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Deborah Seiler convened the meeting at 9 a.m.  Introductions were made.

Minutes from July 14, 2009
Motion by Elma Rosas to approve July 14 minutes with corrections regarding typographical errors.  Jill LaVine seconds motion.  Motion carried.

Guest Presentation:  Gauttam Dutta (New America Foundation) – Ranked Choice Voting
Mr.  Dutta made a presentation in relation to AB 1121, Elections: Ranked Voting (Davis).  
Mr. Dutta described Ranked Choice Voting’s (RCV) general attributes as he saw them:
· Combats voter fatigue
· Addresses high costs of special elections

· Potentially addresses negative campaigns

Mr. Dutta generally described mechanics of RCV and listed some supporters of this system.  He then asked for questions/feedback.

Feedback related to:  Difficulty and costliness of educating voters regarding such a system; lack of certified voting equipment and the prospects for a diversity of vendor options in the future for such a system (concerns regarding a monopoly on system);  concerns of costs charged by vendors for the RCV function (appears to be in hundreds of thousands of dollars) and other costs; the fact that results are very preliminary on election night and that public should not be led to believe that results are “instant”; marketing by RCV advocates has sometimes been done to jurisdictions where it does not apply since they have no runoff elections; and at least one county which has used RCV is reconsidering its use.
Mr. Dutta responded – in part – by stating that the EAC logjam regarding voting system certification has been problematic and that there are instances of positive RCV experiences.

Mr. Dutta asked for neutrality on bill if unable to support.

SB 90 Activities:  Presented by Alice Jarboe
Ms. Jarboe described the ongoing process between her, DOF, CSAC, and Maximus to review the legislature’s directive to revise the way election mandates are claimed as well as reduce the cost of these claims.  (If this is resolved quickly, payments on some mandates may resume in October although this will be a difficult achievement.)

Ms. Jarboe sought feedback regarding a proposal that is on the table to convert the three existing claims with three existing test claims to “reasonable reimbursement methodology” (RRM) claims where there would be a reduction of additional costs to the state for processing and auditing claims and that the workload on the Commission on State Mandates could be reduced.  By this proposal, the claims would be simplified to one claim with six parts.   (Also, if there is an RRM there are not audits.)  The attendees indicated that they felt Ms. Jarboe and her group were on the right track.

Next meeting with DOF and CSAC will be August 31. 
Legislation

AB 30 (Price) – Elections: voter registration

Position:  No position

Discussion:  Letter from Mr. Price to Appropriations committee cited information from election staff from several counties (not necessarily department directors) that appeared to be out of context.  

CACEO should complete a cost estimate and clarify count position on bill vis a vis Mr. Price’s letter.

Janice Atkinson reviewed letter from the CACEO regarding concerns related to similar bill (AB 1819) including challenges to statewide database.

AB 436 (Saldana) – Elections: initiatives
Position:  No Position

Discussion:  This bill would require that fee for filing state initiative petition proposals gradually increase from $200 to $2000 by 2016.  This may prevent frivolous filing of petition proposals.  Some would like to see this proposal apply to local initiatives as well.
AB 753 (Adams) – Ballot titles and labels
Position:  No position

Discussion:  This bill would revise provisions relating to duties of the Attorney General and SOS regarding ballot measures and regulations/timelines related to proponent obligations. Latest amendments provide clarifying language.
AB 894 (Furutani) – Ballot measures: fiscal impact statements
Position:  No Position
Discussion:  This bill would require fiscal impact statements for state ballot measures that appear in titles and summaries be in bold face; would also require Legislative Analyst to prepare an estimated impact statement for any proposed measures that would result in increased costs to the state; would also require Legislative Analyst to use a uniform estimate for any increase or decrease in revenue attributed to a measure and that this be included below designation in ballot.
No concerns, no position.

AB 1096 (Galgiani) – Elections: precinct maps
Position:  No position
Discussion:  Bill would require election officials to prepare precinct maps in specific fashion for each election.  Latest amendments would require sub precinct information to be included if available.
AB 1121 (Davis) – Elections: ranked voting
Position:  Oppose
Discussion:  Would authorize the Secretary of State to approve not more than 12 cities and counties, in total, to conduct a local election using ranked voting if conditions are met.

