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

Minutes from August 13, 2010

Motion by Elma Rosas to approve August 13 minutes with amendments.  Janice Atkinson seconds motion.  Motion carried.
Guest Speaker:  Jim Wisely (Senior Staff Member, Assembly Speaker’s Office) On Redistricting
· Background:  Deborah Seiler invited Jim Wisely - legislative senior staff member - to address CACEO regarding redistricting efforts related to the decennial census.  This will be the fifth redistricting effort that Mr. Wisely has been involved in.
· Mr. Wisely described:  
· General history of the last several decennial redistricting efforts including political and legal forces that shaped those efforts.

· Gave general outline of Proposition 11, i.e., a citizen committee will do redistricting rather than the Legislature for the Senate, Assembly and Board of Equalization districts.

· General context of how Proposition 11 has literally hardwired a deadline to have redistricting efforts completed by the redistricting commission (also mandated by Proposition 11).  This is in contrast to the past where delays could be granted.  (Those delays were necessary to ensure integrity of the data collection process surrounding the redistricting process.)
· Given the “hardwired” deadline and other scheduling challenges surrounding Proposition 11, it is critical for Counties to submit their data to Cecilia Cano (Project Manager, Statewide Database, Altadena, California, cecilia.cano@asm.ca.gov ) as soon as possible per SOS CCROVs that will be sent by the Voter Registration Program Lead.

· Mr. Wisely also described the possible impact on redistricting  efforts of Propositions 20 and 27 that will be on the General Election ballot.  Given these possible impacts the landscape under Proposition 11 could shift but this should not affect the key message that Mr. Wisely would like attendees to take away today:  please be prepared to submit required data by the required dates given in any CCROVs by the prescribed method, i.e., submission to the Statewide Database (contact/address information described above).
· Miscellaneous discussion regarding other aspects of redistricting included:

· Expect litigation as Proposition 11 is implemented.

· Part of the complication of Proposition 11 is that legislator’s addresses may not be considered in the process.  Legislators will want to know as soon as possible if they have been moved out of their districts.  (This is part of pressure for counties to submit data required by the SOS as soon as possible.)
· Counties should be cognizant of Sanchez vs. Modesto (Sanchez vs. Modesto is a 2004 lawsuit where the City of Modesto was unsuccessful in overturning the California Voting Rights Act, which allows minorities to sue for district elections if they can prove racial polarization affects the outcome of elections.)  This finding will probably come into effect after the redistricting commission has drawn lines.  Counties should have capabilities to help local jurisdictions draw lines that avoid the pitfalls that underlie this court case.  In effect, varied and sometimes obscure data will need to be digitized/computerized quickly.  This data originates from the county’s election offices (in general).
· Counties should be aware that community members will need access to a computer interface to submit their state plans to the redistricting committee.  I.e., there may be requests for such interfaces to be installed in counties … so be prepared if possible.  The interface will use Maptitude.
· The American Community Survey will be used to generate minority language requirements for counties.  See http://www.census.gov/acs/www/ for more information about the American Community Survey.
· Mr. Wisely and Karin MacDonald, Director of the statewide redistricting database at UC Berkeley, will continue to provide CACEO members with redistricting information.
· There was a request from attendees to receive a calendar of events related to redistricting.  Jana Lean of the SOS stated that her agency would be working on a calendar.

· Remember:  redistricting timelines look to be tighter than ever … so … please submit any data requested by SOS as soon as possible and please work to receive and implement redistricting data as quickly as possible.

· Summer Institute will be devoted to redistricting.  See subcommittee information below.
· For more information on the implementation of Proposition 11 see http://www.wedrawthelines.ca.gov/faq.html
Legislation

General Observations on Current Legislative Activities (Provided by Barry Brokaw):
· The legislature will remain focused on budget challenges in the near future.  It may conduct a special session related to budget.  (Current budget activity is low-key since Governor is out of country on trade mission.)  Budget process could be affected if Proposition 25 passes in November that requires a simple majority to pass state budget.
· Reimbursement to counties for May 2009 statewide election is still in budget.

· One disappointing outcome for the current session is that bill did not move to Governor that would require State to reimburse counties for special vacancy elections.  There is only a small chance that such a bill would be addressed in a special legislative session related to the budget.  CSAC should be a key player in efforts to move forward on this type of legislation in the future.

· There has been some activity to cause January 4th, SD 1 Special Runoff election to be conducted as an all vote-by-mail ballot election.  There is only a small chance that this effort will continue to gain traction.
· 2012 Elections:  There will be not be a February Presidential Primary.  It is unknown if the Presidential Primary will be held on a different date than the State Primary election.  

