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INTRODUCTION 

The State Board of Election Commissioners is tasked with performing an audit 

of the “voter registration data to ensure voter registration data is accurate and up to 

date.” A.C.A. § 7-4-121(c)(1).  The State Board must conduct this audit annually by 

December 31. Id. at (c)(2). This report presents the audit results and will be 

published on the State Board’s website.  Id. at (c)(3). 

METHODOLOGY 

 Auditors conducted this audit by reviewing the Arkansas Secretary of State’s 

(SOS) 2025 voter roll maintenance processes. It also reviewed the County Clerk’s use 

of the odd-year National Voter Registration Act (NVRA) procedures as detailed in 

Arkansas Const. Amend. 51.  

This review examined and sampled the SOS’s voter roll review and 

maintenance work.  Those procedures included the SOS’s use of federal information 

received through the Systematic Alien Verification for Entitlements (SAVE) program. 

For this portion of the review, the SOS and county officials are continuing 

investigations of alleged non-citizen registrations. As a result, these voters’ statuses 

have not been resolved. However, reviewers examined the PowerProfile records for 

each registrant identified as having voted in previous elections. Auditors expect the 

investigations and formal reviews of these registrant files.  

The review also examined the steps taken by the SOS through its use of 

Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) for data exchange with other states. This 

process identifies voters who may be registered in both Arkansas and another state. 

The Secretary’s office used name, date of birth, and the last four digits of the voter’s 

Social Security number as search parameters. Using these data points together 

significantly increases the likelihood of correct identification.  

Name and date of birth are a good starting point, but the last four digits of the 

Social Security number help limit false positives. As part of the review, Auditors 

reviewed those records that showed duplicate voting in the same election year. This 

review aimed to determine how many registrants may have voted in two states during 

one election cycle, based on records provided by SOS. The investigation and formal 

review of the entire list and each identified person is ongoing.  

The SOS also used a commercial vendor (Experian) to identify address 

discrepancies in voter records. For example, a voter may have a listed address in the 

voter record as one location, but commercial data may have that person residing 
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principally at another location. The review of this data drew a sample from those 

voters having out-of-state addresses that are neighboring states, such as Tennessee, 

Mississippi, Louisiana, Texas, Oklahoma, and Missouri.  

As to County Clerk and the NVRA process, this review examined the County 

Clerk’s utilization of the NVRA procedures for odd-year voter roll maintenance. This 

review relied on reports prepared and provided by SOS. The 2025 Odd-year Report 

(2025 OYR) is data regarding county level activities as reflected in the PowerProfile 

system. This data identifies registrants who are mentally incompetent (AMI), who 

have passed away (XDE), who were convicted of felonies (CON), who requested to be 

removed from the records by the voter themselves (RQV), or who have received notice 

of their failure to vote in two federal election cycles (IFC).   
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SAVE REPORT AND SAMPLED FINDINGS 

 SOS utilized its access to federal databases to process and review the State’s 

voter registration file to identify those registrants who may not have U.S. citizenship.  

This report initially identified several hundred registrants. Federal officials re-

examined these registrants, reducing the list to 234. Of these 234 registrants, the 

report indicates that 34 appear to have voted in Arkansas’s elections.   

Auditors reviewed these records and identified a couple of issues worthy of 

note.  Appropriate authorities are reviewing the records for additional investigation 

and appropriate action. Auditors identified a potential registration process weakness 

that may allow alleged non-citizens to register and vote. Auditors have not examined 

every registrant’s record, but did review the available PowerProfile records for each 

of the registrants with a history of voting.  

For example, Auditors noted that for one Registrant from Cleburne County, 

the voter registration application was scanned into PowerProfile and thus available 

for review by Auditors. The application clearly indicated that the voter was not a U.S. 

Citizen.  See Image 1 below.  

 

Image 1. Snippet of Voter Registration Application.  

County Officials submitted a letter to this Registrant on November 25, 2025.  

This letter, reflected below in Image 2, identified the citizenship issue to the Voter.  
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Image 2. Snippet of the Citizenship letter to the Registrant.  

The Registrant provided a written response that was scanned into 

PowerProfile on December 4, 2025. See Image 3 below. 

