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COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:  

Welcome to Williamsburg.  If you could all stand for the Color Guard.  [Color Guard Presentation of Flag]. I’m going to lead the Pledge of Allegiance now.  [recitation of Pledge of Allegiance].  Thank you, you may be seated.  

Clyde Haulman earned his Ph. D. from Florida State University and joined the Department of Economics at the College of William and Mary in 1969. Since then, he has been a noted scholar and administrator. With interests in the early economy of the United States, American economic thought, and Chinese economic reforms, his work has been published in numerous economics journals and his book, Virginia and the Panic of 1819, was published in 2008. His current research includes analysis of antebellum US business cycles and the development of American political economy, so quite appropriate that he’s here to welcome us today.  He retired from William and Mary in 2011 and now serves as Professor Emeritus of Economics.  Professor Haulman has been honored as a Fulbright Senior Scholar, a Senior Lecturer to the Peoples Republic of China, as a Distinguished Fulbright Scholar at the Hong Kong American Center of the Chinese University of Hong Kong, and as a Scholar in Residence at the Virginia Center for the Humanities in the Commonwealth Center for the Study of American Culture.  Professor Haulman also served the College of William and Mary as Dean of Undergraduate Studies, Chair of the Department of Music, Assistant to the President, Director of the Marshall-Wythe Institute for Social Research, and as the Chair of the Department of Economics.  He’s had an important impact on the Reves Center, which is the American Studies program, and the Sharpe Community Partnership Program, recipient of the College’s prestigious Thomas Jefferson Award and Prentis Award.  He also received the President’s Award for Service to the Community and in 2004 was elected member of the Alpha Chapter of Phi Beta Kappa. Mr. Haulman has been active in the Williamsburg community for more than 40 years and he is serving his fourth term as an elected member to the Williamsburg City Council and he became Mayor of Williamsburg in 2010. So, I’d like to welcome Clyde Haulman to welcome us to Williamsburg.
CLYDE HAULMAN:

Good morning.
AUDIENCE:


Good morning.
CLYDE HAULMAN:


On behalf of my colleagues on City Council and all the citizens of Williamsburg, I’d like to welcome you to Virginia’s colonial capital.  I’m very pleased that you’ve chosen Williamsburg as the location for your meeting.  I understand you represent all 50 states and 5 U.S. territories. You have picked one of the most beautiful times of the year to visit Williamsburg, as the trees are green, the flowers are blooming, and spring, finally, has taken shape in our historic city. 
As access to the polls comes under increasing scrutiny across our Nation, I would like to take a moment to recognize that the important work you do to make sure every voter can exercise their right to vote, unassisted and on their own, is a prerequisite to the democracy that was envisioned and debated and fought for so many years ago right here in Williamsburg.  Just down the Colonial Parkway is Jamestown, the first permanent English settlement in the new world.  History tells us that the first order of business of the Jamestown settlers, in 1607, was to conduct an election.  Soon after they landed, the commanders of the 105 colonists unsealed a box containing a secret list of seven men picked in England to be the colonies Council, and from among the seven, one was to be chosen as President.  Captain John Smith reports that about 18 days later the Council was sworn in and the President of the Council was elected.  We had our first election within 18 days of touching the Virginia shore.  By 1819 the first Representative Assembly in the Colonies was formed and by 1699 the City of Williamsburg was founded as the political capital of Virginia.  It soon became the intellectual, cultural, and economic center of the Virginia Colony in the 18th century.  Today Williamsburg is home to two internationally renowned institutions, the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, the world’s largest living history museum, and a national center for civics education, and the College of William and Mary, the second oldest college in the United States.  William and Mary is the alma mater of Presidents Thomas Jefferson, John Tyler, and James Monroe.  George Washington received his surveyor’s license through the College and would return as its first American Chancellor.  Still flourishing today, William and Mary boasts a diverse and successful alumni, like actress Glenn Close, former Defense Secretary Robert Gates, and political satirist and Daily Show host John Stewart.  

I hope that while you’re here in Williamsburg, you will exercise your freedom to be curious, your freedom to relax, and your freedom to have fun.  I hope that you will take some time to visit the historic sites in Colonial Williamsburg and in Jamestown and Yorktown, and that you will take in an art museum or local gallery, and that you will release your inner-foodie and enjoy some Virginia ham, regional seafood, local peanuts, decadent chocolates, and they are very good here, and craft brews, of which we have a number.  All of that can be found within a two mile radius of where we are right now.  Let us remember that for that first election in Jamestown, settlers used a simple box and paper ballots.  Soon you will vote for your Standards Board and Board of Advisors using the newest, most modern computerized voting equipment.  Democracy has come a long way since those early days in Jamestown, but always at the heart is the vote, and the key to the vote is a reliable, secure, and anonymous voting system.  Thank you for all that you do to administer and oversee the election process.  By testing and certifying voting machines and equipment, and by keeping voter registration forms accurate and available, you help safeguard one of the most important rights we have as citizens in a democracy – the right to vote.  

Again, welcome to Williamsburg, and I want to thank all of you for the service you do for your communities and for the American people.  Thank you very much for coming to Williamsburg.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

So, this morning we have, on the dais with us, Brad King, who is the -- was the most recently elected Standards Board Chair, who didn’t get a chance to serve because the Boards, unfortunately, terminated, and Linda Lamone, who will Chair the Board of Advisors.  She was also on the Board of Advisors Executive Board when that Board was terminated.  So, Vice-Chair Tom Hicks and I will be passing the gavels to Brad King and Linda Lamone and they will take the meetings from here on.  So, we’ll pass the gavels.
CHAIRMAN KING:


The April 28, 2015, meeting of the Standards Board is now called to order.  
CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:


Hi, I’m Linda Lamone, and the 2015 meeting of the Board of Advisors is now called to order.
CHAIRMAN KING:


I’ll begin by recognizing Chairwoman McCormick to call the roll.  Please respond vigorously, and we trust we’ll have a quorum.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Julie Allen.

JULIE ALLEN:


Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:


Maryellen Allen.
MARYELLEN ALLEN:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:


Ramon Allende-Santos.

RAMON ALLENDE-SANTOS:


Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:


Sharon Anderson.

SHARON ANDERSON:


Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:


Marci Andino

MARCI ANDINO:


Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:


Lynn Bailey.

LYNN BAILEY.


Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Shirley Black-Oliver

SHIRLEY BLACK-OLIVER:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Rachel Bledi.

RACHEL BLEDI:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Casey Bradley.

CASEY BRADLEY.

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Katie Brown.

KATIE BROWN:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Bryan Caskey.

BRYAN CASKEY:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Nikki Charlson.

NIKKI CHARLSON:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Edgardo Cortes.

EDGARDO CORTES:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Timothy DeCarlo.

TIMOTHY DECARLO:

No response.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Dana DeBeauvoir.
DANA DEBEAUVOIR:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Robert Dezmelyk.
ROBERT DEZMELYK:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Michael Dickerson.
MICHAEL DICKERSON:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Neal Erickson.
L. NEAL ERICKSON:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Caroline Fawkes.
CAROLINE FAWKES:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Gail Fenumiai.
GAIL FENUMIAI:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Julie Flynn.
JULIE FLYNN:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Kari Fresquez.
KARI FRESQUEZ:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Amanda Frusha.
AMANDA FRESHA:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Robert Giles.
ROBERT GILES:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Becky Glazier.
BECKY GLAZIER:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Joseph Gloria.
JOSEPH GLORIA:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Mark Goins.
MARK GOINS:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Jackie Gonzales.
JACKIE GONZALES:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Lance Gough.
LANCE GOUGH:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Steve Harsman.
STEVE HARSMAN:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Stuart Holmes.

STUART HOLMES:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Tim Hurst.
TIM HURST:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Keith Ingram.

KEITH INGRAM:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Joseph Iseke.

JOSEPH ISEKE:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Brandon Johnson.

BRANDON JOHNSON:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Katherine Jones.

KATHERINE JONES:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Neal Kelley.

NEAL KELLEY:

No response.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Brian Kemp.

BRIAN KEMP:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Lisa Kimmet.

LISA KIMMET:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Douglas Kellner.

DOUGLAS KELLNER:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Bradley King.

J. BRADLEY KING:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Dave Kunko.

DAVE KUNKO:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Pauline Lee.

PAULINE LEE:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Paul Lux.
PAUL LUX:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Ryan Macias.
RYAN MACIAS:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Shirley Magarifuji.
SHIRLEY MAGARIFUJI:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Elaine Manlove.
ELAINE MANLOVE:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Walter Velez Martinez.
WALTER VELEZ MARTINEZ:

No response.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Maria Matthews.
MARIA MATTHEWS:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
John McGarry.
JOHN MCGARRY:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

John Merrill.
JOHN MERRILL:

Roll tide.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Charlotte Mills.
CHARLOTTE MILLS:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Carol Morris.
CAROL MORRIS:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Baretta Mosley.
BARETTA MOSLEY:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Peggy Nighswonger.
PEGGY NIGHSWONGER:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Carol Olson.
CAROL OLSON:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Maria Pangelinan.
MARIA PANGELINAN:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Chad Pekron.
CHAD PEKRON:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Gary Poser.
GARY POSER:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Steven Reed.
STEVEN REED:

No response.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Peggy Reeves.
PEGGY REEVES:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Greg Riddlemoser.
GREG RIDDLEMOSER:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Rob Rock.
ROB ROCK:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Jan Roncelli.
JAN RONCELLI:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Ramon Allende Santos.
RAMON ALLENDE SANTOS:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Rudy Santos.
RUDY SANTOS:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Marian Schneider.
MARIAN SCHNEIDER:

No response.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Jeffrey Schwarting.
JERRY SCHWARTING:

Jerry, here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Dwight Shellman.
DWIGHT SHELLMAN:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
David Shively.
DAVID SHIVELY:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Howard Sholl.
HOWARD SHOLL:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Jim Silrum.
JIM SILRUM:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Eric Spencer.
ERIC SPENCER:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
A.J. Starling.
A.J. STARLING:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Anthony Stevens.
ANTHONY STEVENS:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Kim Strach.
KIM STRACH:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Kris Swanson.
KRIS SWANSON:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Michelle Tassinari.
MICHELLE TASSINARI:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Aulii Tenn.
AULII TENN:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Mark Thomas.
MARK THOMAS:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Layna Valentine-Brown.
LAYNA VALENTINE-BROWN:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Reynaldo Valenzuela, Jr.
REYNALDO VALENZUELA, JR.:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Walter Valez-Martinez.

WALTER VALEZ-MARTINEZ:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Grant Veeder.

GRANT VEEDER:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Linda Von Nessi.

LINDA VON NESSI:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Patty Weeks.

PATTY WEEKS.

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Justus Wendland.

JUSTUS WENDLAND:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Sandra Wesolowski.
SANDRA WESOLOWSKI:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Genevieve Whitaker.
GENEVIEVE WHITAKER:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
James Williams.
JAMES WILLIAMS:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Sally Williams.

SALLY WILLIAMS:

Here.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK: 
Patricia Wolfe.

PATRICIA WOLFE:

Here.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:


And if I butchered your name, I apologize.  Just come up and correct me at a break.  Thank you so much.
CHAIRMAN KING:

The roll call showing 87 present, the Standards Board has a quorum.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Mr. Hicks, would you please take the call.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:

I would be delighted to.  Please announce your name, just saying “aye” if you are present.  Barbara Bartoletti.

BARBARA BARTOLETTI:


No response.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


David Blount.

DAVID BLOUNT:

Here.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:

Matt Boehmer.

MATT BOEHMER:



Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Jon Cox.
JON COX:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Jim Dickson.

JIM DICKSON:


Here.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Marc Guthrie.

MARC GUTHRIE:


Here.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Kathryne Harper.

KATHRYNE HARPER:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Ernie Hawkins.

ERNIE HAWKINS:


No response.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Chris Herren.

CHRIS HERREN:


Here.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Sarah Ball Johnson.

SARAH BALL JOHNSON:


No response.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Doug Jones.

DONALD JONES:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Neal Kelley.

NEAL KELLEY:


No response.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Jan Kralovec.

JAN KRALOVEC:


No response.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Linda Lamone.

LINDA LAMONE:


Here.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Tim Mattice.

TIM MATTICE:


No response.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Matt McCullough.

MATT MCCULLOUGH:

No response.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Denise Merrill.

DENISE MERRILL:


Here.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Greg Moore.

GREGORY MOORE:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Wendy Noren.

WENDY NOREN:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Richard Pilger.

RICHARD PILGER:


Here.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Helen Purcell.

HELEN PURCELL:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Tom Schedler.

TOM SCHEDLER:


No response.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Shane Schoeller.

SHANE SCHOELLER:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Barbara Simons.

BARBARA SIMONS.


Here

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Chris Thomas.

CHRISTOPHER THOMAS:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Patricia Timmons-Goodson.

PATRICIA TIMMONS-GOODSON:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Linda Von Nessi.

LINDA VON NESSI:


Here.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Michael Winn.

MICHAEL WINN:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


Michael Yaki.

MICHAEL YAKI:


Aye.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


With 21 being present, I determine that a quorum being affirmed.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

So, I’d like to welcome you all to Williamsburg.  This is my hometown also.  So, I appreciate that you all came here.  We had tried to get rooms in Washington and found out that we picked the wrong dates considering the Cherry Blossom Festival and all the school trips that are up in Washington.  So, fortunately we were able to get rooms here in Williamsburg to have our meeting and we’re happy that you were able to come and you get to visit my beautiful hometown.  
We’re also extremely happy that we are back in business as a quorum of Commissioners at the EAC.  We all took office in January.  We’ve accomplished a lot since then.  One of the first things we did was to take an action at our first public meeting to make sure that these Boards did not terminate again, if there was not a quorum of Commissioners.  So, we’re happy to have done that and we plan on a very fruitful and active relationship with the Standards Board and the Board of Advisors.  This was a top priority for us coming in as Commissioners.  We started working on this before we were even confirmed.  We contacted staff and said our very first action will be to reactivate the Standards Board and the Board of Advisors.  And so, we’ve done that, and we appreciate all your patience with us as we’ve gotten this meeting together.  We know that it has come together very quickly, quicker than usual, but we wanted to make sure that we got you all back in business, and that we could start utilizing your wisdom and experience to help us and advise us as our roles as Commissioners of the EAC.  
So, I want to thank you again for all your hard work in your states and localities and your groups that you work with.  And the Department of Justice, my Section Chief, is here as part of the Board of Advisors, Chris Herren.  So, I’m happy that he was able to make it and that you’re all here and that we can get down to business for the Election Assistance Commission, Standards Board, and Board of Advisors.  So, thank you so much, and I will pass it over to Vice-Chair Tom Hicks.
COMMISSIONER HICKS:

Thank you Chairman, Chairwoman McCormick.  I want to thank everyone who made the journey here today and on your recent appointment to the Board of Advisors and Standards Board.  I look forward to working with each and every one of you over the next term to improve elections in the United States.  I have the honor of serving as the Designated Federal Officer for the Advisory Board.  The Boards have a very distinct role in giving advice to the Election Assistance Commission on improving elections, which we will take very seriously.  I’m particularly looking forward to working with Linda and Neal, as Chair and Vice-Chair.  And I’m looking forward to continuing working with Sarah Ball Johnson, who unfortunately was not able to make it here today.  I ask that we take just a moment of personal quiet reflection as her Deputy fights for his life and the loss of his wife from this horrific car crash on Saturday, Sunday.  Thank you.



Next, I would like to thank the EAC staff for all their hard work in putting together this meeting, which was no easy task.  Last week I attended a conference for the Election Center in Chicago.  I was told that it usually takes up to two years of planning for them to put together their conferences.  For the EAC staff to put this together in little over a month is truly amazing.



Lastly, one of the first things we accomplished as Commissioners after the EAC was reconstituted, was to ensure that we will never be on a hiatus of the Boards again.  You will be able to continue your work of giving advice to the EAC with the institution of our contingency plans.  



Again, I look forward to working with each and every one of you and look forward to this very important meeting.  Now, I turn it back over to Commissioner McCormick.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:


Commissioner Masterson.
COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:


Good morning to all of you, and I’ll echo the thank you to all of you for making the effort and taking the time to come down here.  As you’ve heard both the prior Commissioners state, this was our number one priority.  Even before we were sworn in, we began the process of figuring out dates, times, and organizing the Standards Board and Board of Advisors, because these Boards are critical to the function of the EAC.  And that’s also why we addressed the function and continuing functionality of the Boards via our Management Policy that we passed at the very first meeting once we were reconstituted.  And one of the key points in that, that I want you all to hear loud and clear from us, is that you all are a function of HAVA, not a function of this Commission.  And you function because of HAVA, and will continue to function regardless of the status of the EAC and the Commissioners.  You all move forward and provide your roles under HAVA regardless of the status of a quorum, and we made sure to address that at the very first meeting via our Management Policy in order to make sure that you will continue to serve your critical role for the Agency.  So, thank you for the service you’re going to provide this, over the next two days, but also throughout the next two years.


As both the prior Commissioners mentioned, you all are Advisory Boards.  You all serve to help keep us in line with our missions under HAVA and to help prioritize our functions as the EAC.  And so, I know I don’t have to ask twice for this, but I look forward to your very strong opinions on where the EAC needs to head and what its priorities need to be.  Put simply, we need your help setting our priorities and moving the Election Assistance Commission forward.  



