Here are some thoughts on the Assembly language.
These notes don’t capture each potential issue, only those that jump out at me.

I do know these amendments don’t reflect a lot of the changes that we have been asking for in order to provide some clarity to the act.

And they’re presented in the order I walk through the bill, not in any order of significance.

-- EG

325. They strike the definition of Independent Status, but don’t replace it with anything.  This is an issue in a couple of other places.  They strike No Party Preference (NPP) but don’t replace it with anything, so how are those candidates and voters supposed to be referred to as?

359.5 (b). It says “winnow to two for the general election.”  That’s not what the Constitution says.  It says “top two vote getters,” which is different.  If two people tie for second, all three are supposed to move on to the general election.  This says only two move on.  There are other provisions for breaking a tie, which, again, I think run contrary to the Constitution.

In general: The switch back from “preference” to “register” or “affiliate” with is inconsistent.  I’m also concerned it violates the structure set out by the Court in the Washington State approach.

2151(b)(2).  Here they wipe out the NPP reference, so it’s not clear what designation is supposed to be used on the registration card.  Plus, they move this option to the end of the card, after the parties, which will no doubt cause concern from the Proposition 14 proponents.

2151(d). They strike this out, but if they’re going back to “affiliate” from “preference,” they need to fix it and keep it.  By “fix it” I mean they need to say what happens to people who, in 2011, registered and stated a “preference” for a party instead of affiliating with a party.  Absent language to that effect, those people aren’t registered with any party and presumably would all have to be NPP (or whatever the replacement for NPP) voters.

8002.5. I’m not sure if wiping this language out causes a problem.
8025. This allows the political party to reopen the declaration of candidacy period if their candidate passes away.

8040. We like having this in statute, because it serves as a guide for candidates and city elections officials.  We had some language to clean this up a bit.

8041. Same comment.

8068. We had some better language to fix this section, which is messy in current law.  

8021(b)(1). We think the SOS should have to provide this five days in advance.  It’s better for the public, other candidates, and elections officials.
8141.5. I think striking out that language is a problem, especially the line about “more than one candidate with the same party affiliation can be on the general election ballot.”

8142.5(b)(1). Similar to an earlier comment, I believe the constitution says it’s the top two vote getters, which could be more than two people.  This limits it to two people.

8142(b)(2) and (3). This requires ties to be determined by lot, which, again, runs contrary to the constitution.

8300. I’m not certain what this means.

8806. This moves away from the overall top vote getter concept and back to the top vote getter w/in the political party concept, which is a problem for the proponents of Proposition 14, I would guess.

9083.5. We kind of like leaving this language in the code.  It helps inform the public, since this is a relatively new concept.  We do like the flexibility to write it how we want though, as well as the flexibility to not publish the information when those offices aren’t on the ballot.

9084.5. Same comment as above.

10706. Same comment as on the tie issue.

12108. Here, they replace NPP with a choice of “No Party,” “Nonpartisan,” and “Decline to State.”  There are two problems.  First, this only applies to precinct board members.  Second, by allowing it to be a choice, it can vary from county to county – and maybe even from polling place to polling place w/in a county – which I think is a mistake.

13105. I think it’s odd that they strike “preference” everywhere else, but it’s left on the ballot.  Aside from the legal issue, it also misleads the voter.  It’s not the candidate’s “preference,” it is the party the candidate registered with.  Also, we don’t like the concept that counties should print it in “substantially the following form.”  We think it should be identical across county lines.

13300.  This requires counties to print different sample ballots at every election, which is a waste of money.  They only need to be different during a presidential year.  
13302(b). We don’t think 68 days is enough notice to get the list from the party – we like 83 days.

13302(b). I believe this section only allows a political party to endorse candidates who are affiliated with that political party.  I think that runs directly contrary to the constitution, which allows parties to endorse any candidate, regardless of their political party preference.

13305. This needs to be coordinated w/SB 441 (Vargas), which I believe does away with these envelopes entirely.

