Voting Technology Advisory Committee

Meeting Minutes

http://www2.dcn.org/orgs/vtac



Date:
Thursday, September 25, 2003


Location:
Yolo County Health Building – Conference Room, 600 A St., Davis.

 Attending:
Betsy Marchand, Michael Bojorquez, Mariko Yamada, Lucinda Talkington, Lucy Rosenau, Donald Parks, Lois Richter, Anthony Avellar, Dan Kysor, George Moore, Tony Bernhard, County Clerk Freddie Oakley, and County Staff Reva Correia.


Excused:
Anthony Avellar.


Guests:
Don Fox, Applied Technology



Chris Jerdonek, UCD



Kim Alexander, CA Voter Foundation



Matt Bishop, Professor of Computer Science



Elizabeth Sherman, Davis Enterprise

Committee Chairperson Betsy Marchand called the meeting to order at 3:05 p.m. and introductions were made.  

II.
Housekeeping:


a.
Approval of Agenda and Minutes:


The agenda for this meeting was approved with the following amendments:

Add to Housekeeping:   Public Comments


The minutes from the August 27, 2003 meeting was approved as written.

Motion:  Richter

Second:  Kysor
Ayes:  Unanimous

b.
All members wish to be added to the VTAC mailing list.


Public Comments:

1. Chris Jerdonek commented that 2 systems are used in UCD elections.  One includes instant run-off voting.

2. George Moore presented written comments from William Dreyer regarding weak points & strong points of the voting process (attached).

III.
Old Business:


Discussion/Review voting systems and election issues (Bernhard)

1. Mr. Bernhard commented on the equipment financial future and stated that 

HAVA caused Yolo County to implement a new system because of the disabled community and that the current system is not faulty but the groups with disabilities is the driving force for change.

2.
Mr. Moore explained an earlier comment.  In reading part of HAVA stating standards for disabled community requires 1 device per polling place.

3. Mr. Kysor commented that when HAVA was being drafted he had a change made from 1 voting device per precinct to 1 per polling place for blind and visually impaired but what about other disabilities?

4. Ms. Marchand commented that a lot of equipment is untried/untested and Mr. Kysor commented that most systems have been tried in other states.

5. Ms. Richter commented that absentee voters will deal with paper ballots, not 2 systems and vote may not be private because of person assisting.

6. Mr. Bernhard reviewed requirements for funding.  He stated that federal money and HAVA money is in two pots, one is to replace DataVote machines.  Counties will have to eliminate systems before receiving money.  He explained that there were two options,  1) one DRE in every polling place; and  2) keep the DataVote machines.

7. Ms. Rosenau asked if there were statistics on reliability when using Optiscan and 1 DRE in polling place?

8. Mr. Bernhard reviewed the requirement for consolidation sizes.  One thousand voters for major elections and more for special district elections.  He also stated that system certification takes approximately 1 year and costs $150,000.  Also stated systems for blind would have audio voter instructions, keypad instructions for voting and produce a regular ballot which would be deposited in ballot box.

9. Ms. Richter commented that the system has a concept but no name.  Ballot on demand is not certified for public elections.  Yolo has 4 ballot counters.

IV. New Business:

a.
New Election Technologies and the Political Environment


Guest Speaker Kim Alexander with California Voter Foundation gave a presentation on “The Voting Rights Struggle of Our Time”.  Visit their website at www.calvoter.org.  She presented pros and cons with electronic voting systems.  Ms. Alexander stated she agrees with Yolo that a paper trail is important.  She discussed the public hearing at the Secretary of State on October 9th and the importance of SOS to set standards for paper trails.  She asked the California Counsel of the Blind to modify their position on paper trails and explained their position with the Avanti system.

Discussion:  It was stated that there are 9 counties using PollStar & Votomatic voting devices.  Five using DRE’s and 3 using optical scan. optical scan is safe, transparent, and less expensive and offers computer science support, and has verifiable paper trail.  Like an ATM machine, the paper ballot stays at the polling place.  Objections are cost, printer malfunction, storage, ADA action against the paper trail.
b.
Guest Speaker Matt Bishop a Professor of Computer Science gave a presentation on “Electronic Voting”.  He discussed electronic voting over phone line, installation procedures, security, configuration, software development & voter verifiable audit trail used to validate – retain for recounts.  He recommends committee to listen to vendors regarding security and what precautions have been taken.

V.
Future Meetings:


October 22, 2003

3:00 p.m.
Meier Admin. Building – Training Room








625 Court St., Rm B02, Woodland


November 19, 2003

3:00 p.m.
Location to be determined

VI.
Adjournment:

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 5:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

s/Lori Meirowsky 
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