I do want to highlight a couple things that the EAC has already accomplished, because many of you in this room were critical in helping us focus on that.  The first is the EAC, at our last public meeting, adopted and passed an update to the Voluntary Voting Systems Guideline, VVSG 1.1.  In addition to that, we updated the program and policy manuals to allow for more innovation in the testing process, more innovation for the voting system process, and greater efficiencies within the testing and certification process.  And this was done as a direct response to letters that we received from both the, to the Presidential Commission on Election Administration letter and a National Association of State Election Directors letter that we received that said, “You all need to get this done, and get this done quickly.”  And we heard that loud and clear and got those adopted.  Secondly, we got all of you together and made sure that this meeting happened quickly so that we could begin to address your concerns and hear your priorities for the Agency.  And finally, we adopted, and got money out to states in the form of advisory opinions and approval of funding opinions.  We did nine of them at one time for the first time, for the Commission to ensure that the states that are asking for the money had that addressed and were able to get their money.  And so, in short, the EAC is focused on moving forward quickly, addressing the concerns in an expeditious fashion, so that you all are being served in the way that was intended when the EAC was created.  So, over the next two days, I can ensure you that I will be listening intently to your message and making sure that we prioritize appropriately, based on what you’re telling us.


So, thank you again for your time, your willingness to come here, and your willingness to participate actively in this meeting.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KING:


I’d like to thank each of the Commissioners for their welcoming remarks.  We have some routine business to transact, both for the Standards Board and Board of Advisors, before we get into the more substantive parts of the agenda.  Members of the Standards Board will find in their binders, behind the second tab, the minutes of the last Standards Board meeting, February 24-25, 2011, which took place in Oklahoma City.  
Before proceeding, I’ll convey a request from the transcriber of our record.  When motions are made from the floor, please state your name and your state, so that the record will reflect who, reflect accurately, who made the motions.
For purposes of discussion, is there a motion to approve the February 24-25, 2011 minutes, as submitted?

GARY POSER:



Gary Poser, Minnesota.  I’ll move.

HOWARD SHOLL:



Second.  Howard Sholl from Delaware.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Thank you.  Is there discussion?  Hearing none, all in favor signify by saying aye.  
CHORUS:



Aye.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Opposed, nay.  The ayes have it.

The next item of business concerning the Standards Board is reflected in our By-Laws, which call for the designation of two committees by the Chair.  One is near and dear to our hearts, the Election Certification Committee.  You know that when they’ve done their job, you can go home at night.  And then, we also have a Proxy Committee.  Our By-Laws do permit proxies to be submitted for individuals to serve on behalf of others for general business items that come before the Board.  It’s my intention to designate the members of the Nomination Committee, who are listed on your agenda -- Dana DeBeauvoir, Robert Giles, Neal Kelley, who is absent, Michelle Tassinari – as the members of the Election Certification Committee and the Proxy Committee.  Is there discussion or objection?  Hearing none, so ordered.

The final item of business concerns approval of the agenda itself.  You’ll find that behind Tab 1 in your binders.  Is there a motion to approve the agenda as submitted?

GRANT VEEDER:


So moved.  Grant Veeder, Iowa.

BARBARA BARTOLETTI:



Seconded.  Barbara Bartoletti, New York.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Motion made and seconded.  Discussion?  We have received a request that at the end of this day, at approximately 5:15 p.m., that a presentation by Doug Lewis and Chris Thomas concerning the Election Assistance Commission’s Transition Plan, be added to the agenda.  Is there a motion to amend to include that item on the agenda?

SALLY WILLIAMS:



So moved.  Sally Williams, Michigan.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Is there a second?

STEVE HARSMAN:



Second.  Steve Harsman, Ohio.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Those in favor of the amendment signify by saying aye. 
CHORUS:



Aye.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Opposed, no.  Amendment is adopted.  Is there further discussion on the agenda?  Hearing none, all in favor of adopting the agenda as amended signify by saying aye.  
CHORUS:



Aye.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Opposed, no.  The ayes have it.  The agenda is approved.


At this point, we’ll ask the members of the Nomination Committee, who I just named, to step forward to present information regarding the nomination and election process.

ROBERT GILES:

So, we’re going to quickly introduce ourselves.  I’m Bob Giles.  I’m the Director of the New Jersey Division of Elections.

MICHELLE TASSINARI:
I’m Michelle Tassinari.  I’m the State Election Director and Legal Counsel for Massachusetts.

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:

Good morning.  Dana DeBeauvoir, Travis County Clerk from Austin, Texas, Democrat.

ROBERT GILES:

So, we’re just going to go through the process we went through, and then, talk a little bit about how the voting is going to proceed today.  So, on April 14th each member of the Standards Board should have received an email from Chairwoman McCormick that included the applicable sections of HAVA, a list of the Standards Board’s members, and nomination forms.  It included instructions that you could nominate yourself or another member, and that nominations had to be submitted by 5:00 p.m. eastern time on April 20th.  Any nominations received after that time would not be considered.  On April 22nd each member should have received an email from the Nominating Committee that included a list of candidates, their nomination forms, and bios.  There were two lists separated into a state list and a local list.  In addition, the email also included a brief description of how the election would be run.  After that, the Committee received several questions concerning the process and decided that even though the Standards Board has to approve a new set of By-Laws, it would be best to follow the old By-Laws as closely as possible.  On April 23rd each member should have received an email addressing the issue of proxy voting.  According to the old By-Laws, proxy voting shall not be allowed for Executive Board elections, so the Committee relied on that and decided not to allow proxy voting.  Since that time, we’ve received additional questions – one concerning, can nominations be made from the floor?  And again, according to the old By-Laws, nominations for membership on the Executive Board shall not be accepted from the floor of a Standards Board meeting.  Again, relying on the old By-Laws, the Committee has decided not to allow nominations from the floor.  

Everyone should have a sample ballot in your packets, it’s in Section 8.  It also includes the bios of all the candidates.  If you want to turn to that, we’ll just talk about the process a little bit.  So, voting will begin today at 10:45.  It’s going to end at 4:00, and we will announce the results at 5:00 p.m.  So, the ballot you have is going to allow you to vote up to nine members onto the Standards Board.  And we just remind everybody that of the nine members, I mean, on the Executive Board rather, of the nine members, five may be state elections, five may be local, and not more than five may be members of the same political party.  So, take that into consideration when you’re voting, but you can vote for as many as you want of any one particular category, that’s up to you.  

So, at this time, I want to ask Steve Pearson to come up and talk about actually how we’re going to vote today.  We’re fortunate that ES&S has brought equipment in to assist us, so we don’t have to hand count today, which we’re thankful for, now that we’re the Committee to count as well so --  our fourth member has arrived.  Do you want to introduce yourself?

NEAL KELLEY:

Sorry, good morning.  My name is Neal Kelley.  I’m the Registrar of Voters for Orange County, California.  I’m still on west coast time a little bit, so I apologize for coming in late.

ROBERT GILES:

We’re just glad you made it.  Okay, I’m going to turn it over to Steve now to discuss how the actual process of voting is going to occur today.

STEVE PEARSON:


Good morning.  I’m Steve Pearson, and we feel very privileged to be here to support the EAC in the City of Williamsburg with this election.  And we’re going to be voting on EAC certified systems today, naturally.  You’re going to have a couple options here today.  So, when you go into the polling place, you’ll check in through the poll book process, and at that point, you’ll either be given the option to vote on a standard full face ballot, there’s booths set up there, so you can go ahead and mark your ballot and insert it into the optical scanner.  The other option is you can use the express vote system.  I put a card on your, on each of your places there, it really illustrates the two options that you have.  So, there’s standard voting on the traditional full face ballot on one side, the other option you have today is to -- we’ve created a web-site, or link actually, so that you can go in and download your ballot to your phone.  And this way you would be able to make your selections in advance, submit those selections, and you’ll be given, you’ll be returned a QR code.  And so, after you check in at the polling place, you’ll tell them you want to vote on the express vote, and that you have your QR code.  You’ll go to the express vote system, you’ll scan that barcode and it will take you directly to the summary screen of the express vote system.  So, if all of your selections have been made in advance, you won’t have to do that and go through each of the pages, and make your selections on the express vote.  At that point you review it, if you want to change it, you can, you select “erase,” go back in and make whatever changes you want to make, but otherwise, you’ve made your selections in advance.  You scan it, it’ll take you right to the summary screen, and at that point, you review it and you hit “print card”, and what it will do is, it will print your selections on the express vote card.  You take that over and then insert that into the optical scanner.  So, at the end of the day, you’ll either vote on the standard full face ballot, or on the express vote with the express vote card.  So, if you have any questions, I’ll be back here.  If you have any issues, I’ll be happy to help you and explain it.
ROBERT GILES:


Are there any questions before we let Steve go?  Okay.  Anything else from our members?  Any questions, at all, for the Standards Board’s election for the Executive Board?  None?  Okay, I’m going to turn it over to Linda Lamone to discuss the Advisory Board election process.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Thank you Bob.  I’d like to do a couple of other, of housekeeping things first.  I sent out to the members of the Advisory Board an email with the By-Laws and the minutes of the last meeting attached.  I hope you all got that email.  And with that in mind, I’d like a motion to adopt, for now, the By-Laws that the Board of Advisors approved on June 18, 2008.  Do I have a motion?

MICHAEL WINN:



Michael Winn, IACREOT.  Move.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:



Thank you.  Second?

CHRISTOPHER THOMAS:



Chris Thomas, NASED, second.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Any discussion?  All those in favor?  
CHORUS:


Aye.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Opposed?  Thank you.



Secondly, as I said, I sent out the minutes to you all from our last meeting of June 6-7, 2011.  I’m sure you all have vivid memories of that.  Again, I would like to have a motion to approve those minutes.

HELEN PURCELL:


Helen Purcell, Arizona.  I make the recommendation.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:


Thank you.  Second?
DONALD JONES:


Don Jones.
CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:


From?

DONALD JONES:


House Administration.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:


Thank you.  Any discussion?  All in favor?  
CHORUS:


Aye.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Opposed?  Thank you.



Next, I’d like to go over, with you all, the nomination process for the officers of the Board of Advisors.  The By-Laws in Article 4, Section C2b, provide that in the event there is only one nominee for an officer position, the election of that officer position shall take place by voice vote.  The Nominating Committee had a deadline to receive nominations, and there are only three people who have been nominated, or nominated themselves, actually.  For the officer positions, me as Chair, Neal Kelley as Vice-Chair, and Sarah Johnson as Secretary.  With that, I would like to ask for a voice vote approving these nominees for your officers for this coming year.  All in favor?  
CHORUS:


Aye.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Opposed?  Is there any discussion, I’m sorry, did you have a question?  No?  

And then, I would like to announce the members of the Proxy Committee.  In case something comes up, the proxy process is also covered in our By-Laws.  The Proxy Committee is Wendy Noren from NACO, David Blount from NCSL, and Jan Kralovec from NACRC.  I know two of, Wendy and Blount are here, would you please confer, in case we have some proxies raised at a later date, because some of our members are not here.  Is there any objection to the appointment of these people to the Proxy Committee?  Hearing none, so ordered.
Lastly, I would like to have a motion to approve the agenda, as presented to us today.  Is there a motion?

LINDA VON NESSI:



Linda Von Nessi, IACREOT.
CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:



Thank you.  Second please?

JIM DICKSON:



Jim Dickson, Senate Rules Committee.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Thank you.  All in favor?  
CHORUS:



Aye.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Opposed?  
And then, I would like to make a motion to amend the By-Laws to add, at the end of the day today, a report from Doug Lewis and Chris Thomas.  And I would like a second on that motion please.

JIM DICKSON:



Jim Dickson, Senate Rules Committee.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Thank you very much.  Any discussion?  All in favor?  
CHORUS:



Aye.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Opposed?  The agenda has been approved as amended, and those are my reports.  Thank you very much.
ROBERT GILES:
Clearly, your election is a lot easier than ours.
CHAIRMAN KING:

Thank you for your attention during the transaction of our routine, but very important, business.  I certainly appreciate that. 

We’re going to begin presentations at this time.  The first is a presentation of FACA responsibilities and the role of the Boards under HAVA.  One of the requirements not spelled out in statute is that you be able to comprehend and deal with federal acronyms.  This will count towards credit.  At this point, I’ll ask Commissioner Masterson to address us on this topic.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

Good morning.  Can we get the clicker to move the power points?  The good news is I have an additional hour to talk about FACA for you all.  It’s your lucky day, and you’re welcome.  No, I will go through this very quickly.  To be honest with you, we’re required by law to present on this to our Federal Advisory Committee Act Boards, and so, I’m going to fly through this, despite both Brad and the Chairwoman’s requests, in order to fulfill our obligations under FACA.  I did want to say, and I meant to say it in my opening remarks, this is your all’s Boards, this is your all’s agenda.  If you have questions, if you want to hear something else, or push the staff on areas of concern, I encourage you throughout the presentations to do so.  This is for you, to give you the information you need to, frankly, help us do our job better.  And so, anything you all need to do to get that information and to challenge the staff on some of this, by “challenge” I mean ask them questions, no actually, I mean you can challenge them, I guess, but, please do so, because that’s what’s going to make this of value to you and, therefore, of value to us.  And so again, I ask you please to push forward with that and give us the advice we need to move forward.

So, with that, we’ll talk about FACA, if we’re up and running here.  They got it.  We good?

UNKNOWN:



What’s the name of the file?

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:



FACA, F-A-C-A.  We may get to take an impromptu break.

UNKNOWN:



It’s not on here.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

I have it on my computer.  So, here’s what we’re going to do.  Impromptu.  Is that all right?  Take a five minute break, and then we’ll get back.  It should have been on there.  I apologize.  We’re coming back in 10 minutes, so that would be 9:30.  And thank you for your patience.

[Break]

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:


Let’s resume our meeting, if you will take your seats.  We’ll get started here.  All right, thank you, thank you all for your patience.  We’ll move back into the agenda.  

Before we get to the FACA presentation, that I know you all are awaiting with baited breath for, I did want to take this opportunity to introduce you all to the Election Officers who will be running the Standards Board election.  These folks have been amazing with their time and willingness to volunteer.  So, I’m going to introduce Win Sowder, who’s the Director of Elections here for the City of Williamsburg, and she’ll introduce the rest of the team that will be administering the Standards Board election.  And Win, let me thank you and the team so much for your help and willingness to help out the Standards Board with this.
WIN SOWDER:


You’re most welcome.  I’d like to introduce Walt Latham, he’s the Registrar and Election Director in York County.  And Tammi Pinkney from Poquoson, Registrar, and Registrar and Election Director from Fairfax County, Cameron Quinn.  They graciously accepted my invitation to help today and I appreciate it.
COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:
Thank you all so much.  Also, I’ve been asked to go over the real essentials.  Bathroom is right out the door to the right.  There’s an additional bathroom downstairs that’s a little bit bigger, as well.  So, if you need to use the restrooms, those are the two locations for the restrooms.  And then, Wi-Fi, for those of you who are trying to pull up the ballot on your phone for instance, and Sprint doesn’t have great coverage here, the Wi-Fi, free Wi-Fi, is entitled “aguest.”  That’s the offered Wi-Fi here at Williamsburg.  So, if you wanted to pull that up in order to pull your ballot up, that’s how you go about doing that, or to surf the web, I guess.


So, with that, I think I can get to the FACA presentation.  I’ve been asked again to use up some time, so I’ll save Bob Giles stories for the end, after the FACA presentation.


FACA, or the Federal Advisory Committee Act, is the overarching federal statute that lays out the rules for Advisory Committees, like, both the Standards Board and Board of Advisors.  But before we get to FACA, I think it’s important to frame your roles in the context of HAVA, because, as I said in my opening remarks, you all are a product and creation of HAVA.  You advise the EAC, essentially, on almost all of our activities.  It starts with, obviously, the advice on the voting, Voluntary Voting System Guidelines, but then, moves into our research realm and includes even our strategic planning and the priorities for the Agency.  And so, in essence, you all, as HAVA created Boards, get to provide advice on all aspects of the Agency, including, again, making recommendations on the Executive Director, which you’ll be asked to do as part of this meeting, or at least begin the process in forming the search committees.  So, you all play a critical role in helping us stay on the right path and focus on the right things, in all areas of the function of the Agency.  I will mention the other federal advisory committee that is near and dear to my heart, and I’m the DFO for the Technical Guidelines Development Committee.  I know each one of your Boards gets to select members to the Technical Guidelines Development Committee.  That is the Committee that’s tasked with the creation of the draft version of the VVSG that comes to you all for review and comment, as well as the public, and then, gets consideration from the Commission.  And the TGDC, I’m hopeful, will meet this summer and begin the work of writing the next set of Voluntary Voting System Guidelines.  And so, for those of you who are interested in serving, or who are already appointed, like Helen and Linda and others, you know, clear out your schedules, we’ll be getting on those teleconferences weekly again, I think, in order to begin the work on the VVSG, and I’m very excited about that.

The duties of the advisory committees, again, are listed in HAVA.  The Standards Board and Board of Advisors, in accordance with the procedures set forth in HAVA, review the Voluntary Voting System Guidelines, as well as other areas of the EAC’s function.  Again, the research all gets vetted through the Boards.  We’ve often received resolutions regarding the Election Day Survey, and ways to improve the Election Day Survey.  I would anticipate that being an area that you all would look at, particularly the locals on the Standards Board that I know have some strong opinions about better ways to improve the Election Day Survey, and we’re very interested in hearing that and receiving some advice on that.  


FACA, what is the purpose of FACA?  This is sort of what we’re going to march through.  Who has to comply with FACA?  I will literally just show you the applicable laws.  We don’t have to get into them.  It’s just to say that there’s a rather large federal legal structure around the Federal Advisory Committee Boards.  And then, basically, what it means to you.


FACA was enacted in 1972 as a way to manage and provide guidance around these advisory committees.  Advisory committees are a very typical thing in the federal government.  Many government agencies have advisory committees that they form on their own.  It’s kind of untypical, or not typical, for a statute to create an advisory committee, like HAVA does with these two Boards here.  Typically, what happens is the federal agency says, “Hey, we really need some input from stakeholders and whatnot.  We’re going to form an advisory committee on this.”  And they create one under FACA.  So, you all are a little bit unique in that you’re created under HAVA in that way, although it’s not totally unique in that way.  

