Voting Technology Advisory Committee

Meeting Minutes

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



Date:
Wednesday, October 22, 2003

Location:

Erwin Meier Administrative Building – Atrium Training  Room, 625 Court St., Woodland.

 Attending:
Betsy Marchand, Michael Bojorquez, Mariko Yamada, Lucinda Talkington, Lucy Rosenau, Donald Parks, Anthony Avellar, Dan Kysor, Alan Bodenhorn, Lois Richter, Tony Bernhard, County Clerk Freddie Oakley, and County Staff Tom Stanionis and Lori Meirowsky.


Excused:
George Moore & Lois Richter.


Guests:
None

Committee Chairperson Betsy Marchand called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. and introductions were made.

I.
Opening Remarks:
Chairperson Marchand opened the meeting by commending the Elections Department on the conduct of the October 7th Statewide Special Election with all the complications that were involved.  The committee says thank you.

II. Recall Review:

County Clerk Freddie Oakley reviewed items related to the October 7th Statewide Special Election (Recall) as noted – 

a. Poll workers did an amazing job with much more volume than other elections.  

b. We received fewer complaints.  Voters understood the complications involved (i.e., longer lines, large ballot).

c. There were fewer polling places due to the time frame.  Not all optimal polling places were available and had to use some “not so ideal” polling places.  Concerns when reserving facilities included suitable size, modern conveniences and lighting.

d. Finding polling places is always a challenge but with a new system, the polling place will need to be more suitable to accommodate volume & electrical needs.

e. This election alerted her that there is a need for electronic rosters.  Due to the long lines the hard copy roster was divided to accommodate the large precincts.

f. Provisional ballots are being used more and more as they are also used when the precinct board encounters difficult voters as an easy way to satisfy the voters need to vote.

g. Complications in other counties:  Alameda-voting machines were not working by mid day.  Kim Alexander can probably provide a list of glitches that other counties experienced.

h. End of the night processing took a little longer to process due to the long lines (lines of voters waiting to vote at 8:00 p.m. at some precincts), the fact that it was not an ideal election, and the extra measures that were taken to exclude the non-voted candidate cards (orange ballot box).

i. The County Clerk/Registrars in Shasta and Nevada counties have resigned.  Shasta county has a new voting system causing stress & strain and Nevada county wasn’t supported by the Board of Supervisors or CAO.

j. Ms. Marchand commented that the election/voting process has much improved since the old days and is well engineered now.  

k. Mr. Kysor asked how the absentee process went compared to other elections.  Mr. Stanionis replied that there is a larger percentage of absentee voters because it is now easier to be a permanent AV voter and for that reason it is hard to compare.

III.
Housekeeping:


a.
Approval of Agenda and Minutes – 


The agenda for this meeting was approved as written.

The minutes from the September 25, 2003 meeting was approved with the following correction:


Lucinda Talkington was not present at this meeting.



Motion:  Yamada
   Second:  Bojorquez
Ayes:  Unanimous


b.
Public Comments – 



There were no public comments.

IV. New Business:

a.
Questions/Answers/Discussion – 

1. Ms. Talkington stated that she has started a grid (or spreadsheet) from a recommendation by Mr. Parks to use for noting features and other items when researching equipment.  She also commented that she did not want to make a decision too quickly.

2. Ms. Rosenau would like to see a demonstration of the optical scan and asked how it worked.

3. Ms. Marchand commented that her involvement with the Gaming Commission has enlightened her to the need of knowing what your machine does and sees that electronic equipment is getting more sophisticated and global.  She also commented that the committee should consider easy operation over the most technical.  She asked if there was a lab that certifies the voting systems.  Mr. Stanionis replied that equipment is tested by certified labs (SAIC) but they don’t test for security, only accuracy and durability.  She reiterated the importance of participation from the media.

4. Mr. Bernhard asked the committee their reaction on the progress of the committee.  He also commented that SOS should be approached for standards and degree of standards.

5. Mr. Kysor commented that he sat on the Secretary of States Voting Modernization Board and believes it is a good idea to monitor the use of machines.  He feels that the SOS should indicate other requirements for the equipment and provide “how they measure up” (Is the machine in the best interest of the voter?) statistics.  He also commented that it appears SOS is more concerned about individual fraud rather than the integrity of the system as a whole.