 

Image 3. Snippet of Letter from Registrant to Clerk regarding voting status.  
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Amendment 51 § 9(a)(4) requires that registrants applying to register to vote 

in Arkansas must be “citizens of the United States.” This registrant stated that he 

had a green card and believed he could vote in local races but not federal elections. 

However, this is not true.  A green card holder is not a U.S. citizen and is ineligible 

to register and vote in Arkansas under Amendment 51.  

Like Image 1 above, other registrants have submitted registration forms that 

clearly indicate the voter is not a citizen.  See Image 4 below.  

Image 4. Snippet of another registrant’s application where the registrant 

marked NO on the citizenship question. 

Auditors noted that each of these two registrants marked that they were not 

United States citizens. However, their applications were processed, and the 

registrants were registered to vote. Image 1 registrant above voted in 2020, 2022, and 

2024. The records show that he has voted in both the preferential primaries and 

general elections.  Therefore, he voted in federal elections because each of those 

elections included federal candidates.  

Auditors noted in other registrants’ files that voter registration applications 

are scanned in wherein the registrant marks that he or she is a United States citizen.   

For example, see Image 5 below.  
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Image 5. Snippet of an application wherein alleged non-citizen indicated he 

or she was a citizen.  

 Some registrants’ records have already been modified to reflect their change in 

status from registered to not registered because of the lack of citizenship. These 

registrants’ statuses are changed to NUC which means “Not US Citizen.”  That status 

results in the registrant’s record becoming “Removable.”  A Removable status means 

the person is ineligible to vote until they reapply or correct the registration issue. See 

Image 6 below for an example. 

Image 6. Snippet of Registration record in PowerProfile with R status. 

 This audit identifies this application discrepancy as a potential weakness in 

Arkansas’s registration system. Auditors identified several that should not have been 

registered based on the review of these alleged non-citizens voting records and 

reviewing the limited number of records that have saved the voter registration 

application in PowerProfile. 

This issue is raised because the system relies on the registrant following the 

instruction indicating that if they mark “No in response to either questions A or B” 

they are not to complete the form. However, if they do so and submit it, then it relies 

on the observation of a Clerk or deputy clerk to “catch” the selection and deny the 

application. If the “catch” is missed, the person is registered and eligible to vote in all 

Arkansas elections.  

Without regular comparison of voter registration records with federal 

databases, registrars are reliant solely on the applicant’s affirmation of citizenship. 

Auditors have not identified a systematic fix beyond the current case-by-case review. 

Furthermore, Auditors are unaware of any systematic review of applications after 
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their initial review and acceptance or rejection.  These two issues could use additional 

policy and practice guidance.  

The use of the federal database comparison by the SOS is a much needed 

additional step in furthering the accuracy and completeness of Arkansas Voter 

Registration data. Through regular and systematic use of this available data, 

instances of non-citizens registering to vote and subsequently voting will be greatly 

reduced and potentially eliminated.  The SOS’s work in this regard and its use of 

available data is a much needed step to further ensure the voter records are accurate 

and up to date.  
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DUPLICATE REGISTRATIONS IN ARKANSAS AND 

OTHER STATES 

 The SOS has entered several Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) to share 

voter registration data with other states. The purpose of this data sharing is to 

identify potentially dually registered voters. When reviewing these reports, the SOS’s 

office used name, date of birth, and the last four digits of the voter’s Social Security 

number, which significantly increases the likelihood of correctly identifying 

potentially dually registered voters. 

 SOS has prepared a draft notice to affected voters regarding potential dual 

registration. At the time of this review, the SOS was awaiting responses from 

additional states before sending the notice to affected voters. Once finalized, the 

notice will provide voters with an opportunity to respond before any further action is 

taken. 

 This review focused on the Arkansas–Alabama data comparison. The SOS’s 

report identified potentially 270 dually registered voters. One registrant of interest 

registered in Alabama close to the registration deadline and voted in Alabama’s 

March 5, 2024 election. Alabama generally requires registration in advance of 

Election Day, and the voter information packet notes that registration must be 

completed prior to the 14 days before an election (with related timing guidance stated 

as up to fifteen (15) days before an election). See Image 7 below. 