Who does FACA apply to?  All executive branch departments, agencies, offices based throughout the federal government.  Basically, any federal agency or executive branch agency has to apply FACA with their advisory committees.  


Here are the laws.  Again, feel free to look these up on your own.  I’m sure you all will do the research on all of these.  Needless to say, it is quite the federal structure in and around FACA, on how it works.  There’s actually two pages, I believe, of various memorandums and laws around how FACA operates, but we’ll boil it down for you here.  


Board membership and ethics.  This is important.  This has been a question that we’ve received at the EAC several times, and I know those of you, particularly who are on the Board of Advisors, in the past, had some questions around this, so we wanted to be sure to highlight this.  Even though the federal, the strict federal ethics laws that federal employees have to abide by don’t apply to you, there are expectations, both under FACA and other federal laws, as to how to conduct yourselves.  The most important one of which is representation of yourself as a Board member, as a Board member in regards to lobbying.  You all obviously have your day jobs that you can conduct yourself according to your own ethics rules and laws within your states or organizations, but as a member of the Boards, you cannot hold yourself out in your official capacity and lobby.  And so, this means, practically speaking, that you cannot go to various Representatives or, you know, Congressional staffers, and say, “As a member of the Board of Advisors, I’m telling you you should do this, or I’m against this Bill as a member of the Standards Board.”  But you could, obviously, in your role as an election official at the state level or the local level or with a various organization, lobby that way.  The key is that you don’t hold yourself out as this Board member or representative of these Boards in conducting that lobbying.  And that is something we’ve been asked about in the past.  And so, it’s an important distinction to draw as you move forward.  The law also requires that if you’re having any kind of contact with members of Congress or legislative staff that you make clear, if they ask you about it, that, “Yes, I’m a member of the Standards Board, but that’s not why I’m here today.  I’m here today as a representative of the state or local government that I represent.”  None of the restrictions prohibit you from lobbying, and I think that’s important because I think many of you, on behalf of various organizations or even just your states, interact regularly with Congressional staff.  It’s just important that you make clear who you are representing at the time, and that it’s not as a member of the Boards.


General committee management and guidance.  You’ve kind of gotten a feel for it already today.  The Agency heads are the Designated Federal Officers.  Another acronym for you all to deal with – DFO, which you may hear thrown around.  In essence, Chairwoman McCormick, for the Standards Board, and Vice-Chair Hicks, for the Board of Advisors, are your Federal representatives to the Boards.  And that means simply that they’re responsible for a lot of the administrative tasks, agendas, capturing the minutes, filing stuff for the federal record, while you all run your Committees the way you need to run them.  And so, as happened in the planning of this meeting, the Chairwoman and Vice-Chair interacted with the various members of the Standards Board, Nominating Committees, and otherwise, in order to create agendas, help file the By-Laws and Charters.  There are updated Charters that we had to file with the federal government in order to make sure you guys were operational and up and running.  And so, there’s a lot of paperwork on the back end that the EAC does to ensure that you all are functional and can have your meetings pursuant to all of those federal laws that were listed before.


Advisory committee member selections.  That’s sort of not too apropos for you all because HAVA dictates, basically, the membership of the various Boards and who gets to name what.  The advisory committee meetings are required to be open to the public, as this one is today, and obviously, must be accessible for all people, as this one is today, as well.  And so, the Designated Federal Officer must approve all committee and sub-committee meetings and agendas, post agendas and minutes to the web site, attend the meetings, adjourn any meetings, when it is in the public interest, and chair the meetings when directed to do so.  And so, essentially, the DFO is who you work for, or work through, excuse me, in order to get your meetings and sub-committee meetings scheduled.  It is your meetings, it is your Boards, she is the one that will work with you, along with the EAC staff, in order to get them scheduled, to get sub-committee calls scheduled, whatnot.  We’re there to administer the Boards, essentially, as you all do your work, your important work for the EAC.


Here are your Designated Federal Officers, as you all already know.  These are who you should contact should you have any questions, should you have a change in membership within your state or locality, that’s who this paperwork is filed with.  Again, to the TDGC, I will be the Designated Federal Officer, with the Director of NIST serving as the Chair of the TDGC, so a kind of unique structure with that.  And then, the DFO’s responsibilities are to work with the committee management officers to ensure compliance, to call the meetings, to send out the meeting notices, to publically post them on our website, and inform the public via the Federal Register of meetings, whether they be sub-committee meetings or full meetings of the Boards, and that they must be present at all the Board meetings, which is an important step, which is why we handled that.  And the Management Policy we discussed before, that there’s always a DFO active with the Boards, so that the Boards never have to stop meeting.  And that’s kind of what we addressed in the Management Policy to ensure that can move forward.  The bottom line is that any questions about the Boards should be directed to the Designated Federal Officer; they are the liaison between the EAC and you all.

Tom’s email address is wrong on that slide; it should be thicks@eac.gov.  


Questions?  I appreciate your patience with FACA training.  We can now check that box and move forward with the substantive portions of the meeting.  Thank you all again for your time and attention, and I promise you won’t have to hear about me or FACA again, so thank you.

CHAIRMAN KING:

At this point, I’ll ask Alice Miller, Chief Operating Officer and Acting Executive Director of the Elections Assistance Commission, to make a presentation concerning overview of Agency operations.  And I’ll remind everyone, if you do have questions, for our transcriber’s sanity, please give your name and your state.  Thank you.  And use the microphone.

ALICE MILLER:

Thank you.  Good morning everyone, and let me just give a hearty welcome to all of you.  It’s really good to see everybody out here after, how do I say it, a hiatus maybe, short period of time, we’re really happy to have you all back and to get the Boards up and operating one hundred percent, and get moving forward with the business of the EAC.  What I am going to do is just give a brief, or maybe not so brief, overview of what the Agency has been doing since the Boards were shut down in 2011 and hopefully bring you up to date.  Some of this you may have heard in different forums and at different events, but bringing everybody together and doing this as a unit is really a good thing.  


So, I’m going to start with, my presentation is actually in your book somewhere, in one of those tabs, I’m not sure.  I’ll just go through it with what’s already there.  I don’t have a power point presentation. 


I’ll start with the Testing and Certification Division.  Between 2012 and actually, 3/20/15, last month.  The Testing and Certification Division has 16 systems that they certified during that timeframe, 14 modifications, two systems, two certifications of conformance.  So there are a number of systems, I’m telling you 16, and they range, I’ll give you just a brief kind of analysis.  Unisyn Voting System, Dominion Voting Systems, Democracy Suite 4.1, Dominion Voting Systems Assure 1.3 Modifications, we’ve had systems of, certifications of conformance for a number of systems, as I said.  We have the specifics on the website, if you’re interested in knowing what they are, but I really don’t think it’s necessary to go through all 16 of them, but that information is available on our website, or feel free to ask me specifically what they were, if you’re interested in those, for the Certificate of Conformance and the modifications. 

Also, during that period, the Testing and Certification Division conducted two laboratory audits of approved or recommended Voting System Test Laboratories.  Our VSTLs, they conducted two quality system assurance audits of voting system manufacturers and one voting system manufacturing facility audit.  Also, the Division held a teleconference meeting and two in-person meetings with the future voting systems working group.  That group was established after a roundtable that we had last year talking about the future voting systems.  That roundtable came up with a recommendation to the EAC to put together a group to come and make some determinations of where we should be going with voting systems.  A small group was formed, the Testing and Certification Division, I’m sure which Brian Hancock will get into a little later in his presentation, convened the group with individuals of various interests in our voting systems and we’ve had two meetings.  They will be putting together a white paper showing what those recommendations were and how we plan to move forward from this point.  So, there were two full meetings and one teleconference, and now they’re working on bringing this full circle to conclusion with where the group recommended the EAC should go with voting systems.
In 2013 the Testing Certification Division conducted one laboratory renewal of an audit of an improved VSTL.  In 2012, the Testing Certification Division conducted one laboratory renewal audit of an approved VSTL, and one initial audit of a laboratory seeking EAC accreditation.  During the time frame, Division staff also completed the modification and editing, along with NIST staff, and produced one public comment version of the draft Voluntary Voting System Guidelines 1.1.  And they completed the Testing Certification Program manuals and the Voting System Test Lab manuals which Commissioner Masterson referred to earlier in his comments.  So, they’ve been a little busy.  Mr. Hancock, Brian Hancock, our Director of Testing and Certification, will go more into the weeds of what the Division has been doing.  I’m just trying to give you a high level overview of it.

I’m going to move on with the Grants Division.  So, the Division of Grants Management, the formula distribution fund grants, so they made, in 2011 they made distribution of $1,290,885.  That was available to the states as Section 251 money.  Part of that money was returned from 102 money.  The 102 money that was not spent, that’s our punch card and lever machine money.  That money was given to 30 states.  Thirty states received that money.  We had some money that was returned.  When that money was returned it was put back into requirements payments, so that money was set up for distribution.  In 2009, payments were given to three states.  Those states were American Samoa, Tennessee, and Vermont.  In 2010, five states received requirements payment money, and in 2011, 29 states received requirements payment money.  
We have audits that were conducted during this period.  Fifteen Office of the Inspector General audits were closed between 2011 and 2014.  We had audits that were, I’ll tell you what they were, the audits conducted by the Inspector General were done to Hawaii, Alabama, Utah, Illinois, New Jersey, Texas, Arizona, Nevada, Minnesota Election Day Data Collection audit, and Ohio had an Election Day Data Collection audit, as well as Illinois, Nebraska, North Dakota, Massachusetts and Colorado.  So, those were the 15 OIG audits that were conducted.

We closed College Poll Worker grants.  There were 13 awarded in 2009, College Poll Worker grants were closed 2009.  Mock Election grants were closed, of the seven awarded.  In 2010, the 2010 College Poll Worker grants were closed, and the Military Heroes grant that was awarded was closed, along with the Logic and Accuracy grants, which there were 12 awarded, those were also closed.  We also closed the 2010 Accessible Voting grant award, and there were two awarded for that.  

Amendments to the state plan, we did have a few states that submitted amendments to their state plan – Virginia, American Samoa, Oklahoma, and South Dakota.  We now do not publish the whole state plan, but what we do do is put it in the Federal Register, we have the plan on our website, but we’re not required, at this point, to publish the full state plan, so on our website is the indication that a state has submitted an amendment to their state plan, I mean, in the Federal Register is the information that the state has submitted an amendment.  The full change to the state plan is on our website.

Okay, so now I’m going to move on to our financial management work.  Every year we have to do an annual financial statement audit.  That audit takes place from May through November, and it, basically, examines all of the EAC books to make certain that we are in compliance with federal government procedures.  We have done a federal financial audit every year, and they -- we have to provide timely deliverables to the auditors, who are independent auditors, and they come in and they look at our books.  You know, they do a basic check to make sure everything is in compliance.  We have done those annually, submitting financial Agency reports, AFRs, to OMB, and also our Congressional budget justification with an additional to our Annual Performance Report.  Again, these are annual requirements.  We’ve done this every year and will continue to do it, because it’s, as I said, it’s required.
We respond to the Congressional Budget Office on the Bill eliminations.  So, everyone is aware that there have been several Bills to eliminate the EAC.  Those Bills continue.  When we get those Bills, we are contacted by the Congressional Budget Office to provide them with a cost savings of what the government would save if the Agency was shut down.  So, we have to do a thorough analysis.  What is missing in the thought process is, if the Agency is shut down, there will be individuals who would be entitled to some kind of financial, based on their time-in-service, they would be entitled to money.  So, we have to analyze that, look at staff, see who’s where, and what their time-in-service is, and then, provide the Congressional Budget Office with a justification, in terms of finances, how much savings it would be if the Agency was shut down.  We even, we’ve done that again for this year.  There is currently a Bill pending.  I’m sure it’s no surprise to anyone that that Bill did get resubmitted through the House, and we’ve already been contacted by the Congressional Budget Office to give them an analysis of what the cost savings would be.

Also, we prepared the annual operating plans and, by category, including payroll, staffing levels, and all that sort of thing, that we have to submit.  Submitted the Annual Performance Report and Agency Financial Report.  We conduct the government, we are point-of-contact to the Government Accounting Office in the USSpending.gov entries for EAC grants and contracts.  So, we have to deal with, have to talk to them whenever spending is involved, and things are involved that requires contracting, and we have to be in contact with the GAO, the Government Accounting Office.  We had a time period where we transitioned our financial services from General Services Administration to the Bureau of Public Debt.  During that time period, everything that we had in one system, from payroll to contracts, to any money that we have to provide services for, was contracted from one service agency to another.  That was a major process.  It resulted in some cost savings from some -- a little cost savings, but more importantly, we were able to get more professional help from the Bureau of Public Debt, because that is exactly what they do; they are a financial services agency.  GSA is more broadly with their services, so we were able to make that transition, and it’s helped us a lot, especially with respect to our financial statement audit, which we have to do every year.  

We had, in 2013-2014 time span, we had a procurement audit that was done.  An independent audit by auditors.  The Agency was just like selected to have a procurement audit.  What that did was, we went through, very meticulously, every procurement that the Agency has made between 2009 and 2012, and was able to show that the procurements were done legally and accurately and, you know, within the laws of the government, and any issues that were raised, we had to address that and be able to respond.  That audit did come out successfully.  Again, you can imagine the number of procurements and how long that would have taken from 2009 to 2012, every procurement that we, in fact, had, during that time span, in an audit, involved with that.  It was, again, another meticulous kind of focused audit, and time consuming, that we were able to get through.

We also have, every year, to do a FIMSA, which is Financial Information Management Security Act.  That audit looks at all of our technology to make sure that we are in compliance with the management of technology in the government.  So, every year we do that.  Again, it goes through, and, you know, we have to provide information to the auditors, another independent audit system process, to show that the technology and everything dealing with the technology is in compliance with federal government rules.  We’ve been successful on those audits, as well.

I do want to say that, also, during this time, the Agency, which you may know, moved its offices from downtown D.C. to an open space environment in downtown Silver Spring.  The move actually happened in October 2013, after the seven day shutdown period of the government.  At this time everyone is in open space.  The offices and the doors are basically non-existent.  That cost, that was a cost savings to the Agency of close to $1,000,000.  To make that move, the Agency was cited and highlighted by GSA and OMB as a model Agency for reducing cost and eliminating space, by making that move.  So, the doors are gone, basically, but everyone is functioning.  I think everyone is comfortable.  It’s not a cafeteria style space, but it is open space, and everyone works, basically, in a cubicle environment.  I find that it becomes more collegial, because we are able, you know, deal with everybody, not behind a door.  And so, that was a decision that was made, not only for cost savings, but just to change the environment a little bit, and it’s worked quite well.  At least I think it has.

Okay, so that’s the financial.  Let me go on to research, policies and program.  As you know, that is the Division that administers the EAVS report, the Election Administration and Voting Survey report, to Congress and the general public.  The report captures a variety of data related to election administration.  I have highlighted a couple of things that came from the 2010 EAVS report.  As you can see, the number of individuals that participated in the election in 2010 were 90,810,679 individuals participated in the election in 2010.  Of more than 90 million who voted, 63% voted at the polls, 16% voted a domestic absentee ballot, and 8% voted early.  States reported 98.6% domestic absentee ballots.  The common reasons for rejecting the absentee ballots was a missed deadline for returning the ballots.  States operated 176,071 precincts and 110,941 physical polling places.  States relied on 769,975 poll workers on Election Day.  And that was from the 2010 EAVS report; there was a lot more in there, these are the highlights that I just kind of wanted folks to take a look at, from 2010.  2012 EAVS report, 131,590,825 individuals voted, 56% voted in person, 1.4 million new registration applications were filed.  Again, that was during a presidential election, and so, that may be a reason for things being a little bit elevated.  888,000 poll workers and 120,000 polling sites.  

During this time, we also consolidated the Federal -- consolidated with the Federal Voting Assistance Program.  Their survey and our EAVS survey, and I want to thank Matt Boehmer for that, he’s sitting over there.  We were able to work very closely with them.  We had gotten a lot of requests from states to consolidate and stop the duplication, so, we worked very closely, had an MOU put in place, and we were able to add 12 additional FVAP questions to our 2014 EAVS report.  The questions incorporated the previous FVAP local election officials’ survey, EAC and staff, EAC staff and FVAP worked very closely together to get this done.  So, the EAVS survey that went out, this most recent one, did have the consolidated questions in there.  So, when you get that, I mean, you all know, because you were part of responding to the survey, obviously, but when the report comes out, it will, for the first time, include the one, the one survey with the combined questions.  So, we’re very happy to have been able to do that.  I will say this, that the report will be released to Congress in June of 2015, June of this year, so, a couple of months.

Program highlights.  We worked to develop a lot of guides during this time.  We developed the 2012 Guide Voting Tips to Enhance Your Voting Experience.  Again, this was tied to the 2012 presidential election.  We distributed 30,000 of these to each of the 55 states, because we work directly with the states, and hopefully, the states would have gotten those out to their locals as they felt necessary.  

After a nine part webinar series on Best Practice in Election Administration, we conducted that from June of, from June to September of 2013, I’m sorry.  Following that we began to develop ideas for updating our quick starts.  We also did a 2014 flyer 10 Tips to Enhance the Voting Experience, which is also posted on our website.  I don’t think that we distributed that, I’m not sure.  No, that’s only on our website, we weren’t able to get that printed and distributed, but it is on the website.

