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Deborah Seiler convened the meeting at 1 p.m.  Introductions were made.

Minutes from September 10, 2010
Motion by Austin Erdman to approve September 10, 2010 minutes with edits.  Lindsey McWilliams seconds motion.  Motion carried.
Next Year’s Schedule
Legislative meeting schedule for next year was distributed and it will be posted on CACEO website.  Goal is to alternate meetings between Sacramento County Administration Building and Loyola Marymount University in Los Angeles with exception of April meeting which will be held in Fresno.  Stand by for updates.
Fresno County Election Costs
Victor Salazar – Fresno County Clerk/Registrar of Voters - requested to be on agenda to discuss election costs/ funding by counties.  The request was based on a controversy in Fresno County where the election operation received negative feedback from a member of the Board of Supervisors for not providing enough poll places.  (Note: Mr. Salazar is an elected official.)
For the November 2, General Election, Mr. Salazar’s office, due to funding constraints, reduced its number of poll places significantly in comparison to the June Primary.  Media and other accounts reported that this reduction caused problems for voters.  (Mr. Salazar had cautioned the County earlier in the year that reductions to his budget would cause election services to be reduced.)

There was some implication by a Member of the Board of Supervisors that Mr. Salazar could have spent money he needed to fund more poll places and billed the county for costs, going to court if necessary.  
Mr. Salazar sought input from meeting attendees regarding election funding.  In general, he asked attendees to opine on the existence of any legal mechanisms that allow an election official to conduct an election beyond the cost of a budget allocation in order to provide appropriate services.
Election Code sections 13001 and 14001 were discussed which allow – in relation to specific election activities – for the elections official to purchase materials without using county purchasing offices.  Regarding the specific Fresno case, attendees differed on their perspective about the application of the sections and the funding topic in general.  (There was one suggestion that a county may consider going to court before an election to get appropriate funding for an election if there were clear jeopardy.)  Jesse Durazo - Santa Clara County - indicated that he has a legal opinion (albeit narrow in scope) from his county regarding election costs that may be relevant.  He will share the opinion with Mr. Salazar.
Some general discussion was also held regarding pitfalls/tipping points related to cutting election costs to the extent where legal action may ensue that outweighs cost savings.  Additionally, Mr. Salazar spoke to the value of documenting budget discussions should an election funding controversy emerge.  (That documentation can be very important in putting up a defense if an entity was not funded to an appropriate level and that lack of funding later led to a problem circumstance.)
Possible Statewide Election in 2011/VBM options
Lindsey McWilliams opened a discussion on a possible statewide election in 2010 (related to the State budget) and VBM options for that election and VBM options in general.  Specifically, he recommended that CACEO proactively request that the Governor allow such an election to be conducted solely by mail.  Discussion included:
· Legislature would have to introduce a bill that would allow for an all VBM election related to statewide ballot measures.  The Governor cannot proclaim an all VBM election  unilaterally.

· Some attendees indicated that they felt there would be cost savings in relation to the VBM process if more than 50% of voters opted for VBM.
· Los Angeles and Orange Counties are generally not in favor of countywide VBM elections for various reasons.  However, these counties would consider all mail ballot options in some scenarios. Mr. McWilliams would like to see legislative proposals that allow a per county option to conduct all vote-by-mail elections.

· There will be a panel discussion tomorrow - as part of the new law program – that will discuss some pitfalls related to all vote by mail options.  The panel will consist of members of various election interest groups like Disability Rights California, NALEO, and AACRE. 

· Motion to update CACEO’s position paper on the VBM process/elections was made by Gail Pellerin.  Lindsey McWilliams seconds motion.  Motion carried.  Janice Atkinson will take lead on update.
2011 CACEO Legislative Proposals:

Item 1, Submitted by Los Angeles County:  Amends Elections Code Section 2155 so that Voter Notification Cards (VNC) can be received electronically.
Discussion:  This proposal would mandate receipt of VNC electronically if voter provided an e-mail address.  Some attendees felt that the receipt of the electronic receipt of the VNC should be optional.  Other attendees described possible e-mail address reliability issues.
Los Angeles County will bring proposal back in January back with amendments to address concerns.

Item 2, Submitted by Linda Tulett, Monterey County: Would amend Elections Code Sections 10703 and 10704 to modify the length of time to call special elections in an effort to increase the likelihood that an established election date will fall within the period, thereby, encouraging consolidation.
Discussion:  Attendees generally favored this proposal since it would potentially allow more time for nomination periods in special elections and help in complying with MOVE Act and the Voting Rights Act provision in addition to facilitating more opportunities for consolidation on established election dates.  Ms. Atkinson felt that the nomination end date implied in this proposal could be expanded further (to 88 days) in order to conform with general provisions of the Elections Code.  It was also proposed that the language in the proposal at section 10703 (a)  “… except that any special election may shall be conducted within 180 days following the proclamation in order that the election or the primary election may be consolidated…” be amended to “… except that any special election may be conducted within 180 days following the proclamation in order that the election or the primary election shall be consolidated…”
Motion to accept concept as CACEO proposal 11-01 by Janice Atkinson.  Steve Weir seconds motion.  Motion carried.
Item 3, Submitted by Linda Tulett, Monterey County:  
Proposal A
This proposal would change provisions relating to calling and scheduling special elections, to allow for fewer single-issue special elections and consolidating elections more often.

Proposal B
This proposal seeks to reduce the financial burden on county governments for administering county central committee elections by allowing those elections to be conducted during the February presidential primary election rather than during the statewide primary.

Proposal C
This proposal seeks to reduce the financial burden on county governments for administering county central committee elections by requiring the committees and/or parties to pay for election administration services.

Proposals A-C will be brought back for further discussion in January. 
Other proposals that may be brought forward in January relate to:

· Reimbursement for special elections

· Vote-by-mail telephone applications

· Re-introducing AB 1799 (removes requirement that voter provide written statement to receive replacement vote-by-mail ballot)
· Not disqualifying ballots based on marks on ballots, i.e., so called “identifying marks”
· Addressing requirement that election officials host central committee meetings.
The meeting was adjourned by Deborah Seiler.

Respectfully submitted,

Tim McNamara

Thank you to Jill LaVine for her assistance in compiling this month’s minutes.
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