 

Image 7. Snippet of Alabama Voter information packet advising registration 

must be made prior to the 14 days before an election.  

 One registrant’s timeline illustrates how late registrations can reduce the 

practical time available to identify a potential dual registration before an election. 
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The registrant’s Alabama registration and voting activity appear consistently with 

the timing guidance included in the Alabama voter information packet. See Image 8 

below. 

Image 8. Snippet of Alabama Voter information page advising voters of the 

deadlines to register for the March election. Document available at: 

https://www.sos.alabama.gov/sites/default/files/2024%20Voter%20Guide.pdf. 

 The same registrant later registered in Arkansas with an application 

completed on October 4, 2024, and processed in PowerProfile on October 10, 2024. 

The registrant then voted in the November 5, 2024 election. The registration timing 

indicates the application was completed near the deadline for the November election. 

This registration is lawful, as it meets the Arkansas deadline.  See Image 9 below.  

 

Image 9. Snippet of the 2024 Election Calendar provided by the Arkansas 

Secretary of State. 

 Registering near a deadline is not improper or illegal. However, late 

registrations can limit the time available to confirm whether a registrant is also 

registered in another state, to transmit information to the other state as applicable, 

and to determine whether removal from prior state records occurred. In addition, 

when identifying information is incomplete or differs across records, it may be 

difficult to confirm whether the Arkansas and Alabama records reflect the same 

individual.  



 

12 | P a g e  

 

See Image 10 below. This is assuming that this is the same registrant in both 

Arkansas and Alabama.  

Image 10. Snippet of the registrant’s application with no prior registration 

information provided.  

 Another registrant of interest is one who registered in Alabama in 2015, then 

Arkansas in 2021. This registrant voted in Arkansas March of 2024, and Alabama 

November 2024. This record, assuming it is the same person, shows that they 

maintained registration in both states and voted in both states during the 2024 cycle.   

 There is no evidence at this point that he or she voted in both states in both 

March and November. This registrant, however, is an example of one that requires 

additional review of all records. PowerProfile indicates this registrant voted in-person 

in May of 2022, November 2022, and March 2024.  See Image 11 below.  

Image 11. Snippet of registrant’s voting history as recorded in PowerProfile.  
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 Even registrants who register through the Department of Motor Vehicles 

(DMV) are to answer whether the applicant claims the right to vote elsewhere.  See 

Image 12 below for an example of a DMV electronic submission. 

Image 12. Snippet of allegedly dual registered DMV submission showing no 

prior registration elsewhere. 

 However, some registrants have been marked as Removable from Arkansas’s 

records.  As shown below, an address confirmation card submitted to the registrant 

is returned wherein the registrant confirms his or her permanent address as out-of-

state.  See Image 13 below. 

Image 13. Snippet of correspondence confirming out-of-state permanent 

residence and subsequent classification as Removable in PowerProfile. 

 Similarly, some registrants complete the prior address section correctly.  

However, it is unclear when that occurs what communication is made with the other 

state. For example, the below registrant was first registered in Arkansas in 2006. He 
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was then registered in Alabama in 2016. He then re-registered in Arkansas in 2022, 

completing a new registration form. However, this registrant included that he was 

previously registered in another location with an address in Alabama. See Image 14 

below.  

Image 14. Snippet of registrant application with prior address in another 

state.  

 It appears that this applicant completed the application properly, but it is 

unclear how or by whom the new registration is communicated with Alabama 

officials. Without access to Alabama’s records, it is unclear if this registrant’s status 

is whether he or she is eligible to vote in Alabama or whether he or she has been 

removed from their registration records.  

 In summary, the data comparison between Arkansas and Alabama identified 

approximately 270 allegedly dually registered voters.  One of the potential issues 

regards registrants who register in different States near the deadline for registration 

for an upcoming election.  The challenge with this is two-fold.  

First, there is insufficient time to have the voter removed from the other State’s 

voter rolls, assuming the voter identifies the previously registered State. Second, if 

the voter does not identify the previously registered State, there is insufficient time 

to check the registration against other State’s records.   