Developed 14 facts about voting in federal elections.  The facts were translated into six foreign languages and posted to EAC’s website.  It was an update to our 2011 EAC brochure Voter’s Guide to Federal Elections.  The 2014 Quick Start, Quick Tip documents, Quick Starts, Quick Tips, we’re trying to change it from Quick Starts to Quick Tips, so there’s a little tongue twister there.  But anyway, I have them listed on here, but they are nine tips to manage the voting process, seven tips to strengthen voter education programs, six tips to employ effective poll workers, and four tips for marketing, making election data pay off.  In 2015, we did a few additional ones, six tips for assisting UOCAVA voters and their families, six for conducting election audits, four for managing alternative voting methods, five for educating poll workers, four for managing provisional ballots, six for contingency and disaster planning, and five tips for managing change in elections.  I want to say this, we develop these tips and all of this information with input from local election officials.  These, these are not things that we come up with.  We work very closely with individuals who are actually, have their hands in the weeds and dealing with the operation.  We have constant conversations with them.  We send these things out for review.  We take their suggestions.  We modify, we adjust, and we then develop the actual document that is released.  Having said that, we want to reach out to all of the Standards Board and Board of Advisors members to come on board and be like our ambassadors for, not only, helping us to develop these things, but to help distribute.  We have found that although we have the information and we try to get it out, there are a lot of individuals in the field of elections who have no idea that this resource exists.  We need your help.  We would love for you to work with us and to assist us and, you know, to try to be a part of what we’re trying to do to promote the Agency resources to those individuals who need it most.  So, having said that, in your binders, you will find a green form, I believe it’s Tab 11 for the Standards Board and Tab 12 for Board of Advisors, it is an election officials conferences, where we’re asking you to respond to this and let us know when your state conferences may be, if you would be interested in having information from the EAC.  If, in fact, you would like to come help us and work with us, to be an ambassador for the EAC, and to get the information out, to be like an extended arm, and help with promoting our resources and help to develop the resources.  There will be a box at the registration desk, if you’re interested, if you could just leave us the information that we ask you to leave the form at, and we would pick them up and then be in contact with you after, after we get this.  So, that’s a commercial.
Communications.  I’ll just go through this quickly.  We maintain a website at www.eac.gov.  Our website includes resources for election officials, voters, academicians, and stakeholders.  Examples include the election official exchange, as you know, you can go on if there is information that you want to include, to let people what may have happened, or what you have a question on regarding an election or election operation, put it on there, election officials will go on and respond, so, you hear from your colleagues about things that may have happened, or that you may want to alert them on.  It’s our election official exchange, it’s an on-line resource that helps local election officials share best practices and experiences.  There is an events finder on our website.  It also includes all of our roundtables and public hearings, our discussions, and web casts of public events.  We have maintained a twitter account, it’s twitter@eacgov#eacvote, where election officials and public can gather to discuss the preparation for the next federal election.  Our twitter number of followers has grown from 250 in late 2011, to 2,043 in December 2014.  Our blog posts are up.  It provides election officials and the public with timely updates on elections and program activities and forums for discussion, such as the preparation for the upcoming federal elections.  And we do know we do have an upcoming federal election.  Everybody’s getting ready for that one.

EAC also maintains a list of election officials and has used the platform to inform thousands of people about program activities.  For example, EAC can rapidly deliver information and updates about Voting System Certification Program across the country and we have done that numerous times.  We have a stakeholders list that we use to get this information out to, and everyone is able to get access, gain access to EAC’s updates through their stakeholder list.  If you’re not a member, you can sign up through our website to become one of the EAC stakeholder recipients of information.  

Even though we could not have public meetings during the time that we did not have a quorum, what we did do was utilize a process known as roundtables.  And so, we continued to try to maintain our relationship with election officials and to get information out and to begin discussions around what is important and what continues to be important for election officials through our roundtable process.  So, we did continue the roundtables.  We had four roundtable discussions in 2012, and they are listed there, from voting systems, to veteran’s voting, in November and September.  We had two roundtable discussions in 2013, Informing Change and Transforming Election Administration.  The important thing about our roundtables is we reach out again to election officials to participate, to have the discussion, to be a part of the discussion, and to inform us, as they do the public, what is relevant and necessary around these issues as it relates to election administration.  In 2014, which was last year, we hosted three public roundtable discussions.  Many of those roundtable discussions, in fact all of them, focused on the work of the Presidential Election Commission, the PCA report.  And we were able, fortunately, to, with each of those roundtables, have with us, not only former members of the Commission, who willingly came and talked and gave their views of things that they saw as they went around the country, talking about the mandates of that Commission, we also were able to get the Research Director and other individuals who worked closely with the PCA, to come up with a report.  All of those roundtable discussions are posted on our website.  We have taken that information and tried to develop and move forward, which is, again, one way the Future Voting Systems Committee was established, through a roundtable that took place last year, with members of, or those involved with the PCA to try to help us, again, form direction and to establish a process where we need to go moving forward.  We host those roundtables and we have continued to host them.  They have been really, really insightful for us.  We appreciate all the help that we get from the individuals of the election community as we move forward with those roundtables.  They are just -- to have everyone sitting around the table and talking about your experiences, and what you think is the best ideas, and how we can move forward, how EAC can help, how we can be a resource for that, is just a tremendous amount of wealth of knowledge and we truly appreciate that.  We will continue to host them.  All of our roundtables are webcast live, and they feature a live twitter fall.  Questions and comments are always taken from the public through the webcast, and we try to respond through the twitter to those things that we can, when questions come up. 
We have had one roundtable since the Commissioners have been back in place, and that one was on March 19th.  It was titled “EAC Moving Forward: Priorities, Policy and Strategy.”  Again, that was webcast.  It is on our website.  It was a conversation around directions for the next steps with the EAC, now that we have a full quorum of Commissioners in place.  We did have two, the two former co-chairs of the PCA opened the roundtable.  We had some of, former Presidential Commission appointees participating in that roundtable, as well as local election officials, and academics and others that were very important to us.  So, I would encourage you, if you have not gone on our website, to take a look at some of the roundtables, definitely take a look at that one.  It was very insightful.  Again, we collect the information and we use it to inform and to develop the resources that we need moving forward as a Commission.
Commissioner Masterson stole some of my thunder, because what I was going to do was say that we’ve had two public meetings since the Commission has been back in place.  That was our February 24th meeting and our March 31st public meeting.  During those meetings, as he already mentioned, the adoption of the Voluntary Voting Systems Guidelines 1.1 was done, the Certification Manuals and the Program Certification Manual and the Accreditation Program Manual was adopted, the approval of the Advisory Opinion Request related to expenditures of HAVA grants and local election expenditures was done.  We accredited one, which he did not say, we accredited one Voting System Test Lab, Pro V&V, the Commissioners were able to take that on, that was waiting for them.  And the other thing that we have done since the Commissioners have been back in place, is that we hosted, in conjunction with NIST, a two-day symposium on voting systems and the future of technology and that was done in D.C. at the Department of Commerce.  

So, we haven’t been real busy, but we’ve had a few things to do.  Any questions that I can answer?  All right.  Thank you all very much.  If you have any questions, again, the staff is here, they are able to delve more into the weeds of this information, and you will hear more from them, directly, as it relates to each of their programs, each of their Divisions and the operations that they have been running continuously since we’ve been without a quorum.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Alice, thank you very much.  Always appreciate your presentation.  

I wanted to take a moment to mention to members of the Standards Board, that in your binders behind Tabs 12 and 13, you will find a green form and a yellow form.  These are important forms.  The yellow form is an opportunity for you to indicate your interest in serving on one of the various Standards Board Committees.  And use the plural, because you can certainly be active in more than one, but it’s necessary for us to get a sense of who is interested in serving on which Committees.  So please, during the course of the day, fill out the yellow form.  There is a basket on the table outside in the lobby for you to turn these forms in.  So please do so before the day’s business is finished.  There is also, behind Tab 11, I believe, a green form titled “2015 through 2016 Election Official Conference.”  Many, if not all states and territories, have gatherings of local election officials, sometimes including state agencies of various sorts.  The Election Assistance Commission is interested in spreading the word about its work and taking questions from those who administer elections at the ground level.  And so, if you for example, have a conference scheduled in December of this year, please indicate that.  If you know the location, indicate that, as well.  And then, finally, indicate if you’re interested in having the EAC attend and make a presentation as part of that conference.  The form also asks you to designate contact information for several election officials with whom the EAC can work in preparing for this event, if you choose to have them, primary, secondary and alternate.  So, if you would, please fill out that information.  There will be a separate basket, because we don’t want to mix the yellow and the green, out on the table.  So, please take the time to provide that information to the folks at the EAC and they will be very grateful for that.  Thank you.
At this point we will recess.  I remind you that voting starts at 10:45 a.m., but we will resume at 11:00 a.m. for the next in our series of presentations.  Thank you very much.

[Break]

CHAIRMAN KING:
If everyone could please take their seats, we’ll resume.  We’ll begin with a presentation regarding grants from Monica Evans, Grant Director at the EAC.  Monica.

MONICA EVANS:

Good morning.  As I think that I am what is standing between everyone and lunch or break, so I promise to be respectful of your time today.  I’m going to, essentially, give a brief overview of the funding picture at EAC.  I know some of the items may have been touched on a little earlier, but I think you’ll find the information helpful and if you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to ask any questions.


Essentially, a lot of money has come through EAC since the passage of HAVA.  States have received about $3.25 billion in funding and that has essentially been in three funding streams – Section 101, Section 102 for placement of the punch card lever machines, and of course, Section 251, our requirements payments.  And right now, we still have two open funding streams with our requirements payments about 83% of that funding has been expended to date.  And then, with our 101 money, we have about 81% of that funding that has been expended.  Also, we have a discretionary grant program and that’s competitive grants.  And so, we’ve had essentially six competitive grant programs – accessible voting technology, pre-election logic and accuracy testing, military heroes, election data collection, mock election, and our college poll worker program.  And we have administered about $22.9 million under our competitive grant program.  And we don’t currently have any open grants under that funding stream, but I will discuss some possibilities we’re looking at in 2015.  So, of the $3.2 billion that states have received, we do still have money available at EAC that has not been requested by some states.  And so, we have about 5.5 million that is currently available.  And so, in order to receive that Section 251 requirements money states do have to certify to a number of things.  They have to indicate that the state plan has not changed in any material way, and then, a certification letter comes to the state with acknowledgement of a 5% match, and then, we’re able to disburse those funds.  And if anyone has any questions about whether or not your state has any money, I do have that information, but we do have over 20 states that have some money available.  I don’t want to go down that long laundry list, but I’ll be more than happy to provide that information.

Another big piece of what we do in the Grants Office has to do with audits.  Currently, our Office of Inspector General issues audits and then there are A133 single audits that grant recipients have to undergo if they expend $500,000 or more in a given fiscal year.  We currently have six OIG audits that are open – U.S. Virgin Islands, Idaho, Maine, Oklahoma, District of Columbia, and Delaware.  And then, we have some states that have not received an OIG audit.  We have some states that received multiple audits.  Some states have not been audited at all.  And our Inspector General essentially does a risk assessment to determine whether or not a state will make his audit plan.  And so, to date, states that have not been audited include Alaska, American Samoa, Guam, Mississippi, New Hampshire, Puerto Rico, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wisconsin.  And our Inspector General has issued his 2015 Work Plan and the states on that Plan are Alaska, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and Wyoming.  So, it’s a pretty ambitious list for 2015, and none of these audits have actually started as of yet.  So, I’m not quite sure where we are with the 2015 Audit Plan.  But in the event all of those audits do take place, the majority of our jurisdictions will have received an OIG audit.  The only states that are not on the list would be American Samoa, Guan, New Hampshire, Puerto Rico, and Wisconsin.  And so, we’ll see where we are with 2015.  Our current audit liability is approximately $1.4 billion, and that is kind of the universe of what has not been audited to date.  And there’s some factors that go into that and a lot of our figures are based on self-reporting by states through the federal financial reports, and so, I can’t say that’s an exact figure, but that gives you a pretty good indication of what we have out there that still has not been audited.


There are some current audit findings that we see that recur quite frequently.  And one of the new ones that we’re seeing is on maintenance of expenditure.  Our Inspector General just started auditing on maintenance of expenditure with our 2013 audits and, essentially, states are required to maintain a baseline level of expenditure that is equivalent to state expenditures for activities under Title 3 of HAVA in the fiscal year prior to November 2000.  And so, that baseline level of expenditure must be met every year that Section 251 funds are expended by the state.  And so, we are beginning to see some audit findings around maintenance of expenditure.  Other top audit findings – employee salaries, just keeping adequate time records and making sure those records are certified; property inventory, making sure those lists are maintained and property is accounted for; shortfall and principle or interested deposited in the HAVA Election Fund; funds transferred to local governments and municipalities in a timely manner, that’s been a finding; lack of supporting documentation for expenditures; financial reporting, either not submitting the federal financial reports on time, or having those reports not be accurate and be able to tie back to the financial systems; procurement where contracts are awarded without competition and justification; voter registration tends to be one that we see quite a bit, and that is when states use HAVA funds to promote voter registration campaigns and to register voters, HAVA funds may be used for voter education, but voter registration and get out the vote activities is something that has not been allowed; marketing and promotional expenses; and then, capital expenditures not being approved ahead of time by EAC.  So, we are working very diligently with the jurisdictions that currently have open audits and we’re pretty confident we’ll be able to get to resolution with those.  And we actually had our first kind of milestone about two years ago, where we actually had all of the OIG audit findings clear for the first time since the OIG had been issuing audits.


As far as future funding, this is always a topic of interest because people want to know what money is available.  So, in addition to the requirements money that states may request, we do have some money available for a future grant competition.  So, Congress appropriated a total of $3 million, and this was under the 2009 Omnibus Appropriation and the 2010 Consolidated Appropriation Acts.  And that $3 million was to support pre-election logic and accuracy and post-election audits as authorized by HAVA.  And so, essentially, that money is to ensure that voting system equipment, including tabulation equipment, is to be used in an upcoming election, that it’s properly prepared to support the election, and that post-election voting system verification will assess the adequacy of controls in place prior to and during the election, and that we can detect and correct, or even prevent, anomalies from occurring in the voting system.  And so, in 2010, the awards were actually made in 2011, but through our 2010 competition, we made 12 awards totaling about $1.4 million, and those awards went to county and state organizations, and the award size ranged from about $25,000 to $230,000.  And so, of that money that was awarded in 2011, we currently have about $483,000 that was not used and was returned to EAC, and then additionally, we have an additional 1.6 million.  So we have about $2 million available for a new grant competition.  And so, that actually will be a larger grant competition than the one we ran in 2010 and 2011.  And so, the appropriations and authorizing language tied to these funds gives us some discretion on how we want to administer future funds.  So, essentially, our next steps for holding a 2015 grant competition include one, we need to really determine the goals for the new competition and the scope of fundable activities that will be supported by the grants.  And then, additionally decide upon the size of the awards and the target audience.  In the last competition we mixed large and multi-year research oriented grants to states with smaller grants to local voting jurisdictions.  And so, we’re really trying to get some input before we actually issue a Notice of Funding Availability, and our Commissioners have been very supportive and want to get information, we really want to hear from jurisdictions to see the best way to use those funds before we issue a NOFA.  So, the past NOFA is available on the EAC website, if you want to take a look at that, to see exactly how we requested proposals in 2010, but we do not have to stick with that model exactly, but that may give you an idea of some of the things that we’re looking at, and also, list the requirements that we have to meet in running a competition in 2015.


So, as far as next steps with the Grants Office, of course, we’re looking at the logic and accuracy testing program.  We’re currently working on the 2014 grant expenditure report and that is the report we prepared based on the Federal Financial Reports that are submitted by the states.  So, we still have a few outstanding reports, FFRs, that we have not received, but we have been tabulating the data that we have so that we can get the 2014 report issued as soon as possible. 

Also, as mentioned, we kind of had a backlog of advisory opinions that have been submitted to EAC.  So, we’re working on cleaning up that backlog of audits.  And then, of course we continue to develop webinars.  Our most recent webinar was in September and that had to do with the Federal Financial Reports.  And I like to think that webinar was a success because the Federal Financial Reports we have received since that webinar have shown quite a bit of improvement as far as the accuracy.  So, we do have some other webinars that we’re planning, one around time keeping, and then, equipment management and disposition.  And so, we’re just finalizing those webinars.  

So, that’s pretty much where we are.  I’m happy that we do have some money that we can begin to administer again.  And, I guess, I’d just like to open up for questions.  Well, I thank you.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Thank you very much Monica.  The Boards have been ruthlessly efficient in doing their business and our presenters have been concise, and so, we have an opportunity here, if there’s no objection, to hear at least the initial portion of the EAC Transition Plan presentation that we scheduled for later this afternoon.  Are there any objections to that?  Hearing none, we’ll ask Chris Thomas and Doug Lewis, who is joined by his beautiful wife Vicky, who is with us as a guest today.

DOUG LEWIS:



I’m here representing has-beens anonymous.  

CHRIS THOMAS:



And I’m just an apprentice.

DOUG LEWIS:

You notice they picked the grayest haired guys they could find to do this report.

CHRIS THOMAS:



We do have hair though.

DOUG LEWIS:

Okay, Chris and I were asked by the new Commissioners, and let me say to you, this has been very, very pleasant in looking at and working with this, all three Commissioners, at this stage of the game, are on the same bandwagon, doing the same thing, in terms of trying to get the Agency where it needs to be to have a long-term future and to begin to do the things that really serve elections and election administration and voter concerns very well throughout this.  What it is not, it is not a “gotcha” report.  It is not aimed at trying to say “nanny-nanny boo-boo, you didn’t do a good job.”  It is none of that.  No matter who you are, look, I used to do this before I got into elections, I had a management consulting firm and I don’t care who you are, if you go through examination, you don’t come out well.  I mean, because people are looking at you under a microscope, and they’re looking at you with a way to make recommendations of how to make you better.  And so, it’s offered in that spirit.  It is not offered in a spirit of trying to point fingers or say people are flat on their can or any of that.  It’s offered in the spirit of trying to make this a better process.