Issues related to feedback given to Mr. Dutta re ranked voting were revisited.
Will send letter to author regarding opposition.
AB 1228 (Yamada) – Elections:  all-mailed ballot elections
Position:  No position.
Discussion:  This bill would allow a pilot program for Yolo and Santa Clara Counties such that any local election could be conducted entirely by mail.
Concern remains that although bill does limit elections conducted under the pilot program to dates other than a statewide primary or general election, the possibility for voter confusion remains, should the all mail election be held on a date on which other local elections have been called to be conducted at the polls, particularly in the event these jurisdictions should happen to overlap. (Question arose related to this subject:  Would election official be obliged to disallow an all mail ballot election if there were any overlapping districts that were not able to provide for all mail ballot voting on the same Election Day?) Letter has been written to author regarding this area of concern.
AB 1271 (Krekorian) – Elections: vote by mail ballots
Position: Support
Discussion:  This bill would, with specified exceptions, authorize any person to be designated in writing by the voter to receive, return or both receive and return the voter’s vote by mail ballot.
Bill is drawing some opposition over concerns related to voter fraud.

Continue to support.

AB 1326 (Huffman) – Voter registration:  action to compel registration
Position:  Support
Discussion:  This bill would authorize a qualified elector, or the county elections official on the elector’s behalf who claims to have completed an affidavit of registration and deposited that affidavit with a 3rd party with the intent that the party timely deliver the completed affidavit to the elections official to bring an action in the Superior Court to compel registration.  This is CACEO proposal 09-12.

Attendees did not object to latest amendments, i.e., continue to support.

AB 1340 (Lowenthal) – Absentee ballots
Position:  No position.
Discussion:  Latest amendment would give Special Absentee Voters 6 days after the election to return their ballot.  This is a bill sponsored by the SOS.
CACEO had previously taken an oppose position to this bill.  Various concerns continue to be voiced regarding this bill including one related to the Federal bill that is addressing this issue as well. Some attendees sought to support bill, however.

Motion to support by Candy Grubbs.  Jesse Durazo seconds motion.  Motion fails.

Motion to remove opposition by Barbara Dunmore.  Jill LaVine second motion.  Motion passes.
AB 1440 (Swanson) – Elections: provisional ballots
Position:  Support.

Discussion:  Discussion:  This bill would require a county elections official to issue a provisional ballot to specified persons responding to an emergency declared by the Governor.  It would require the elections official to transmit the ballot to the county where the voter is registered and would specify requirements for the ballot to be counted.

Latest amendments define emergency workers who would be eligible to receive ballots under this bill.

A concern was raised regarding the ability to return ballots under this bill by 10th day after election vis a vis the 6 day return date in AB 1340.

Continue to support.  No further action.
SB 34 (Corbett) – Petitions: compensation for signatures
Position:  No Position.

Discussion:  This bill prescribes penalties for persons who pay or who receive money or any other thing of value based on the number of signatures obtained on a state or local initiative, referendum or recall petition.
SB 172 (Florez) –Voter registration

Position:  Oppose

Discussion:  This bill would propose that a voter’s registration may be cancelled who fails to respond to a confirmation mailing or an address verification mailing and who does not vote at any election between the date of the mailing and four presidential elections after the mailing.

Concerns were raised regarding technical challenges associated with the length of time (four presidential elections of non-voting) before cancellation.

Motion to oppose by Candy Grubbs.  Katherine Reedy seconds motion.  Motion carried.

SB 288 (Yee) – Elections: names of candidates
Position:  No position.

Discussion:  Author has addressed several CACEO concerns through amendments.
SB 541 (Pavley) – Elections: ballot cards and voting systems
Position:  No Position

Discussion:  This bill would change Elections Code provisions related to ballot card approval and manufacturing.  It also requires voting system vendors to disclose software faults/failures in applications for approval of voting systems and directs the SOS to submit a report regarding any failure to EAC, It also permits the SOS to seek relief regarding flaws or errors.  This is a bill sponsored by the SOS.
Part of this bill is related to “deck zero” issue that occurred in Humboldt County in 2008.

