 

 

Appendix G. DFA Authorization of SOS Spending 
of FY25 funds is FY24 
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Appendix H. Poll Worker Expenditure 
Information Provided in Different Ways Across 3 
Counties  
 

 

 

 
Source: SOS files provided to LFC 
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