CHRIS THOMAS:


I would echo Doug’s comments.  It’s really been an interesting process.  I very much enjoyed talking both with Commissioners and staff.  It’s really kind of a jumping off place from the March 19 roundtable that dealt with the future of the EAC.  And that’s what we’re here to talk about today, because each of the Boards, later on, will be talking about what you all think the mission of the EAC ought to be, and where you would like to see their resources committed, in terms of election administration issues.  And one thing we point out that many of the staff pointed out as well, as well as Commissioners, is that they are known in large part for the voting systems testing and certification and the standards process.  But you can’t be a one horse operation.  As good as that is, there are many other things that the Commission has been in, and ought to be expanding.  So that, that was our jumping off point.  When we talked to staff and Commissioners, it was really to find out, “What do you think?  What’s your hopes and dreams for the Commission and where it ought to be going?”  And so, that’s the portion of the report that we’re here to talk about today.  We came up with four different priority missions that we’re recommending.  There may certainly be more, and I think that some of those may be generated from the discussions that we have today, and tomorrow, as the two Advisory Boards.  So, are you ready to jump in?

DOUG LEWIS:


Sure.

CHRIS THOMAS:


Go for it.

DOUG LEWIS:


We looked at, in terms of the roles and responsibilities of the EAC that, we think, based on what HAVA says, based on what the history of the predecessors of the EAC have been, and what is truly and actually needed, especially among the elections administrators of America, are the following concerns.  
A functioning and useful research division that creates reports that are succinct enough, and in tables or formats that are clear enough that they are quickly and easily accessible to elections folks.  More often than not, when you’re looking at trying to get a quick answer to how you compare to somebody nationally, or what the norm is nationally, on how many absentee ballots are returned, or whatever, you want to be able to pull that up very quickly.  And so, the EAC, because I think it’s been limited both in staff and in money, has not really been able to go forward with, in my mind, an ability to actually put out the products in ways that they are terribly useful and economically useful, in terms of time invested to get quick information.  And so, hopefully, we’re saying to the EAC, “Look at what your customers need.  Look at how to break down…”  The EAVS survey is wonderful.  You get into the data, it’s wonderful.  They’ve got some really magnificent data.  It’s also voluminous.  And so, what you want is products that are useful and easy to do.



Secondly, the clearinghouse function is one in which, for whatever reason, it really has not been what it was in the past, but then, the focus changed.  And so, maybe part of that is that we think you need to renew an effort on that and a responsible level on that.  Sharing of information is something the federal government can do better than anybody.  I mean, it’s where having those links, having those reports, having that ability to make sure that all 8,000 or 10,000, depending on whose numbers you use, jurisdictions in America can have that information, and have it easily.  



And then, finally, the standards and development, oh, not finally.  The one that we really, Chris and I both, because we worked on it for so long and dealt with it in HAVA so much, is we think a core mission of the EAC needs to be accessible voting.  We are, as a nation, growing from 10% to 15% of accessibility needs, to rapidly, because of the aging population and that’s who votes most often, we’re rapidly approaching where we’re going to be at that 35%, 30%, 35%, and maybe greater, percentage, because people are living longer and they have more needs.  And so, I turn it to you.
CHRIS THOMAS:


One comment I’d make about clearinghouse, that’s a function that goes way back, even prior to the Federal Election Commission, it was housed there until the EAC came into being, and has been there since, is that we’d really like to see that expanded, so that the EAC website becomes one of those one-stop shopping locations to find out information on each state’s elections.  So one idea, for example, is that there ought to be a good summary breakdown of each state’s election system based on a number of criteria.  So, media, election officials, legislators, whomever, can go and say, “Well, how do they do it this state and that state?”  There are other sites that do compositions of various surveys, you know, “who has early voting?”, “who has on-line registration?”  That ought to be pulled in to the EAC website.  Those would be, I think, very interesting, and would start to drive people to that site.  And finally, the Presidential Commission on Election Administration compiled a huge amount of data that is sitting out there on the website, continues to be there.  The research data, much of it is best practices that comes from all of you and your colleagues, needs to be compiled, categorized, so that it’s in a very useable format for you all, and would continue to grow.  So, I know my good friend Tammy Patrick, in her own head, knows what everybody does in the United States, but, so we’re just going to tap into that, you know, that’s how it’s going to work.  So, she can’t leave Washington, she needs to stick around.  But really, the data that is out there on the Commission Report, and the tools, and I would encourage the Commission to even look at those tools and start working with them to improve them.  And then, all of the Associations, I mean, many of you belong to the IACREOTs and NACO and NACRC, and all of these groups, Election Center, all are pulling forward best practices all the time, and the EAC website ought to be capturing that.  And so, for us, it becomes, as election officials, the place to go.  And I think that would be something that would really, really help us all. 


So, these are the areas that discussion is needed with all of you when that point in the agenda, and even afterwards, comes along, is to, you know, “What, with the resources, should they be doing?”  Now, of course, we’ll come up with a list that, you know, there might be $20 or $30 million to do, but it’s good to have that list.  It’s good to get started.  And they’re eager to broaden that mission and to start that mission into some new avenues.

DOUG LEWIS:


On the voting systems development and voting systems qualification, truthfully, the Agency took a lot of criticism for the last four or five years, and it has responded to that criticism and it has begun to actually revise some of the policies, so that standards actually hit at a better time and take more things into consideration.  And one of the things that Chris and I have worried about for quite a while, and we’ve said, through various organizations, either Election Center or NASED, or some of the others that we all speak to and work with, is that we’ve got to get to the point that we can look at systems that are not necessarily hardware based, that are all software based.  And so, how do we, how do we take care of that new class of system?  How do we look at that?  How do we assure local elections officials that we have allowed innovation to occur, and yet, at the same time, still building in protections.  And so, on behalf of the Agency, I think it needs to be said that they have responded appropriately, they have begun to look at this a little differently, in terms of serving the customer base.  One of the criticisms that has been there for quite some time, is that they can’t get systems qualified fast enough, or they can’t get older systems, legacy systems, approved in terms of updates, and/or that it just takes forever to come through the process.  I think the places, the things have been changed and laid into place to do that and to respond better to what your needs are.  If you get to the point that you feel like that you are frustrated with some of that, let me tell you, having run that program for 10 years myself, before the EAC ever took it over, you get to the point that it frustrates any of us.  But, it’s one of those if you get to where you’re frustrated by that, be sure to communicate with the Commissioners through these Boards and others to let them know.  But I think we’re headed in the right direction on that.  And so, what is very nice, and what you all need to know, is this was created as a bipartisan Board and your new Commissioners are behaving as a bipartisan Board.  That has not always been true in the history of the organization.  And so, this has been a really, really good thing for Chris and I, at least, to work with at this point.
CHRIS THOMAS:


The other thing we would note, while it’s not directly on point with our mission, is staff has great attitude, which is nice to see.  Being in hiatus for four years is a tough place to live.  So the Commission, I think the Commissioners are fortunate to step in and have a step that is ready to roll their sleeves up and get to it.



We added one recommendation, also, that deal with these Boards.  And I don’t think we were harsh in our language, but that’s always in the eye of the beholder.  Our experience, well, Doug and I have experience with the Board of Advisors, and we were on it originally, is that these are congressionally established Boards, as has been stated here.  We’re not EAC created advisory boards, we’re congressionally created.  And we have a role to play.  And it’s a clear role.  And the Commission has a role to play.  And they can take or leave what our recommendations are.  But, we would really like to build with them a good relationship that’s built on respect between us and them.  And, as that occurs, Doug and I both believe that we can become ambassadors for, that all of us can become ambassadors for the EAC by getting information that they have out to our various states.  But to get there we really need to have our independence, to have them basically allow us to do our own agenda.  We’re more than happy to have items that they’re interested in.  In the past there was a little bit of resistance, there was a little bit of a feeling that we were being tolerated, because we do have a lot of ideas, and probably, if you add the price tag up on all our ideas, it gets to be astronomical, but I think we’re all here with a view of moving elections in America forward.  And you’re here because you’re on the forefront of that, and the organizations are here because they’re involved in HAVA, initially, and continue to be actively involved.  And so, we do make a statement in here about the independence of the Boards, and likewise, the Boards acting as ambassadors for the Commission and carrying the message out to our states and local jurisdictions.

DOUG LEWIS:


I would say to you, “Look, there needs to be a sense of urgency for everybody in these rooms as well as the Commission and the staff of the Commission, there has to be a sense of urgency.”  We are likely to have a 1-1/2 to 2 year window to prove to Congress that the Agency deserves to exist and can deliver the things that are useful in all of this.  And so, it’s not that they weren’t doing that before, but certainly, Congress sort of got into its head, or some elements of Congress got into its head, that the mission was only to distribute money.  Well, it wasn’t only to distribute money – it’s to make elections better.  And it had a long-term mission, not a short-term mission.  And so, what I’m saying here is all of you need to be aware that you need to have communication with your own legislative delegation to Congress.  Your House and your Senate members, to let them know if you feel you value this Agency, if you feel that this Agency can and does deliver services that are useful to elections, you need to be saying that, and you need to be saying that quickly.  The appropriations process is going to start very soon.  The appropriators, of course, are in the mindset, if they’re cutting the defense budget, like they’ve been cutting the defense budget in major whacks, they’re going to cut everything else too.  And so, this is a tiny agency that right now, I’m not talking about all Americans, I’m just talking about those who voted, we spend an average of, on the EAC, of eight cents per voter.  Goodness gracious, isn’t it worth at least eight or 10 cents a voter to have an Agency that sort of looks at this stuff and studies this stuff and makes this come together better?  And so, what I’m saying to you is, this is not, this is not like the Agency is a burden to the federal government.  And so, it needs to be, from our standpoint, you need to take action now.  Now, that’s easy for me to say, and everybody forgets that and goes home and doesn’t do a darn thing.  If you don’t do a darn thing, let me tell you, the appropriators are going to whack it to the point that, there are some who want it to be zero funded.  I don’t think it’s going to reach that stage, but if it whacks it much more, it’s not going to be able to deliver on just the stuff that we think they need to be doing, let alone the stuff that is useful, long-term.  And so, that’s our comments.
CHRIS THOMAS:


Yeah, my concluding remarks on this would be, give some thought and discussion with one another as the day progresses, and the evening, and I’m sure there’s time on the agendas tomorrow, to talk about what the respective Boards believe the mission of this Commission should be.  And give some real thought about where you see the needs.  What kind of information you would like to have and be able to access in a real easy and accessible way.  And I think that will help stimulate the discussion and really will be some of the real accomplishments of this, of these two meetings, is to actually come up with ideas for the Commission to look at going forward.

DOUG LEWIS:


I want to make sure I don’t just sort of gloss over the accessibility portion of this.  I want you all to know we feel very, very strongly about this.  The Help America Vote Act was the first Act truly to address the promise of independent and private voting for those with accessibility needs.  It was, in fact, the promise of that then got retrenched by a whole bunch of reasons, but there was arguments about security versus accessibility and we got into one trade-off versus another, and truly we have not lived up to our promise in this.  And so, it seems to me, it is one in which we have made a strong recommendation that it be a core mission of the EAC, at least for the foreseeable future, until we get to the point that all voters are treated equally in terms of their ability to participate in this process.



Any questions you all have of us?  Is there anything?

GREG RIDDLEMOSER:


Hey Doug, Greg Riddlemoser, the local rep from Virginia.  Isn’t the EAC a four-member Board?  And the reason I’m asking you, as opposed to somebody who’s actually on the Board, is that maybe you can elucidate why one of the Houses of Congress didn’t nominate the fourth person, or what’s the status of that whole thing?  And, as you’re trying to reinvigorate the EAC on a national scale and encourage the Congress to get behind us, both with money and other kinds of support, why is it that there’s a vacancy on the Commission itself?

DOUG LEWIS:


Okay, so you ask the guy who doesn’t have to worry about his job, or anything else, I guess, for that matter.  The $64 question.  Gee, you know, I wish I could tell you that there was a bi-partisan sense in Congress, and that we were all going to sing kumbaya and solve the world’s problems.  There is not.  There is still the dance that goes on between the two parties about what is an appropriate appointee and what is not an appropriate appointee.  Each side has played its games on this.  I will tell you some years back, there was someone the Republicans wanted to appoint and the Democrats said that person will never be appointed and that position will go vacant forever if that’s who you insist on nominating.  And so, the Republicans finally gave up on who they wanted.  And so, we’re now at the point where the Democrats offered one or two people who the Republicans have said, that’s not in the spirit of bi-partisanship, that’s in the spirit of, you know, overwhelming partisanship and we don’t want that person, or those people, and so we’re not going to do that.  Washington is in this ugly phase of just god-awful politics, and so, I’m hoping at some point that this is going to change.  We have given and counseled to appoint people who are rational, appoint people who are likely to look for solutions, and likely to look for compromise, to be on the Commission, because when that happens, the Commission actually does do exceedingly good work and the results are good.  That hasn’t always been who’s gotten appointed.  And I’m going to say to you, no one party has a lock on stupidity.  There’s been plenty to go around.  So, hopefully, I will tell you that there are some names that the staff has ready to recommend to the ranking member on the Democratic side that are rational people and would be indeed good appointees, in terms of being able to work through the elections process and that have actual elections experience, and so, that would be ideal.  There has also been word that the White House has a nominee or two that they want to put up, and that doesn’t sort of have that background.  So I’m hoping that we can have some influence on this as we go along, to come down on the side of rationality.  And if we do that, then, I think we can get the fourth Commissioner appointed.  This is back to raw politics.  I, to answer your question directly, it’s back to raw politics.  It is “you slapped us around when we wanted and who we wanted and you wouldn’t give us who we wanted, and so now we’re going to pay you back for that because we’re now in charge.”  And so, that’s where we are.
BRIAN KEMP:


Good afternoon, Brian Kemp from Georgia.  I just had a question, and I think it was Doug that mentioned this about using the word “expanding.”  And I wasn’t sure if that was the EAC’s duties expanding or whether you were talking about additions to the website and those few things you went through.  If there were other things that you thought needed to be expanded, I’d be interested in what those were.

CHRIS THOMAS:


Secretary, we were really looking at expanding the breadth of the clearinghouse.  That that really needs to take on a very, very broad swath of the election data that’s out there.  NASS has collected a lot of data, NASED has collected, and IACREOT, and all these groups, and NCSL, which has done a wonderful job on their website.  So, we see that as not necessarily giving them a new function.  We think the clearinghouse has been their function, but really, expanding the scope of that to provide really useful information for us all.  I mean, that’s where we’re really headed.  And then, on the research side, you know, most of those congressionally listed items have been completed, in terms of studies that should be done.  And we believe strongly that, you know, some of that stuff was very academic, some of it was applied, we’d like to see it be more on the applied side.  In other words, things that can really help administer elections, as opposed to just studying from a political science view.  And there’s value in that, I don’t want to denigrate that, but given the resources, we think that’s where the conversation of these Boards is.  What needs to be studied?  What data do we need to move forward?  That would be my answer, and I defer to Doug on anything he has to offer.
DOUG LEWIS:


I would say to you, look, I think the things that, I think Chris has got this absolutely right, in terms of what, even our recommendations are, is look for more applied research.  How to actually have impact with something that you’re doing.  Some of the studies that the EAC got challenged with, or dedicated to, because Congress said, “You will do a study on this,” were so loaded politically that there was no way to win.  If you do a study on voter intimidation versus voter fraud, I don’t care how you come out of that study, 50% of your audience is going to hate you if you’re in Congress.  And so, we’re hopeful that Congress won’t assign that kind of thing to the EAC anymore.  If you want that kind of study done, go to GAO, go to the Congressional Research Service, and study those kinds of things.  The things that will make the Agency better and serve elections in America better are those things about which we can all do something.  We can’t solve, if the Congress itself cannot agree on some of these subject matters about what ought to be done, and if you can’t agree on something, you can never find a solution.  I mean, if you never get to the point that you agree that the thing is a problem, you can’t, and that you both agree what is the cause of the problem, then you can never find a solution.  And so, those kinds of things I hope we stay away from, and I hope that Congress, in its infinite wisdom, will not challenge this Agency to do that anymore. But studies about how long lines are and what causes lines and how you fix the line problem, that’s useful.  Studies about how to make voting systems better, that’s useful.  Studies on how to make poll workers actually remember what you challenged them to do, that’s useful.  And, hell, now that I’m almost old, I’m 69 years old, now, that I’m almost old enough to be a poll worker, you know, I want to make sure, I want to make sure that any training I sit through is something I can remember and then so something with.  That’s where I think what we’re saying is expand in those ways, not expand in ways, look, this Agency does not have a mission to be a regulator.  This Agency is not supposed to be a regulator.  And certainly, none of the recommendations we’ve said to it make it a regulator.  It is simply to be “of assistance,” not in terms of telling you how to do things.

ROBERT DEZMELYK:

Robert Dezmelyk, New Hampshire.  I think we have to be a little careful about studying why there are lines, because it’s going to be hard to establish that we spent a lot of money to come up with the fact that everybody decided to go to the polling place at the same time.  I think a lot of us, I’m saying this tongue-in-cheek, a lot of us know that some of these problems are, we all know what they are, but they’re fundamental aspects of human nature.  I mean, a lot of people come out to the polling place, just like a lot of people go to the movie at 7:00 on a Saturday night.  And while we have to design systems that alleviate the failure modes, which might lead to very long lines, some of these problems are kind of intrinsic in the process, and we can’t get side-tracked into solving problems that we can’t solve.
CHRIS THOMAS:


I would just respond shortly to this, is that the line science that is out there today has a lot to offer to the election community.  And lines, in any segment of the society, are caused in much the same way.  There’s a time when people are more likely to show up than other times.  So, that going forward, yes, that’s clear, and we’re not going to change that dramatically.  We can move it a little bit with information, but when you look at some of the line science that Charles Stewart has brought forward and demonstrated to various forums, that small changes have huge effect as the day goes on.  And I think that’s the kind of information that would be useful to all of us.  Yes, 7:00 or 8:00, whenever you open up, it’s hard to tell people don’t show up then, but the question is, “what do you do when they do show up,” because we know they’re going to.  And so, that’s where I would put the focus.