Concerns regarding this bill that have been raised by the Election Technology Council (ETC) were discussed.
Further Information

Bills chaptered this session:

AB 269

AB 306

AB 1337

AB 1490

Bill vetoed this session:

SB 387
Subcommittee Reports:
Voters With Specific Needs
All language glossaries have been completed and will be posted on CACEO website.  Congratulations to subcommittee for completing this task!
HAVA/Certification/Voting Systems:
Bruce McDannold, Mary Winkley, Cathy Ingram-Kelly, Lowell Finely, Chris Reynolds, and Jana Lean of SOS gave status reports and addressed questions on the Voting/Registration Systems and other SOS activities (by phone).

· Bruce McDannold, Mary Winkley, Cathy Ingram-Kelly:
· Anticipate Special Project Report (SPR) and the Spending Plan to receive approval from the Executive Branch control agencies and the Legislature in the next few days; after that the Department of General Services (DGS) will perform its legal review of the contract (allotted up to 10 days); if there are no issues at DGS, then contract execution with Catalyst Consulting is anticipated soon thereafter.

· Regional Meetings have gone well; lots of good input (32 counties have attended so far)

· Last regional meeting (Mother Lode counties) is scheduled for Sacramento County Registrar of Voters office – Aug. 27 at 10 a.m.; makeup session at SOS office on Aug. 28th , 10 a.m., 2nd floor

· Possible next round of training sessions in September with county technical staff to get into more detail regarding implementation issues

· Discussion regarding reimbursement mechanisms for counties related to implementation costs such as staff training and network configuration:  the SOS has asked for such funding in its plan

· Discussion of felon list maintenance:  To comply with the State’s HAVA Interim Solution the SOS will again be sending counties potential match record regarding felon records.  (This process has been suspended for some time due to data quality issues.).  A CCROV will be sent regarding this topic in the near future.  Counties will have specific obligations to process data according to the CCROV.
· Lowell Finley:
· It appears that logjam regarding EAC testing has broken in that systems are emerging from test labs or progressing through them at a more rapid pace:

· Premier’s Assure 1.2 Voting System “Initial Decision on Certification” of the system was made by EAC on 8/6/9 and the “Final Decision” was made on 8/6/9.

· Premier has plans to meet with SOS in near future regarding state testing

· Timeline regarding testing and implementation in California discussed.  Possible approval date of February 2010 discussed based on a possible October submission by Premier.  (Testing would include programs related to Top-to-Bottom Review.)  Counties expressed concern regarding February approval date and proximity to June Primary.

· Cost of California testing process is projected to be $300,000-$400,000

· ES&S Unity 3.2.0.0  Voting System “Initial Decision on Certification” of the system was made by EAC on 7/20/9.  (No projections regarding California testing.)

· Hart:  Issued a recent press release indicating that it will be rolling out a new voting system that complies with 2005 standards in time for the 2012 election cycle.

· Sequoia:  No indication from Sequoia or EAC regarding when Certification date may be fro WinEDS 4.0.34

· Latest efforts regarding Voluntary Voting System Guidelines (VVSG) were discussed including public comment solicitation by September 28.  Details can be found at: http://www.eac.gov/program-areas/voting-systems/voting-system-certification/2005-vvsg/draft-revisions-to-the-2005-voluntary-voting-system-guidelines-vvsg-v-1-1  Of specific interest to the Secretary of State presently is Section 4.1.5.1 (e), Vol. 1 at p. 113 regarding paper jams.  State will be providing feedback to EAC on this and other topics.

· Chris Reynolds:

· HAVA State Plan update draft for commentary is about 3 to 4 months away.  CACEO is represented in the draft process by Los Angeles and Orange County and by Rebecca Martinez.

· Poll Place Accessibility Draft Guidelines will be issued in the next several weeks.  (May 2001 was last update of these guidelines.)  Department of Rehabilitation was contracted to work on these guidelines.  The State VAAC has also  gave feedback regarding the draft .  (There are representatives from counties on the VACC.)

· Application deadline for EAID competitive grant program (for counties) is August 24.  Information regarding program is on SOS webpage under HAVA information.  Details are not public yet due to competitive nature of the program.  Department of General Services sets rules for program.

· Jana Lean:

· No current submission or meetings scheduled.  Look for updates at: http://www.ss.ca.gov/elections/vma/home.html:  

The meeting was adjourned by Deborah Seiler.

Respectfully submitted,

Jill LaVine/Tim McNamara
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