As demonstrated above, the registrant registered near the Alabama deadline, 

which by all evidence was her first registration as a voter.  However, assuming it is 

the same person, she then registered in Arkansas just before the Arkansas deadline.  

She did not indicate on her registration in Arkansas that she was actively registered 

in Alabama.  Thus, at the time she cast her vote in Arkansas she was registered in 

both Arkansas and Alabama.  There is no evidence in the record that she voted in 

both states during the same election, but she appears eligible to do so.   



 

15 | P a g e  

 

Another issue identified with this review is the lack of enforceability for a 

registrant who does not complete the registration information indicating they are 

registered in another state. As evidenced above, again assuming it is the same person, 

when registering in Arkansas auditors are unaware of enforcement actions against 

registrants for failing to identify that the registrant is previously registered in 

another state. Arguably, the registrant could be pursued criminally for false 

swearing. However, that would require identification of the issue, a criminal 

investigation, and prosecution.  This is an area of law that could use review and 

potential additional legislation.  

When a registrant identifies another state with a previous registration, it is 

unclear to auditors how the new registration information is provided to the previous 

state by the county clerks.  The SOS, when the application is processed through their 

offices, notifies the other state.  

When an application is submitted directly to the County Clerk, then the Clerk 

should notify the prior state. From the available records it is unclear if that is 

occurring consistently. For an example of this issue, the registrant identified above 

who indicated his prior Alabama registration appears to remain registered in 

Alabama after being re-registered in Arkansas.  This is an area that could use review 

and potential additional rules and legislation.  

SOS has entered these MOUs with other states for the purpose of identifying 

potentially dually registered voters. Through this identification, voter rolls in both 

States can be corrected and modified to be a better representation of the registrants’ 

voting status in each state.  This type of correction opportunity provides clarity for 

the voters and their status as registrants. This type of voter record maintenance 

further ensures the voter records are accurate and up to date. 
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ARKANSAS SECRETARY OF STATE’S UTILIZATION 

OF COMMERCIALLY AVAILABLE ADDRESS DATA 

 The SOS also used a commercial vendor to verify the best possible addresses 

for Arkansas voters. This vendor, Experian, provides address comparison between 

supplied voter registration records and their own commercially utilized addresses for 

those voters. This process allows the SOS to process the state database against 

Experian’s address database.  

This identifies voters who have a registered address at one location in 

Arkansas, but who have a different primary residence in Experian’s database. These 

differences allow officials to mail a notice of the potential discrepancy to the 

registrant. This mailing allows the voter to either confirm their registration address 

as their domicile for voting purposes, or allows them to update their registration to 

the different address.  

This mailing, as part of Amendment 51 voter record maintenance, ensures 

proper registration and ease of voting for registrants.  By addressing these potential 

address discrepancies as a regular part of record maintenance it prevents voters from 

having to complete new voter registration forms in the poll.  This then streamlines 

their voting experience and addresses any problems before voting occurs.  

 For this review, auditors sampled three registrants from each surrounding 

state. The record contained just over 1,300 records. Auditors selected three sets of 

registrants who have Experian addresses outside of Arkansas. As demonstrated 

below, these registrants were selected by starting at the row 1 of the record, or the 

first entry on the report and moving down through the list until a registrant from 

each State touching Arkansas was identified.  Auditors then reviewed each 

registrant’s PowerProfile record. This process was repeated until three registrants 

from each surrounding state were identified for review.  

  Auditors used a structured sampling approach to select the three registrants 

per neighboring state. The first qualifying record appeared in row 17 and was from 

Mississippi. This downward review through the file continued until the next 

neighboring state record was located.  Row 21 and the state of Texas.  This process 

continued until 18 records were identified.  Three from each state, Mississippi, 

Louisiana, Texas, Oklahoma, Missouri, and Tennessee.  The rows used from the 

provided dataset included rows 17, 21, 33, 91, 107, 195, 197, 199, 216, 222, 249, 273, 

275, 277, 280, 405, 644, and 986. 
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For each of these records, Auditors reviewed the available PowerProfile record 

to determine if any of the registrants have updated their information. It should be 

noted that the mailer to these registrants was mailed in the middle of November.  