JOHN MERRILL:


John Merrill from Alabama, roll tide.  Sorry about that.  A question to me, one of the benefits the Commission could really be, for my purposes and our offices’ purposes, is to act as a repository of information for almost like a Consumer Reports effort that would evaluate different types of technology, different types of innovative materials that could be distributed or utilized, and to introduce what the benefits are, and have been, what they could be.  To grade them like Consumer Reports does, to make it easier for all of us to understand what the opportunities could be for our offices and our states as we evaluate those, instead of me having to call Brian and say, “tell me how it went for you all,” or me calling Delbert Hosemann in Mississippi and asking the same question.  That’s not an effective use of our time when we can utilize a resource that’s already available that could be doing this on our behalf.  Does that make sense?
DOUG LEWIS:


Mr. Secretary, again, for 10 years, I did this for NASED, and we sort of started looking at, could we do sort of rank order of this.  Truth is, you can’t do it.  Depending on what your state’s laws and needs are, some systems may be better than others, but that doesn’t mean that the other system from the other vendor is not, shouldn’t be the highest ranked in Ohio instead of in Alabama.  And so, and I think, I think from the standpoint of when you’re ready to purchase something, what you want to know is, does it count votes accurately?  Does it report votes accurately?  And can you maintain it so that it will stand up to an election cycle?  Those are the keys in that.  And that sounds really simple.  Let me tell you, once you start going through a million lines of code to find out if it counts accurately, you get a lesson in how to make all of this work.  I don’t think the Agency can get to the point that it can be a Consumer Reports in this.  I just don’t think so.  I think what the Agency has to say is, “We’ve tested it for national qualification.  It is as secure as we know how to make it and still be able to buy it.  It is -- it counts votes accurately.  It reports votes accurately, and it has some degree of sustainability because it meets those sustainability deals.”  And then, we have to look at the accessibility functions that go with that.  And I think that’s about as far as we’re going to be able to get.  I don’t think we’re going to be able to rank order these, because the rank order that we would do would be fine for one or two or five or eight states, but not fine for the others.  And so, does anybody disagree with that?

CHRIS THOMAS:


Well, I think, to the Secretary’s point, there’s a lot of technology that is not necessarily the voting system itself, poll books for example, that’s out there, that it would be helpful to have reports that have been done on there.  Or even listing what is available, what’s been out there, and even then, coming up with, not necessarily, maybe certifying them, I don’t know exactly that, but what’s the functionality that a decent electronic poll book should have?  You know, very much primers for people in various states to go forward with.  And reports that have been issued by various states on voting equipment and other technology issues.  I think to the extent that we can get those in one place, would be very helpful to your point.

DOUG LEWIS:

And on top of that, the one thing that the EAC has been developing and doing a good job of, is discovering anomalies and publishing those anomalies as they discover them.  So that if a state or a jurisdiction has found something that doesn’t function particularly well, and it’s reported through the testing process, then, at least it can be made publically aware.  And so, there is some of that going on.  And Brian, is that, you’re still doing that, posting that on the website, as you all discover this?  And so, that’s a good service, that’s a really good service in terms of this.
DENISE MERRILL:


Secretary Merrill, another Secretary Merrill, from Connecticut.  I was going to second the question of my colleague, the other Secretary Merrill from Alabama, about this whole issue of being some sort of clearing house for technological innovations and functions, besides just voting systems.  And actually, originally, I was going to ask if there was any formal process with this meeting, that we could have a discussion about our ideas, about what we’d like to see.  Because I find this discussion we’re having about technological, you know, some sort of technological clearinghouse, whatever that looks like, to be very interesting.

DOUG LEWIS:


Let me say to you, you have Chairs that have experienced this, like this, in fact, Linda, I think has just gone through some god-awful processes for about five years on some of this.  And so, I think you will find willing ears in both bodies to discuss this, and even revise the agenda so that you can do that.

CHAIRMAN KING:


We have time for one more question before we break for lunch, and Joe, I saw your hand.

JOSEPH GLORIA:


Yes, thank you, Joe Gloria, Nevada.  I would have to agree with Doug, in that it’s very difficult to rate one system to the next based on its functionality.  However, it has long been my want, in discussions with my vendor,  because every system has a voting machine log, and there is data embedded in that log, that if they were able to, well, they are able, they’re just unwilling, because they’re afraid of what the reports might say.  Every system has its problem, but those logs are available, and if we were to require them to put some diagnostics in there, that we were able to draw from those reports, I think that we’d have some very good data available for every system, as far as the performance of the systems.

DOUG LEWIS:


You have just pointed to the Standards Development Group, as something that maybe needs to be part of the standards, in terms of what is required of the loading system.  And so, I think the point’s well taken.  Listen, you know, this is sort of like the two fellas at the same party.  One of them says, “Boy this is a dull party.”  He says, “I believe I’m going to leave.”  The other fella says, “That ought to help some.”
CHAIRMAN KING:


Well, thank you both to Chris and Doug for a very interesting discussion.  



Please remember, for lunch, to take your ticket with you.  The light blue.

[lunch break]

CHAIRMAN KING:


Welcome back everyone.  We had a delicious and enjoyable lunch.  We had a very interesting presentation.  



At this point, we’re going to have a briefing on VVSG 1.1 as part of the bigger process of testing and certification.  We have four distinguished panelists.  We have Jessica Myers, with the EAC.  Jessica, would you raise your hand.  Brian Hancock, with EAC, Testing and Certification Director.  Robert Giles, NASED, and Mary Brady, with NIST.  Mary, I think you begin, or excuse me, Jessica begins.
JESSICA MYERS:


Okay, good afternoon everyone, and thank you all for coming to the meeting.  We’re excited to get the Boards back together, be here to speak with you about what we’ve been doing the last couple of years.  



I’m going to talk to you about 1.1 which was recently voted on and approved by the Commissioners.  So, we’re going to go through a little bit, do a little background, and talk through the process of how we got to the 1.1 that’s available on the EAC website today.  So, many of you may be familiar with the various standards that have been out there from the EAC.  Some of you, this may be new to you.  So, I’ll give you a little background.  The original standards that came into the program that were adopted, were part of the program when the EAC was first created, are the 2002 Voting System Standards, which were created by the FEC.  We transitioned to the 2005 VVSG, which is what we’re currently using to test voting systems, which we also refer to as 1.0.  Then, and I’ll go into more detail about this later in the presentation, there is the revision to the 2005 VVSG, which is 1.1.  And some of you may remember what was called the next iteration of standards, what we had started working on after the 2005 VVSG were passed.  Some people knew it as 2007; we refer to it as 2.0 to keep the numbering convention easy to understand.  

So, the 2002 VSS was created by the Federal Election Commission.  It was used by the National Association of State Election Directors for their testing process, which was the process that existed to test to federal standards prior to the existence of the EAC Testing and Certification Program.  The 2005 VVSG was adopted by the EAC in December of 2005, as required by the Help America Vote Act.  We refer to it as 1.0.  By December 2007, voting systems could no longer be approved for testing to the 2002 VSS, and the 2005 VVSG was fully implemented into the Testing and Certification Program.  In the course of testing, practical experience by the Testing and Certification Division led to the decision to revise the 2005 VVSG.  The purpose of the revision was to clarify the guidelines to make them more testable, to enable NIST to create test assertions, and to update portions of the VVSG without dramatically altering the 2005 guidelines.  

And finally, there’s the 2007 VVSG, or the next iteration, also known as 2.0.  It was a draft created by the EAC’s TGDC in 2007.  We refer to it as 2.0, and it’s mostly significant because items from that were pulled into the 2005 to create 1.1.  We’ll get into that momentarily.  There were sections of 2.0 selected for use in 1.1.  These sections represent areas EAC identified as being in need of clarification or updates.  So, the sections in 2005, we determined they needed clarification or updates, and so, we pulled from the 2007 or 2.0 to make those revisions.  Those items included human factors requirements; security requirements, including VV pad, electronic records, cryptography, core requirements of software workmanship, reliability, accuracy, and humidity testing.  We also made an effort, wanted to make an effort to incorporate the RFIs that had been issued thus far in the testing and certification program on the 2005 VVSG.  RFI is a request for interpretation on the VVSG standards, so you’ll see that a couple times in here, and when we make those interpretations, whenever we create a next set of standards, we try to incorporate those RFIs, so those clarifications continue into the next standard. 

 We also held two public comment periods on 1.1 for a total of 250 public comment days.  So, I’ll talk a little bit about each of those public comment periods now.  The first public comment period went from June 1, 2009, through September, the end of September in 2009, so it was 120 days.  We received 244 public comments on the changes to 1.1, I mean, on the new standard 1.1.  And 159 of those were accepted and 78 were not accepted.  There were five that were determined to be policy decisions, which were presented to the Commissioners at that time, in September of 2010, but never voted on.  We then had a second round of revisions, because, due to the lack of quorum of Commissioners, we wanted to continue updating the standards so that when we did have Commissioners, we would have something to present to them to vote on.  So, we did a second revision, internally, that focused on some changes about best practices that we had learned that manufacturers or states were doing, the anomalies we had experienced in testing and in the field, and incorporating another round of RFIs that had occurred from the last revision to the current period.  Those changes focused on telecommunications, removal of references to the NSRL, software validation, access control.  We combined and updated the quality assurance and configuration management sections, coding conventions, required languages, meaning the alternative language requirements from HAVA, audit and election logging, and again, all relevant RFIs that had occurred between the first comment period and when we started making revisions.  After making those revisions, we put VVSG 1.1 out for an additional 130 day comment period.  This comment period went from early September 2012 through mid-January 2013.  During this time we received 706 public comments.  We accepted 178, we did not accept 157, and 367 were on sections that were not highlighted and not open for comments.  This means, when we put the Federal Register Notice out, we identified the sections that were open for comment, and so, those 367 comments were to sections that were not open for comment based on the Federal Register Notice.

After the second public comment period closed, we took those comments and sorted them.  We had meetings with NIST to determine any clarifications that we needed to make, and make sure they were in line with the original intent of the standards as they were written, and any other clarifications that came out of that.  There were a lot of formatting changes.  The changes that, the revisions that we made after the second public comment period included adding some definitions to the glossary, in particular, a definition for “marginal marks,” because we received five separate comments requesting a definition of that; reliability validation was added to appendix C in volume 2; we updated references and links throughout the document, because many of the links were no longer active and many of the references were now out of date, so we went through and made sure that all those references were now accurate and referred to the most up-to-date document.  We clarified specific hardware/software accessibility and security requirements.  Most of the comments we received were about the accessibility and security sections, which was not entirely surprising, because those are the biggest sections that we pulled from 2.0 to bring into the 2005 to create 1.1.  We corrected a lot of the numbering scheme problems.  We had a number of comments from our labs about concerns with the numbering scheme and being able to determine how to test to which requirements.  We cleaned up some general grammatical errors and formatting.

After we finished all this, we were ready to present to the Commissioners, once we had them, and we presented VVSG 1.1 to the Commissioners on March 31st at the Public Meeting.  We also presented a proposed Implementation Plan to the Commissioners.  So, we proposed that, the EAC staff proposed that after Commissioner approval, 1.1 is immediately available for testing and certifying voting systems, so this is currently the case.  This was approved, this Implementation Plan was approved, and so, manufacturers can currently request to be tested to 1.1, in addition, or instead of VVSG 2005.  So, currently we have, we haven’t had anybody apply for that yet, but they could if they wanted to, at this point.  

By October, the Commissioners will identify, it was supposed to be within six months of that Public Meeting, so we said, by October, the Commissioners will identify the timeline for transitioning fully from the 2005 VVSG to VVSG 1.1.  This, we hoped, would give the Commissioners ample time to talk with stakeholders, including many of you, manufacturers, our test labs, to get input about the phase-out of the 2005 VVSG.  And we also recommended that modifications to systems certified to the 2005 VVSG will still be able to be submitted for testing and certification to the 2005 VVSG after the transition to 1.1.  So, that way, we wouldn’t keep manufacturers from being able to bring in small modifications, for those of you that have systems that are certified to the 2005.  They wouldn’t have to then bring the system in for a full campaign to 1.1 if they weren’t yet ready for it, but needed a small modification for a state or a county.  That Implementation Plan was approved with VVSG 1.1 during the Public Meeting on March 31st.  We took about a week to make the final clean up and formatting revisions, so VVSG 1.1 is currently available on our website, if you are interested in looking at it.  It is also on the thumb drives that are in your binder, because we didn’t want to give you 600 pages of additional paper.  So, you’ll find 1.1 on those thumb drives, whenever you feel like sitting down to read some standards.

So, I’ll wrap up with sort of an introduction into some of what Brian will speak with you about next.  So, we have been working without Commissioners.  We wanted to make sure, in addition to doing 1.1, we did anything we could to be prepared to have the discussions about future directions for standards once we did have Commissioners and had a quorum.  So, we have been working with NIST and had many conversations with them about ideas of lessons that we have learned and ways we could potentially create a future standard.  We also created, I think it was mentioned earlier by Alice, and Brian will speak to you more about this momentarily, we created an EAC VVSG Working Group made up of various stakeholders to talk about what we wanted to see, what recommendations, if we had the opportunity to give them, would we want to make to the Boards, the TGDC, and our Commissioners based on what we have learned, and in the time that we’ve had to talk about what direction we want to go, in the last four years, without having Commissioners.  

We’ve spent a lot of time talking about ideas for next generation of VVSG, and we look forward to working with all of you and the TGDC on the future standards.  Thank you.

BRIAN HANCOCK:

Good afternoon everybody.  As Jessica said, what she did was a great segue into what I’m going to begin to talk about here.  She talked about the VVSG 1.1, which is not the current, or one of the current standards.  But, as she also mentioned, we have been thinking a lot over the past several years about where we go from here.  So, what’s after VVSG 1.1?  In June 2014, the EAC had a roundtable, at our offices, on reforming the Testing and Certification Program, and one of the comments that came out of that roundtable was from PCEA, Commissioner Ann McGeehan, who was part of the roundtable.  And, she basically charged the EAC with engaging the community, or beginning to engage the election community into thinking about what comes next.  What the future VVSGs are going to look like, and what they might hold.  And so, we did that, we took that to heart and we developed a working group to look into this.  The working group was made up of 11 members from across the community, we had three vendor representatives on this, one usability/accessibility professional on there, Ann McGeehan, herself, was a member of that Committee.  We had Mary Brady from NIST as an ex-officio member for the Committee.  We had members of NASED on that Committee.  We had a Voting System Test Lab on that working group, as well as state and local election officials.  And let me be clear that the job of this group was not to develop voting system standards or guidelines. Of course, that is outlined in HAVA, and that process is headed by the TGDC and NIST, of course, with input from both of these Boards.  So, that is not what we wanted to do.  What we did want to do, though, was to talk about the goals for a future VVSG document, what those goals should be.  Not what the standards would be, but what the overarching goals of this project really, really should be.  

The group has met twice, in person, so far, each for a day and a half.  In December of 2014 we had a meeting in Atlanta, Georgia, and in March of this year we had a meeting in New Orleans, Louisiana.  So, the Working Group came up with the document that you see right here.  It was fairly deliberative, and I’m going to talk about a few of them, I won’t read each of them individually, you can do that, but I will talk about a few points.  One other thing that we are working on currently, and not quite finished with yet, is a white paper that sort of fleshes out these 11 points on the presentation in front of you.  And we think it will help folks who read this to understand why the working group chose these 11 particular items to put as our future goals.  Our hope, once the white paper is finished, and this goal document is included, is to provide it to our Commissioners, who, hopefully, will appreciate it, approve it, and forward it to the NIST and the Technical Guidelines Development Committee when they first meet.  And again, I think those of us who have been involved in standards development, from the very outset, with the TGDC, felt that from time-to-time those meetings sort of devolved into, I won’t say minutiae, but kind of got off track a little bit.  And what we’re hoping is that we use, or that they use, these 11 points as they’re going through, to develop the next Voting System Guidelines to keep on track.  You know, when they’re getting off in the weeds about something, or a new issue comes up, we hope they’d go back and look at these, and say, “Does this item we’re talking about meet the goals of this document, and so, should it be included?”  


And I’ll just go over a few of them here.  Of course, we thought the most important one, number one, was that the purpose, the real purpose of the VVSG, and scope of that document, should be very clearly defined and confirmed at the very beginning of the document.  Number three, I think, is something that wasn’t necessarily a high priority in previous VVSG development efforts, and that is that the VVSG should accurately reflect the bottom-up reality of election administration, by trying to incorporate, to the extent that we can, common state requirements to inform the future VVSG development.  Number six, we thought, was also very important, and that is that the VVSG, or the future VVSG, should accommodate the inner operability of election systems.  As you know, we’ve been talking more about election systems and less about voting systems, because there’s so much more technology involved.  You know, it’s not just the voter, vote cast device and tabulation device anymore.  It’s e-poll books and a number of other things election officials use on a daily basis. 

We also thought that the VVSG should permit jurisdictional options by a planned transition between standards that’s really measured in predictable, and not kind of random, a little bit like it has been in the past.  Number eight is interesting, and this elicited a lot of comment in the Working Group, and that is that the VVSG should not impose unanticipated costs onto organizations.  And that’s organizations in the broadest possible use of that term.  Now, exactly what “unanticipated costs” are, I guess, is open for debate, but certainly, the concept, I think, is fair, and we heard a lot about that during the previous development, standards development efforts.  Number nine is directly related to that and that’s that the VVSG must include a cost estimate of conformance testing to the requirements in the standard.  And that is something that TGDC and NIST would not undertake.  It would be something that the EAC would undertake with our voting system test labs since they’re the ones that are going to be doing the testing and actually assigning costs to that testing.  Number 10 also is quite important and elicited a lot of back and forth in the Working Group, and that is that the requirements should be performance-based and technology neutral.  So, what we mean by performance-based is to the extent possible, and it may not be possible in every instance, but not make that document design-specific.  So, what we want to do is let the voting system manufacturers be able to innovate here, and not, not tie their hands as much as we can.  And technology neutral, of course, not calling out in the document optical scan technology, not calling out DRE technology, but making it available to a wide range of technologies that are in existence today, or frankly, that might be in existence in the future.