6. Ms. Yamada commented that she believes the committee is receiving the best information available to make a sound decision.  She asked if the CSAC is looking at the security issues and commented that the CACEO is guarding their authority.

7. Mr. Parks believes SOS should have a responsibility of security and take a role to certify and test new systems/machines.  Ms. Oakley asked Mr. Stanionis to check into it and he commented that SOS doesn’t have the expertise to spec a product or the duty of security.

b. Money – the parameters we are working with – 


Ms. Oakley review known funding sources as noted:

1. HAVA funded Article I – the rest of funding is held up pending formation of agency.  This involves a purchase buy-out of $300,000 and can be used to match but if we take 1 dime we must surrender our existing punch system.

2. Proposition 42 – Yolo is due about $1.2 million.

3. Summary:
Article I

=
$300,000 (punch card buy-out)
Article II

=
$700,000



Article III

=
$100,000



Other Articles

=
$  50,000


4.
Cost of DRE:

$3,500 each



Needs:


6 machines per polling place



Other costs:
software licenses, maintenance contracts, storage with climate control, & trouble shooting.

5. Other Information – 

a. Federal money can be applied for up to 2006.  Other money is not available yet.

b. Payment Plan – 10 years vs 8 years (old technology).

c. DataVote can be turned into Optical Scan.

d. DataVote is decertified in 2008 because there are no specific problems.

e. Are there any counties leasing?  Funding doesn’t allow for leasing.

f. A few examples of what other counties are using?  

1. Orange – DRE 

2. Shasta – Touch Screen

3. Mendocino – Optical Scan

g. Action Items:

1. Staff will develop a grid and show options with existing resources and pros and cons.

2. Memo will be prepared regarding polling place accommodations. 

3. Mr. Stanionis to address downloadable programs and smart cards.

c. Poll Worker Issues –

1. Mr. Bojorquez commented that battery back-up is needed in the event of power outage.

2. Ms. Oakley asked the committees thoughts on 2 systems in the polling place:

a. Ms. Roseanu – can budget to have extra polling places when phasing in new system.  Equipment that is delivered the Monday before may need additional security.  Can’t leave equipment in the elements.

b. Mr. Bojorquez – stick with what workers are comfortable with, why spend the money.  Older workers aren’t going to want to change and as a result the department will lose long-term workers that will cause further recruitment of younger workers.

c. Ms. Marchand – problem with workers getting used to two machines.  Older workers are fearful of computer stuff.  Extra training can be given to workers who feel they need it.  County to write step-by-step procedures.

d. Mr. Avellar – asked how the machines start up?  Mr. Stanionis replied that start-up and shut-down would be the 2 biggest changes and that all machines would be required to have a security code.  If they have problems starting the machine in the morning, chances are they won’t work all day.  Most DREs have a “play” mode.

d. Review of Hart/Avanti systems & recommendations – 


Mr. Stanionis reviewed these systems as noted:

1. Hart system:  They are a new comer to elections and are very lightly represented in CA.  Hart doesn’t have a computer at each polling booth.  This system is economical but the touch screen life is short.  The machines are solidly built.

2. Avanti system:  This is a windows based system operating with Windows 2000 or NT.  The touch screen is like the others.  Machine has some downfalls.  This vendor addresses security.  Not comfortable with the ballot creation feature, a lot of legal rules for ballot layout that this system my not address.  Have to pro-actively change to undervote.  Good idea to invite this vendor to demo in January.  This vendor is most willing to listen to task force groups and wants a stronger foothold in CA.

e. Current Election Security Measures – 


This agenda item was tabled to the next meeting

V.
Meeting Schedule Review:

November 19, 2003

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








625 Court St., Rm. B02, Woodland


December 2003

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








625 Court St., Rm. B02, Woodland

VI.
Tour of Elections Office:
This agenda item was tabled to the next meeting

VII.
Adjournment:

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 4:57 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

s/Lori Meirowsky 

Amended 12/9/03 per 11/19/03 meeting
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