Because of that, the registrant may not have had sufficient time to respond to the 

mailer.  As a result, the relevant Clerks may not have received a response from the 

registrant.  

From this review, Auditors determined that 16 of the 18 records listed the 

registrant as an active Arkansas voter.  One record listed the registrant as Inactive.  

Lastly, one record reflected the registrant as Removable, as the registrant had not 

responded to the NVRA process and was removed.  No records reflected updates from 

the SOS mailer as of the date of this selection and review.  

SOS’s use of this data to identify potential registrants who have moved out of 

Arkansas is a good tool to assist in the maintenance of voting records.  Similarly, 

mailing a letter and voter registration application to all registrants identified on the 

record is a convenient way for the voter to update his or her record.   

This is the first year that the Secretary’s office has engaged in this type of 

commercial record utilization. Auditors recommend the SOS consider standardizing 

this process and scheduling it to regularly once or twice each year.  Because 

commercial data is more current, using it can help maintain accurate statewide voter 

records.  
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COUNTY CLERK’S USE OF THE ODD-YEAR NATIONAL 

VOTER REGISTRATION ACT MAINTENANCE 

PROVISIONS 

 SOS provided Auditors with a PowerProfile report that includes all registrants 

whose status changed to Removable during 2025. The report pulls data from 

PowerProfile that includes all registrations that were marked Removable because of:  

1. AMI – adjudged mentally incompetent;  

2. XDE – death of the registrant;  

3. CON – felony conviction;  

4. RQV – request of the voter; and  

5. IFC – notice of non-activity for two federal election cycles.  

Auditors prepared a summary statement of the report and has produced it below as 

Image 15.  

County Name Record 

Number 

AMI CON IFC RQV XDE 

Arkansas 1269 1 11 1192 3 28 

Ashley 157 0 1 120 0 36 

Baxter 1355 1 12 897 1 444 

Benton 11034 3 39 9743 14 1235 

Boone 867 0 18 699 0 150 

Bradley 434 0 5 320 6 76 

Calhoun 215 0 0 159 0 52 

Carroll 800 0 5 598 4 193 

Chicot 365 0 2 300 0 63 

Clark 127 0 15 0 2 110 

Clay 397 0 5 358 1 33 

Cleburne 1235 0 22 844 0 303 

Cleveland 589 0 2 472 1 79 

Columbia 549 0 19 453 1 76 

Conway 241 0 16 0 7 154 

Craighead 1167 0 28 965 0 174 

Crawford 2627 0 5 2354 11 257 

Crittenden  94 0 17 1 1 75 

Cross 98 0 0 83 1 14 

Dallas 22 0 1 1 0 20 

Desha 533 0 5 470 0 58 

Drew 972 3 13 892 0 64 

Faulkner 2951 0 89 2246 8 608 
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Franklin 137 0 5 96 0 36 