And so, these 11 points, again, will be forwarded to the TGDC, and I guess it remains to be seen what they do with them.  But I think a lot of these items reflect things that have been going on with other groups.  I know NASED, Bob will be talking about it later, I think a lot of these reflect some of the things that came out of them.  I think, on a large level, some of these items reflect what the Presidential Commission on Election Administration brought out and heard in some of their hearings.  And so, I think it’s fairly broad-based and I think a lot of folks in the election community could agree, at least at a high level, on these 11 points.  

So, that is what our Working Group has been doing.  For the remainder of my time, I’d like to give you a very brief update on the new Testing and Certification Program Manual and Laboratory Accreditation Program Manual.  Much like the VVSG 1.1, this has been something we’ve been working on, probably since 2009 or so, maybe even before that.  A lot of work was done while there were no Commissioners.  But, again, like the 1.1, these Manuals were presented to the Commissioners at the Public Meeting on March 31st.  We gave testimony and the Commissioners voted unanimously to adopt these Manuals.  And actually, also like VVSG 1.1, the entire content of both the Certification Program Manual and the Lab Accreditation Manual is included on the thumb drive in your binders.  So, should you want to get into the weeds of our program, you can look at those when you have the time.  I will hit the highlights here today.

Also, like the VVSG, there were several public comment periods for both of these Manuals.  I would say they did not receive nearly the amount of public comments that the VVSG 1.1 did, but that’s kind of expected.  That sort of reflects what’s happened in the past when we’ve put these Manuals out for comments.  The primary commenters were the Voting System Test Laboratories and the manufacturers, as you might expect, since they are the ones that are most impacted by our programs here.  As you might remember, those of you have been around for a while, the initial versions of the EAC Certification Program Manual and Test Laboratory Manuals were adopted by the EAC Commissioners in December of 2006 and July of 2008, respectively.  So, our experience in working with both of the Manuals, while at the same time, I guess, working to mature the testing and certification and laboratory accreditation programs, led us to the conclusion that there were some things in these Manuals that required revision.  And so, the overall goal of the updates was to streamline the process and make the process quicker and more efficient for, really, the vast majority of stakeholders, the test labs, the manufacturers, and frankly getting systems out to election officials, as well.  
Let me talk about, again, some of the highlights.  One thing that is actually, we think is very important, and we included it in both Manuals, is what we’re calling our Test Readiness Review.  This is a mechanism that we are going to use to ensure that test and evaluation resources aren’t committed to a voting system that is not ready for testing by one of our test labs.  Over the course of our program since 2006, voting systems have been submitted to the EAC and to our VSTLs that appear to have, to be kind, little or no internal beta testing, that were missing hardware components, that had incomplete source code, and that had incomplete documentation, as well.  These submissions, we should say, resulted in test campaigns that took years to complete instead of months to complete, resulted in numerous testing discrepancies that needed to be resolved and corrected, and cost the voting system manufacturers a significant amount of money.  We feel that this Test Readiness Review will prevent the vast majority of these problems in the future.  And so, some of the things it requires are that the system technical data package be reviewed to ensure that all the elements required by the VVSG are present.  System components, the lab is going to look at those to make sure that they have everything they need to actually test the voting system – all the hardware components and so on.  If it’s not there, the manufacturer has 30 days to get those systems to the lab, get what they need to the lab, or testing is going to be halted and will be notified that that system is not yet ready for testing.  The labs are also going to conduct a preliminary source code review of no less than one percent of the total lines of code for every software package, module, or product submitted for testing.  And this is really to ensure that there are no systematic, no overall systematic problems with the source code.  Something that’s going to keep repeating over and over and over again and is going to cost a lot of time and money, and back and forth to deal with.  Mark reading – for optical scan systems, we want to make sure the voting system is able to read a fully filled mark.  You would be surprised how many systems we’ve seen in the past that initially could not actually read a fully filled mark.  Right, Jessica?  

A summary of COTS components.  And this summary should outline which components of the voting system are COTS products and should be updated with each test campaign.  And that’s also very important as voting systems continue, as you know, to incorporate more COTS products.  
One of the other items that we think is important is the acceptance of prior testing.  So, testing previously performed on a voting system by one of our test labs, or a third party test lab operating at the direction of our lab, might be reused at the discretion of the VSTL and the EAC.  And not, over the course of our program, I should say, voting system manufacturers have noted to us that the ability to use prior testing is an important cost and time saving mechanism.  And we agree that under certain stipulations that we have listed in our Manuals, and with the review and approval of our voting system test labs, that we would go ahead and allow that.  

And so, that is some of the items in our Laboratory Accreditation Manual.  And let me talk quickly, then, about the Certification Manual and some of the new items.  I think probably the most relevant right now, today, is the Technology Testing Agreement items that we included in there.  This is related to new technologies that we’re beginning to see.  And it really copies the requirements that we describe in our Notice of Clarification 2014-01, in which we clarify the emerging technologies section of the current VVSG and the extensions clause.  Notices of Clarification – Jessica mentioned RFIs, or Requests for Interpretation, VVSG.  Those interpretations are VVSG things.  Our clarifications are items that we clarify related to both of our Program Manuals, so that’s the difference.  So really, this process is a multi-party process.  It’s an agreement and a serious of meetings between the EAC, the testing laboratory, and the voting system manufacturer.  It’s an exchange of information about this new technology, and ultimately, results in a mutual agreement on the testing of that voting system.  The test labs have the experience in testing, hopefully, the manufacturers know what they’ve put in, what new or emerging technology is in their system.  And it behooves all of us to meet and to determine exactly which of the current generation requirements apply to that system and which don’t, and frankly, how we might test those requirements that don’t apply.

Another thing that we think is going to be crucial to move systems through faster and hopefully better, is what we’re calling the Deficiency Criteria Item.  So, over the years we’ve developed a number of metrics to determine if a voting system, under test by our test lab, should be removed from the testing and certification program and returned to a manufacturer for further readiness review or, in some cases, for further Q and A testing.  These metrics include one that the testing continues for more than 18 months in our program without a test report being issued.  We thought that was a fair period of time.  Inactivity as the result of manufacturer’s decision or lack of action which hinders the reasonable progression of a test campaign that exceeds 90 days.  So, essentially, the system is just sitting at the test lab and nothing is happening for a period of 90 days.  A significant deficiency caused by one or more major architectural flaws that would require significant system re-design, full system re-design.  The occurrence of 250 or more unique deficiencies in testing, excluding coding convention items.  A software defect density ratio, and that’s, essentially, the number of errors per thousand lines of code.  And then, also a metric for the maximum number of errors in each of four separate categories labelled fatal, severe, significant, and insignificant.  

And one last item that I want to talk to you about that’s particularly important for those of you who are election officials out there, is the Technical Bulletins.  A new requirement in the Manual this time is that any Technical Bulletins or Product Advisories issued by EAC certified voting systems, issued on EAC certified voting systems, are submitted to the EAC at the same time that they are submitted to the voting system manufacturers customers out there.  This way this allows us to put that information up on our website and allow the entire election community to have access to this information, as opposed to just, you know, a select few jurisdictions that might actually have that machine.  So we’re hoping this provides some additional benefits, as well.  

Again, if you want to get deeper into it, these Manuals, the copies are on your thumb drives in there.  And I will stop now and move on and allow Bob Giles to take over.  Bob.

ROBERT GILES:

Hi everyone.  I’m here on behalf of the NASED Voting System Certification Subcommittee.  The last time I was with this group was in Oklahoma City, and it’s been quite a while, so those who were there remember the hard work we did.  It’s good to see all of you again.


Before I discuss what NASED has been doing, I think it’s important to talk about why NASED felt it was so important to take a much more pro-active role concerning voting system certification last year.  Over the past several years, depending on who you spoke with about the EAC’s survival, you heard, “They’re going to kill the EAC,” “No, I hear it’s going to be fine,” “No, it will be dead soon,” “No, it has some life left in it,” “No, it will be dead by the end of the year.”  So, at NASED, we felt the survival of the EAC was playing out like a scene from Monty Python and the Holy Grail entitled “Bring Out Your Dead.”  So, let me see what you guys think about that.  [Monty Python excerpt played]  So, I think that sums up the last four years of the EAC.  So, there are those of us who had faith that there would be an EAC and it would survive, and we would actually get Commissioners.  And then, it happened.  We had three nominees to become Commissioners, and these three brave individuals strapped themselves in to ride one of the most terrifying roller coasters in the world known as “The Confirmation.”  So, in order to ride this, you have to put your life on hold, be ready to be twisted and spun, taken to high heights, and dropped to low valleys, and just when you thought it couldn’t get any worse, it turns you upside down.  So, anyone who followed the confirmation knew this was true.  So we heard, “They will never get confirmed,” “I think they’re getting confirmed this week,” “Yes, they are on the agenda,” “No, they are not on the agenda,” “Yes, they are on the agenda and a meeting has been scheduled,” “No, they couldn’t get a quorum.”  So, eventually, we did get Commissioners, and I’m glad that they all were willing to take this ride and we appreciate the work that they’ve done so far.  So, while all this was going on, the PCA report came out, and NASED knew that we needed to take more of a leadership role in the voting system certification arena.  So, we developed, well, we had a committee already in place and we decided to expand it, and currently, Lori Augino from Washington state and myself are the co-chairs, and these are a list of the Committee members over the past year, and some are currently on it, some have moved on, and you can see we have our President, Gail Fenumiai, from Alaska.  We have Ross Hyde from Wisconsin, Keith Ingram from Texas, Brandon Johnson from South Dakota, Linda Lamone from Maryland, Matt Masterson was the Chair of the Committee for a while until he became a nominee and had to step down, Gary Poser from Minnesota, Cliff Tatum from D.C., Chris Thomas from Michigan, and we also had Doug Lewis from the Election Center on it.  So, we had a good core group of individuals with representation from around the country.  And we also were fortunate enough to work with the PCEA members and the BPC as participants.  We had Ben Ginsburg and Bob Bauer attend the meeting, and you heard today from Tammy Patrick and Don Palmer and John Fortier and we also had Matt Wild.  So, we decided to start meeting around the country and piggy back off of other meetings that were going on.  We met in July, October and December last year.  We have a meeting scheduled for May 18th this year, just in front of the state certification national meeting they’re having.  So, we’re very fortunate that the Bipartisan Policy Center has been willing to be our partners in this, and we’ve really been able to get a lot done with them and so we’re very thankful for that.  

So, the Committee focused on two areas, and the first area we decided to focus on was how to move forward with the development of standards and certification of voting systems if the EAC gets shut down, the EAC continues with no Commissioners, and the EAC continues with a quorum of Commissioners.  So, we had three different contingency plans that we were working on just in case any one of these scenarios came to fruition.  Fortunately for us the EAC Commissioners were put back in place and we have a quorum.  So, what we did was NASED felt it was important to focus on three areas of --  I’m trying to work with my laptop and the controls, so I’m jumping back and forth here, so I apologize.  So, we sent a letter to the EAC shortly after they were confirmed, so it would be waiting on their desk for them when they got there.  So, the three short-term recommendations that we felt were important for the EAC to address as soon as they were up and running was the draft Voluntary Voting System Guidelines version 1.1, that they adopt those within the first six months; the Voting System Testing Certification Program Manual version 2.0; and, the Voting System Test Laboratory Program Manual version 2.0.  So, we were thrilled when we received a letter from the EAC Commissioners that they were actually able to get this done in less than three months, and for that we are very thankful.  


Moving on to our second area that we were focused on, was the future of the Voluntary Voting System Guidelines.  So, what our goal originally was, and Tammy Patrick talked about this at lunch, was to reduce the size of the VVSG.  As everyone knows, it is just this huge document.  We thought there’s got to be a way to make it more user friendly and just cut down on the size.  So, I remember our first meeting with NIST to discuss the size of the VVSG, and it went something like this.  [short excerpt was played saying, “so you’re saying the VVSG needs to be 220 pages long?  Yeah, 220-221, whatever it takes.”]  So, and just for the record, that is how they dress at NIST, at their facility.  As a matter of fact, they call that business casual.  So, in fairness to NIST, they did listen to us and they said look, “If you guys can come up with an example of a situation where somebody was able to reduce a set of standards significantly, we’re willing to listen.”  So, we went back and did our homework, and we actually found an example of where a very significant set of standards was reduced by one man in a single act, and I actually have that historic clip here for you to see.  [clip was played]  If it was only that easy.  We tried to convince them to just, you know, cut a few chapters out, but that wasn’t going to work.  So, what NASED did do was we developed a set of guiding principles.  We thought if we could base the standards on principles rather than getting so into the weeds, we think they would be easier to read, people would understand them, and they would be much more straight forward. 


So, the principles that we came up with were:  to assess the ability of the election systems to correctly execute, secure, useable and accessible elections in the jurisdictions in order to provide assurance to voters that the election is an accurate reflection of the voters’ will; to enable, not obstruct or impede, innovation and needed response to changing Statutes, Rules or jurisdictional and voters’ needs; to provide deployable systems and system modifications in a timely manner based on a generally recognized elections calendar and schedules; to provide an open and transparent process that allows voters and election jurisdictions to assess the performance and capability of the election systems; and the fifth one, to provide a set of testable requirements that jurisdictions can understand and use to procure and evaluate the performance of election systems.  

So, the Committee then decided to further expand these and try and drill down a little bit deeper using just principles, and trying to apply them as standards.  And one of the first standards, one of the first principles we came up with was, voting systems must function in diverse environmental conditions.  Pretty straight forward.  We thought that would be great, but then, we started getting questions of, “Well, what environmental conditions?”  So we said, “All right, temperature.  Let’s start with temperature.”  So, the question was whether you are talking about cold or hot temperatures.  So, we said, all right, let’s work with hot.  So, now you have to pick a number.  What is the temperature a system has to operate under?  To what extent must it be tested?  Once that was established then we had the discussion of well, are you talking about dry heat or humid heat?  Are you talking about Arizona or are you talking about Louisiana?  Where are you going to use these machines?  And why is that important?  Well, if it’s dry heat, now you have to test for static.  If it’s humidity, you have to test for moisture.  So, we quickly realized that, although the principles are a great way to start, we didn’t think we were going to be able to do what we initially set out, and that was to rely just solely on principles to test voting systems.  So, what we did, we reached out to NIST, and we asked them, “Well, if we had a set of principles, could standards be tied to those principles?”  And they were already doing some work in that area of principles and test assertions, so we asked them to actually back out from version 1.0, they were working in chapter 3, to back out principles out of the existing standards, just to see what it would look like if we had principles and standards together.  And then, they had their test assertions where each of the standards has a specific test assertion, and Mary Brady is going to get into this stuff more in detail.  But, in the end, what we envision, and this is what the NASED Sub-Committee is endorsing right now, is a VVSG that has three components.  And the first component would be plain language principles that everyone can understand.  And based on those principles, a set of standards would be developed.  And based on those standards and principles, a set of test assertions could be developed.  So, in essence, we started out to reduce the size of the VVSG, and we may, in fact, have made it larger.  So, I know, talk to me a year ago and I would have kicked myself in the, never mind.  But, that we ended up with a bigger version, but I think a more user-friendly version, and I believe the Committee feels that way, as well, that the election officials and the public could look at these principles, NIST and the TGDC and the technical people can look at the standards, while the labs and the vendors can look at the test assertions.  And everybody has a component of the VVSG that they can work with and they can understand, and that is the recommendation from the NASED sub-committee, moving forward to the EAC and to the TGDC to try and develop that.  

So with that, I just want to say we’ve had a great working relationship with the EAC and with NIST.  We have some fun with them.  I think that’s important.  This is some pretty tedious work, and if you don’t have a little fun with it, you can drive yourself crazy.  So, with that, I want to thank you for letting me give you a little spiel on what NASED has been doing, and I’m going to turn it over to Mary.  Thank you.
MARY BRADY:

Thank you Bob.  I’d like to just make some brief observations.  One, I don’t have a ball cap turned backwards.  I know I’m not wearing one of them.  I don’t have overalls on, no t-shirt underneath the overalls.
ROBERT GILES:



But you are out of the office.

MARY BRADY:

I am out of the office.  So, yeah, you’re right.  Sometimes they make us dress up when we come out of the office.  I’d also like to make an offer to you, Bob, that, I have set aside time tonight from about the time this meeting ends, all through the night, I will be happy to sit with you and go over every page in the VVSG.  I do think from what I heard, it’s not 221 pages, but I think Jess said it was 600 pages.  So, Bob may not be here tomorrow.


So with that, I’m going to spend a few minutes just a very, very brief history, and some potential new paradigms.  There has been some discussion here --  let me see if I can work both of them at the same time.  There’s been some discussion on the TGDC, I’m not sure if everyone is on the same page.  I’m sure some of you were involved previously, but some of you may not have been involved, so I want to explain a little bit about the TGDC, and how NIST actually interacts with the TGDC.  A little bit on testing and certification, although Brian is, of course, the expert here, but I want to put it in context.  And then, I’ll move into a deeper dive on the high level principles and test assertions, and finish with some additional work we’re doing on a road mapping activity.  And of course, the IEEEDSSC.  And in this process I’m going to see how many acronyms I can use, so pay attention.  