· General overview of election bill process in the current legislative environment:  Since the legislature has a Democratic majority, election bills will go to Governor if Democratic party favors them.  Additionally, the Office of Planning and Research in the Governor’s office has a Republican partisan take on which election bills should be subject to veto, that is, bills that – generally – will cost local governments.
Bills for Review (Note: today’s session should focus which bills merit a letter to Governor regarding support or opposition from CACEO.)
AB 814 (Hill)  Elections: ballots: notification

Position:  Support
Discussion:  Bill would require election officials to include notifications - with VBM ballot and with sample ballot – that voter will receive information of candidates/measures with voter information guide.
This bill is expected to be vetoed since it has reimbursable costs.  No letter will be sent to Governor. 
Related to this, SOS staff informed attendees that they have a new vendor and quality process to help ensure that state Voter Information Guide is delivered more timely to voters in relation to receipt of vote-by-mail ballots.

AB 1335 (Lieu)  Elections: write-in candidates
Position:  No position
Discussion:  Bill amend Election Code provisions 8203 and 8600 such that write-in candidates for judicial office must include qualifications to run for office in their write-in petitions and collect signatures to run a write in campaign based on registered voters in the district rather than a flat 100 registered voters.  CACEO’s recommendation for amendment (letter from 3/18/09) had not been taken. Based on this, support position was removed at last meeting.
CACEO may send letter to Governor regarding concerns.

AB 1676 (Fuentes)  Elected officials: residency requirements

Position:  Watch

Discussion:    Does not seem to be a typical bill that CACEO Legislative Committee would address.  No letter to Governor.

AB 1681 (Yamada) Elections: all-mailed ballot elections

Position: Watch

Discussion:  Bill proposes to allow local elections in Yolo County to be conducted as all mail ballot elections.   Latest amendment altered bill so that it would be a pilot program through 2014 rather than 2016.  Amendments have still not addressed concerns of CACEO letter written to author on March 20.    Mr. Brokaw feels bill may vetoed since a number of concerns by various groups were not addressed in latest amendment.  

No letter to Governor from CACEO necessary.
AB 1799 (Fong) Voting: replacement ballots
Position:  Support

Discussion:  This bill would remove requirement that voter provide a statement that they have failed to receive/lost/destroyed a vote by mail ballot (in a vote by mail election) to receive a replacement.  This is a CACEO sponsored bill.  This bill will likely be vetoed due to concerns regarding removal of penalty of perjury statement to receive replacement ballot.  CACEO will write letter to Governor soliciting support.
This may be a good bill to bring back next year if vetoed.

AB 2154 (Solorio) Vote by mail ballots: telephone applications

Position: Support

Discussion:  This bill would allow voters to request a vote by mail ballot by telephone by providing personal information that matches voter registration information.  This bill may be vetoed.  Neal Kelly from Orange County stated that his Board of Supervisors is sending a letter of support to Governor.  CACEO will also send letter of support to Governor.

AB 2616 (Hill) Elections: vote-by-mail ballots

Position: Support

Discussion:  This bill would provide vote-by-mail voters with ballot status (counted or didn’t count) when Votecal becomes active.  CACEO’s support was given before requirement was made for counties to provide information regarding vote-by-mail count or no count status.  The requirement had been for the SOS to provide that information.  Bill will likely be vetoed based on costs so no letter will be written to Governor.
SB 970 (Corbett) Preelection day voting
 
Position: Watch
 
Discussion:  This bill would require early voting on specified college/university campuses as a pilot program.   CACEO had written letter of concern to author on March 22.  That letter addressed a number of serious concerns about the bill.  CACEO will send updated letter to Governor voicing similar concerns to those raised in March 22 letter.  (The update will address latest amendments.)
SB 1404 (Pavley) Elections:  ballot cards and voting system

Position: No position.

Discussion:  This is similar to SB 541 last year which attempted to address voting system and ballot printing problems.  Governor vetoed SB 541 because of penalty provisions.  Will send letter of concern to Governor.

HR 5794 (Baca) Let My Absentee Ballot Count Act of 2010
Discussion:  This bill – in general - addresses/prescribes format of vote by mail materials; tracking of vote by mail ballots by election officials on internet; and requires that vote by mail ballots turned in at polls not be treated as provisional ballots.  Further discussion will take place at New Law.

Other Discussion

· Bill proposals landscape for 2011
· CACEO should focus on limiting its bill submission to a small number

· Bill submission ideas included: addressing permanent vote by mail voters in consolidation efforts (vis-à-vis the Simitian Bill that passed this year); assessing the impact of central committees on ballot landscape (vis-à-vis Proposition 14 and SB 6); special election reimbursement bills; re-introducing AB 1799 if vetoed; not disqualifying ballots based on marks on ballots, i.e., so called “identifying marks”; and introducing dates nomination dates that are more rational for special elections.  (The Central Committee analysis is being addressed by Julie Rodewald.  Cathy Darling Allen and Alice Jarboe will assist.  It was also recommended that Geoff Neal of CSAC also be integrated into this work.
· Jill LaVine will provide template for submitting bill proposals on electnet.
Summer Institute Subcommittee
· Summer 2011 Institute’s subject will be redistricting and will take place at Stanford.