Fulton 247 0 3 191 1 52 

Garland 1003 2 21 0 1 860 

Grant 353 0 13 295 1 44 

Greene 2524 4 36 1895 1 444 

Hempstead 85 0 9 0 1 75 

Hot Spring 770 0 15 545 0 210 

Howard 158 0 3 133 0 22 

Independence 1355 0 26 907 2 323 

Izard 1006 0 2 957 0 47 

Jackson 512 0 1 403 0 99 

Jefferson 486 0 13 0 3 322 

Johnson 77 0 20 0 1 41 

Lafayette 117 0 3 0 0 75 

Lawrence 181 0 17 109 0 55 

Lee 352 0 4 298 0 44 

Lincoln 290 0 0 259 2 23 

Little River 321 0 4 200 0 117 

Logan 1311 0 8 1216 6 81 

Lonoke 7593 0 62 6959 0 435 

Madison 650 0 5 603 1 41 

Marion 519 0 8 437 5 69 

Miller 313 0 42 46 4 221 

Mississippi 1835 0 12 1615 2 172 

Monroe 32 0 2 0 0 30 

Montgomery 169 0 1 140 0 28 

Nevada 838 0 5 759 0 74 

Newton 45 0 1 0 0 44 

Ouachita 22 0 0 0 0 22 

Perry 38 0 2 33 0 3 

Phillips 1103 0 4 884 0 200 

Pike 610 0 1 468 2 99 

Poinsett 1233 0 14 1087 0 132 

Polk 334 0 7 251 0 76 

Pope 2280 0 27 1794 2 396 

Prairie 43 0 3 0 1 35 

Pulaski 9470 0 64 7862 18 1526 

Randolph 324 0 3 239 1 81 

St. Francis 1039 0 8 958 1 38 

Saline 595 0 80 100 1 414 

Scott 185 0 2 91 1 91 

Searcy 18 0 1 0 0 17 

Sebastian 5994 0 98 5107 6 593 
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Sevier 194 0 8 80 7 76 

Sharp 725 0 5 604 2 114 

Stone 107 0 1 0 0 106 

Union 3518 0 26 3250 0 242 

Van Buren 1285 0 8 1023 2 151 

Washington 5112 0 88 4664 11 349 

White 156 0 20 2 7 127 

Woodruff 29 0 0 1 0 28 

Yell 665 0 2 533 0 79 

Totals* 86456 14 1143 70261 154 13381 

Image 15. A summary of the removed files reported by SOS. The totals of all 

registrants affected varies slightly, some counties included additional 

categories of voters in their report but are not reflected in this review.  The 

total number of registrants affected by the categories identified in this table 

is 84,953. 

 The above records demonstrate that the odd year process is being performed.  

Crittenden County showed only a total of 94 entries. Auditors pointed this out, noting 

that in 2023, Crittenden County had over 6,000 entries.  This discrepancy was 

discussed with SOS.  SOS officials indicated that Crittenden County performed its 

odd year processes but was not being properly reflected in the searches performed by 

SOS.  SOS officials also indicated that Crittenden County officials were aware of the 

underreporting and were working within the County and with the vendor to remedy 

the underreporting.  Auditors did not examine each county or compare its 2025 

results with previous 2023 results.  However, Auditors would note that with this 

report as a base line, these numbers can be compared in future reports and audits.  

Doing this type of re-occurring review can identify discrepancies in reporting or 

discrepancies in counties who may not be performing all necessary aspects of the odd 

year voter record maintenance.  

 Auditors note, however, that records from each county demonstrate that 

registrant entries are being updated and tracked in the system. This regular and 

ongoing maintenance ensures voter records are as accurate as possible each odd year.   

Furthermore, the post-card mailing process assists voters in updating their 

records to limit disruptions to voting.  By continually updating voter registration 

records and registrants’ addresses, voters have a smoother voting experience.  

By continually monitoring the number of registrants affected by the odd year 

maintenance, trend lines can be established. Using trend lines identifies divergent 

data that can be identified and explored.  If divergent data is identified, it can then 

be explored to determine the cause or reason for the divergence.  
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This type of continued future monitoring by the SBEC through this audit 

provides a way to identify and assist counties with their record maintenance.  It also 

allows the SOS to identify counties that may need additional training or assistance 

in processing their maintenance procedures and processes. With the potential 

changes in elected county clerks, monitoring trend lines help ensure each clerk’s office 

continues its record maintenance responsibilities across years.  Through this annual 

monitoring and trend line development, counties are assisted in ensuring their 

maintenance is performed in a consistent manner.   
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CONCLUSION 

 Auditors found that the Secretary of State took meaningful steps in 2025 to 

strengthen voter roll maintenance. The SOS’s use of federal data through the SAVE 

program, interstate data exchanges (MOUs) to identify potential dual registrations, 

and commercially available address data provide additional tools to identify and 

resolve potential inaccuracies when paired with consistent follow-up and 

documentation. 

 County clerks continued use of the NVRA odd-year mailing process remains 

an essential component of maintaining accurate voter registration records. This audit 

also identified an area where additional procedural clarity would be beneficial: when 

a registration is received at the county level and the applicant indicates a prior out-

of-state registration, expectations for notifying the prior state should be clearly 

defined and applied consistently. Annual publication of this report establishes a 

baseline for monitoring trends and anomalies—such as the 2025 Crittenden County 

reporting issue—which can be tracked in future audits. 
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