· Event will take place week of June 20 or June 27.  Waiting for information from Stanford.

· A Summer Institute subcommittee planning meeting will take place at New Law.
Voters with Specific Needs Subcommittee

· Information regarding SOS Poll Place Accessibility Checklist and guidelines continued to be exchanged this month.  Specific focus was made regarding requirements for formation of VAACs.  Counties may be struggling to find members for their VAACs.  Suggested contacting groups like Disability right California, California Council for the blind and the SOS State VAAC Members.  Signage, slope, and ramp requirements continued to be an area of focus.

· Counties who are amplifying surveys were asked to submit those committees for review to the Voters with Specific Needs Subcommittee.

· Planning for monthly outreach calls related to voters with specific needs continued to be discussed.
· SOS translation deadline targets and translation assistance from counties continued to be discussed.  
HAVA/Voting System Subcommittee

Jana Lean, Mary Winkley, and Lowell Finley of SOS gave status reports and answered questions on the Statewide Database, Voting Systems and the Voting Modernization Board
Statewide Database (Mary Winkley):
· Ms. Winkley gave a project update that is summarized in the attached Powerpoint Presentation.

· Six counties attended RFP requirement review sessions.  Dwight Beatty – retired  Sacramento and Santa Clara election official – attended sessions and has been able to serve as a liaison between the SOS and the Counties.  However, the SOS will need a full time (for the course of the project implementation) liaison in the future and will be pursuing this more actively in the future.  (Mr. Beatty is not available for this activity.)

· RFP should be on street in October.

· There will be a special project report after the RFP is issued and after a vendor has been selected.

· Department of General Services will continue to be part of the project during its lifecycle.

· Kerry Washburn’s role is to interact with vendors, contractors, etc.

· High level decisions about project will be made by the SOS’ executive steering committee.  (Evan Goldberg, Jana Lean, Chris Reynolds, IT staff.)

· The project’s current budget projection is $46 million including one year of maintenance costs.

Voting systems (Lowell Finley):
· Dominion’s Sequoia application for version 4.0 that accommodates instant runoff voting/ranked choice voting looks to be moving forward at a good pace.  It could be in State’s approval process next spring.  This could mean clearance of voting system components for the 2012 election cycle.  This version should be compatible with hardware that is currently in California counties.  Ideally, the cost of the license for the IRV version of 4.0 would be lessened as more counties become interested in it. 

· Dominion Voting still plans to bring Assure 1.2  forward but Sequoia 4.0 system described above may be brought forward first.
· SOS continues to monitor ES&S system review at Federal level.  

· Robust conversation took place regarding internet voting activities.  The SOS continues to monitor a great deal of activity (nationally) involving internet voting activities.  For example, Mr. Finley participated in conference sponsored by NIST/EAC/FVAP on UOCAVA voting systems on August 6. More information on this conference is available at NIST.gov.  However, one noteworthy item that emerged from the conference was a discussion about the ambiguous scope of the congressional mandate surrounding internet voting projects.  Questions arose as to whether the mandate was narrowly scoped to military voting or not.  This remains unclear.

Additional discussion took place regarding various state’s pilot internet voting projects.  Most of these projects will not take place during the November election despite some initial indication that they would.  However, Washington DC still plans to go forward with an internet voting program for overseas and military voters.  (The Washington DC elections office will allow outside sources to have the ability to test security of the system.) 

Voting Modernization Board (VMB) (Jana Lean):
· VMB activities still center around Board member composition such as selecting new chair and planning future meetings.

· Stand by for updates.

SB 6 Subcommittee (temporary)
· Janice Atkinson is chairing this temporary subcommittee to address technical issues with SB 6.  SB 6 is the implementing legislation for Proposition 14, also known as the “top two vote getters” primary election system.  Proposition 14 becomes effective on January 1, 2011.

· Subcommittee members include Anthony Aquilino, Cathy Darling, Deborah Seiler, Dean Logan, Elma Rosas, Jana Lean, Jill LaVine, Lee Lundrigan, Lindsey McWilliams, Tim McNamara, Rachelle Delucchi, Rebecca Martinez and Steve Weir.

· First meeting of subcommittee took place yesterday, September 9, to identify specific implementation challenges related to SB 6 and propose possible amendments.

· SOS draft amendment suggestions to SB 6 reviewed.  Various issues for further discussion identified including ballot designation formatting; concerns about uniform practices throughout state by counties; how to address unqualified parties; voter education regarding the new primary system; and specific SB 6 challenges to current voting systems.
· The subcommittee still has several issues to resolve.  Will keep CACEO members and others posted on future activities.  
The meeting was adjourned by Deborah Seiler.

Respectfully submitted, Tim McNamara

Thank you to Jill LaVine and Janice Atkinson for their assistance in compiling this month’s minutes.
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