So, the VVSG, so, in the VVSG development, as defined by HAVA, you have the two Standards Boards.  The Standards Board and the Advisory Board, the Board of Advisors.  They’re both FACA Committees.  I understand that was explained this morning, what a FACA Committee is and what your purpose is and what your roles are with respect to the FACA Committees.  There’s a third FACA Committee.  It’s call the TGDC, Technical Guidelines Development Committee.  It is an EAC FACA Committee, just like the other two, but it’s unique in that it also has the NIST Director as the Chair.  So the NIST Director is, let me count, one, two, three levels above me at NIST.  So we, you know, we’ve got the guy at the very top that’s the Chair, and NIST staff serve as the technical arm of the TGDC.  So, in the past, what had happened was advice had come from the EAC Standards Board, Advisory Board, I assume, and the TGDC has its own make up, which is also defined by HAVA, and upon their advice, NIST would go out, conduct some research, put together draft versions of the VVSG.  We’d come into meetings, sometimes down in the weeds, as Brian correctly points out, on what the pros and cons of particular directions were.  And then, the TGDC would either adopt a particular direction, or not, and we’d go back and forth until the TGDC was actually satisfied.  When they were satisfied, then they would adopt it and make the recommendation to the EAC, who, ultimately, was responsible for public comments and, you know, setting policy.  So, this process, although it was a bit difficult, actually worked to some degree.  It took some time, but it did work.  We have VVSG 1.0.  Of course, there was a 2.0 that was developed in draft form, never really got out there.  But, you know, I think I heard Commissioner Masterson say that VVSG 1.1 is really taking all the good pieces of 2.0, retrofitting them back in 1.0, and then, accounting for what we learned for the testing and certification process.  And that was, you know, as you are well aware, that was recently approved, as VVSG 1.1.  So, I’m not really sure what’s going to happen, if we’re going to call the next one 2.0, but I know it will be a little bit confusing to me.


So, right along with the VVSG, you know, these are, you know, they are guidelines, but they’re sort of, kind of standards.  We would call them standards with a little “s,” and maybe a little bigger “s,” but they’re not IEEE standards or ISO standards that, you know, but they’re very close, they’re very close.  But we still call them guidelines because they’re, you know, you have the option of whether or not to adopt them.  But going along with that kind of a program, is a testing and certification program to ensure that the implementations that are coming from the manufacturers actually conform to the standard.  And what this does is, you know, it’s generally applied to products, so you look at the products, you look at the personnel, the competence of the actual testing labs, and their processes.  And then, you make a determination of conformity.  So, the way this is actually applied to voting, and don’t pay real close attention to those last two slides.  Actually, I’m not doing a very good job here, am I?  Don’t wordsmith those slides, because I stole them from NIST, and they’re not Brian’s. So, how it actually gets applied to voting is a voting sys test laboratory says, a voting laboratory, or a test laboratory, that wants to become a voting system test laboratory, we call them VSTLs, they come to NIST.  NIST has a program, it’s called NVLAP, here’s another acronym, it’s National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program.  We go out, we review the lab and we make a recommendation on whether or not a VSTL should be approved for accreditation.  We pass that to the EAC.  The EAC actually accredits the VSTLs and they then work with the VSTLs, the VSTLs test the systems coming in.  They create test reports which are then forwarded to the EAC, and the EAC actually performs that function as the certification authority.  In some other industries that’s not the way it is.  In some other industries what actually happens is that the manufacturers bear the cost of certification.  And you can bet when they bear the cost of certification, that they’re passing that cost right on to you, as well.  


So, let’s talk a little bit about the principles, the VVSG and the test assertions.  So, I think as we heard, that the VVSG is up to 600 pages, almost 600 pages.  As Bob indicated, when they came to us, we already had some ongoing work on the test assertion side.  These are low level details that none of you ever really want to look at.  They’re really for the manufacturers and for the test labs, and what we do is we get together and we hash over what should go in them, and I’ll go through that process in a little bit.  So, we were going a deeper dive from the VVSG to ensure that any portions of the VVSG that were ambiguous, we could further refine, so the manufacturers and the VSTLs, the manufacturers would know how to build, the VSTLs would know how to test.  At the same time, you know, in our work with NASED, we said, okay let’s see, let’s take, you say that you’d like to have high level principles.  Let’s see what that looks like.  So, let’s go through the process.  We had already been working the usability and accessibility areas, so let’s take that one and see what it looks like.  So, we were able to take what was 100 pages in 1.0, which probably became more pages in 1.1, and reduced it to two pages, two very simple pages in high level language.  And what we further did was take those principles, mount them, each one of them to sections of the VVSG.  So, you could go from the principle to the VVSG, and then, jump from the VVSG down to the test assertions that would go along with that.  So, there was an evidence, so it’s not just the principle itself, but is well founded in the VVSG, and it would be further refined in the actual test assertions.  So, this is an important process, because as you’ll see, when we looked at some of the principles, when you look, well, you say, “How exactly would I test?”  If you were a manufacturer, how are you going to build?  If you’re a VSTL, how are you going to test?  And if you’re the EAC, how are you going to determine if they tested enough, so you can go ahead and certify that system?  There’s a lot that goes into building the VVSG.  I think Bob showed a great example.  Another example from usability and accessibility, is, there’s 15 plus other standards and activities that are related to usability and accessibility.  If we don’t do the hard work of assessing what’s coming out of those areas, and they’re not actually addressing voting, specifically, they’re addressing maybe web accessibility, web usability, maybe some ADA compliance, so, they’re meant for similar activities, but not specifically addressing voting.  So, if we don’t do that, and encapsulate them in the VVSG, and the test assertions, then, who’s going to?  If we don’t, what’s going to happen is the manufacturers are going to have to do all that work all on their own, the VSTLs are going to have to do all that work on their own, and the EAC is going to have to do all that work on their own, to ensure that the VSTLs are testing, to be able to interpret those test reports and the test data that’s coming from their systems.

Okay, so what do these principles look like?  So, there were two pages, but, hey, I’ve got it down to one slide, this is really what they are.  For usability and accessibility, ballot presentation, voter comprehension, voter interaction, and voter protection.  So, we’ll go into just a little more detail.  On the ballot presentation side, we want equivalent information for everyone, for all voters, consistent experience.  We want the manufacturers to adopt industry standards, industry standards and conventions for color and accessible devices.  For voter comprehension, you want it to be easily understood, consistently and without bias.  You want your interface to provide help, warnings, messages, notifications, clear navigation, you want it to be easy to use.  On the voter interaction side, you want to easily make changes with minimal risk of error, ballot changes are intentional, provide feedback showing results, and allow changes to adjust interface settings and ability to reset.  These are typical things that you would expect for any type of interface.  And on the voter protection side, you want there to be multiple voting methods, you know, so you can use whatever suits you best.  You don’t want it to require significant strength or effort, if you’re using a sip and puff device, you don’t want your voter to pass out while they’re trying to vote, you know, because there are so many interactions.  You want to protect against unintentional under votes, over votes, accidental choices.  You don’t want to do any harms.  You don’t want your voter to have a seizure.  You don’t want them to catch some horrible disease from an unsanitary device.  You don’t want interference with assisted devices.  And you want the selections, interactions, identity, and information kept private at all times.  So that’s essentially what’s in those two pages.  There’s some other words around it, just to stretch it to two pages.

With respect to the test assertions, the way we go about developing the test assertions is we have a NIST team.  So, the usability and accessibility side, we have a human factors team that gets together, develops those assertions, drafted directly from the VVSG.  We also had VVSG, we started with VVSG 1.0, we had 2.0 to call on because there was an awful lot of work done there, and we actually knew when we started this effort that some from 2.0 was actually being incorporated into 1.1.  So we draft them, we send them out to the EAC and VSTLs and we, we have telecons, regular telecons where we actually go over each one of them and decide whether or not we fully covered the spec, and make sure there’s nothing else that’s ambiguous, ensure that there’s agreement among the labs.  And then, when we get agreement, we send them out to the manufacturers.  And then, the manufacturers have an opportunity to comment, feedback, and then that’s reviewed and out the end what we have is a harmonized set of assertions.  And this is important because it, you know, ultimately, we arrive at this harmonized set, the VSTLs, we have more assurance that the VSTLs are actually testing equivalently across the labs.  The manufacturers, although we’re not giving them the answers to the test, we’re certainly giving them the questions to the test.  And, if they pay attention, then they’re going to be ready, you know, more ready for testing, and ultimately, that’s going to reduce the cost of testing.  

So, let’s look at an example.  I know you can’t read this, I don’t want you to read it, and, in fact, you don’t want to read it.  But, essentially, this is another example, Bob had one, this is an example, I said that there’s no, there should be no interference, right?  So, what exactly does this mean that no voting equipment shall cause any cause any type of interference with assist appearing devices?  There’s more there, it talks about, it points to, actually, another standard that comes from the American National Standards and Methods of measurement and compatibility between devices and hearing aids.  So, to actually understand this you’d have to go out and read the other standard.  Essentially, that gets further refined, so that’s the VVSG requirement, that gets further refined into three areas that you have to pay attention to – assistive hearing devices, you have to pay attention to cochlear implants, and the voting equipment, when it’s used with the hearing aids, shall achieve at least the category rating that’s specified in this other standard.  So, that’s really what we’re looking at.  


Principles, very easy to understand, easy to use to engage others in conversation, to decide where we are, where it is we want to go, what other capabilities we want to be in the next round of the VVSG, or I think we’re calling all of this the VVSG at the moment.  Additional detail in the VVSG and, you know, at the very bottom, the hard work that needs to be done to ensure that the manufacturers and the labs are all on the same page.


So, another activity that we have going on, also, in the usability and accessibility area, so we decided to prototype everything in this one area to see if it was going to work, and then, from there we can scale, is we have been doing some work on a NIST roadmap activity.  My laptop’s not working anymore.  And here we partnered with the Center for Civic Design.  They held two workshops that led up to the, the voting symposium that the EAC and NIST co-sponsored back in February.  And then, they had a break out session within the, the symposium itself.  So, here’s a link, the civicdesign.org project/roadmap.  So, if you just go to civicdesign.org, you can find yourself down.  So, essentially what they did is they looked at the entire voter process from the usability and accessibility perspective.  And the idea with the roadmap is to assess where you are, where it is you want to go, what are those gaps, what technologies might be useful to fill in those gaps, what standards are already in play, who’s doing what, and then decide how to proceed.  So, when you proceed, does everything go in the VVSG?  Does it go in test assertions?  Does it go in principles?  Maybe it’s education components that you’re looking at.  So, the roadmap actually set out what needs to be done and who’s going to do what so we can all work together as a community.  


The last thing I want to talk about is just give you a little more insight into what’s going on in IEEEDSSC, because I haven’t used enough acronyms already.  And essentially, here, this is a group, this is a regular standards setting process where we have a number of folks at the table.  So, essentially, there’s election officials that are at the table, there’s standards or, of course, NIST is at the table, we have academics that are at the table, advocates, manufacturers.  And we all sit around in a circle, through some very painful meetings, to hash out the low-level details of what might be needed for a common data format.  So, John Wack of NIST chairs the VSSC.  There’s some, the major activities are in election results reporting, I’ll talk a little bit more about that, election data modeling, some voting methods, work that’s going to be centered on mathematical models for various voting variations, and in e-poll books.  We have some work that is kind of hanging in the event logging area that was started, but we need to find more help to finish that work.

So, this is the work that, and I think Tammy Patrick said this is her very favorite slide.  So, I stole it shamelessly from Kenneth Bennett, and essentially, the work that is going on in his sub-committee, is they’re going through the entire voting process, whether it’s, you know, you’re very much aware that the VVSG is focused on casting and counting, he’s expanding it out to the entire eco-system, going through the process, saying, what is the data flow within these processes and between processes, so he’s identified a number of the processes, they’ve done some work there.  Then, they’ve also taken the next step and said, okay, how do we interact with each other and what data has to be exchanged?  So, it’s messy, but they’re making their way through it.  And, in fact, when they do make their way through it, it could very well revolutionize the way elections are held, not held, but maybe managed.


So, the other area that I’d like to highlight, coming from the IEEE work is the Elections Results Reporting standard.  So, this is a standard that they’ve been working on for some time now.  Just in the past election, Ohio implemented it, Ohio was a great help in doing this.  The Associated Press implemented it on the other side, so they could actually bring feeds in from Ohio.  Since then we’ve, and this is just really since the symposium, and the work that was described in the symposium, we’ve been in touch with Michigan, New York, and Wisconsin, all of whom are looking at it, trying to understand if it’s going to work for them and they’re considering it for use in RFPs.  This slide is two hours of date, and since then, I actually just got e-mail from Delaware from someone on Elaine Manlove’s staff, that Delaware is also looking at it.  So, it’s, in this work, in addition to the usual suspects, we had very nice interactions with Que and Google, and the work that they’re doing on VIP to try to determine if the necessary coverage there, is there, and to see if we can actually exchange between the VIP and 1622.  And that’s going very well, actually.


I think that’s all I have, I think at this point.  Thank you.  I look forward to working with all of you and I’d like to turn it back over to Brian.

BRIAN HANCOCK:

Thank you.  Before we open it up for Q&A, we’ve been requested for your listening enjoyment this after, to have a special guest speaker, and with the indulgence of our Chairs, we will move forward with that special guest speaker.  Those of you that have been, that are intimately interested and involved in the certification of voting systems know that the State of Virginia has had some interesting times over the past month or two or three.  And so, we have a request to have Edgardo Cortes from the Virginia State Board of Elections here give us just a very brief update on what the State of Virginia is doing with the decertification of the WINVote voting machines.  Edgardo.
EDGARDO CORTES:

Thanks Brian.  Edgardo Cortes.  I’m the Commissioner of Elections in Virginia.  Yes, we have gone through a recent decertification of a voting system in the State.  And I think, thankfully for the rest of you, was not in use anywhere else, at this point.  But I think there are a couple of take aways we had from the process that I think is important to share with everybody.  I think the first thing is, as everybody goes through thinking about kinds of certification programs and certification processes, think about what are your decertification processes going forward.  It’s something like, it’s not really something you think about, but we got to that point and we were like, oh, we don’t actually know what we’re going to do here, in terms of potentially decertifying a system, because nobody has, there had been a lot of thought into improving and enhancing our certification process, but no thought into, you know, if we find something in a system that makes it unsuitable for use, how do we make that decision?  How do we transition away from that system?  How do we help localities?  What does that process look like?  I did want to thank the EAC, the EAC was very helpful through the process that we went through.  Everybody here knows the work the Testing and Certification Division does.  I think one of the things that folks don’t, or may not take advantage of, is that they are very willing and able to help states as they are going through and looking at their state certification processes.  They were a big resource to us as we kind of figured out, well, here’s, you know, doing a review after an election and what are we looking at in terms of these systems?  What information do they have that would be helpful to us as we go through the system?  So, really using the EAC Testing and Certification, aside from the larger, kind of them certifying systems, having them as a resource and a tool available to you and your state certification folks.  The other thing that we learned through this process, one of the things that we’re trying to figure out how to utilize going forward, is the first time we had involved our State IT agency in the process.  So, our State IT agency actually conducted penetration testing and vulnerability testing on the WINVote system that kind of led to the details.  We published our report on-line and it’s all available, but it was the first time that we kind of leveraged another State resource.  These are folks that, you know, obviously, are professionals in terms of IT security issues and are coming at it from a totally different perspective, and so, being able to use and leverage that other state resource I think was really important to us and really eye-opening for us in terms of something else we need to look at more closely in our state certification program.  I know there has been some discussion about penetration testing and those sorts of things at the federal level, but I think as you kind of focus on your state certification program, I know we are looking at now that we’ve done this, we’ve taken a lot of lessons from it, how do we incorporate our IT agency folks going forward?  We think it was very useful for us, a very important part of the process.  They were, they were also very excited to participate in the process.  It was the first time they had any interaction with voting equipment or with voting system issues.  And so, for them it was a chance to kind of take things that they do and expand it into another field to help another state agency.  You know, taking a look at how you can leverage other state resources to really improve and enhance your certification program.  So, those are some of the take aways.  We’ve had a rough time with how do we transition localities to a new voting system in time.  Some of them have June primary elections coming up, everybody has November elections this year in Virginia, so how do we get folks transitioned over.   But more than that, what are our long-term take-aways to improve the state certification program, to really build upon what we’ve done, and we do require testing to the federal standards and to VVSG, but we have a, what I think is, at this point, a pretty strong state certification program, and kind of how do we build on that putting in these other resources that are available to us at the state level?
BRIAN HANCOCK:



Thank you Edgardo.  
CHAIRMAN KING:



We have time for further questions for our panelists.  

JAMES WILLIAMS:

Jim Williams, Elections Director for the State of Oregon.  Not so much a question, but a comment.  As you were talking through the certification process, one thing that we recently became very aware of is that the certification process steps and requirements, as they exist now, really do not take into account a vote-by-mail state.  And we would appreciate some consideration for those of us with that kind of voting system.  If you need any kind of help or leadership accommodating vote-by-mail or embracing it, then I volunteer Lori Augino from Washington.
ROBERT GILES:



3,000 miles away and she’s somehow got a vote-by-mail crack.

JAMES WILLIAMS:

She did, she did volunteer.  If you don’t believe me, I have a text on my phone to prove it.  But, I think that it is important, you know, one of the things that we’ve heard a lot about is the PCEA, and the concern with long lines.  I have a simple solution for you to take care of long lines – vote by mail.

MARY BRADY:

So, I just want to point out that I just, at the same time, I’m not exactly sure when it came in, but there’s a text message from Lori that says you should totally suggest that vote by mail would be a great solution.

ROBERT GILES:



I smell conspiracy.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Do we have further -- oh, please.

BARBARA SIMONS:

Barbara Simons, California.  I have a couple of, well one comment based on something that was just said in this panel, and then, a couple of other points that since we don’t have open discussion, I haven’t had an opportunity to make yet.  

I just noticed, you said at least one percent of source code was being reviewed.  Is that correct?  One percent?

BRIAN HANCOCK:



In the test readiness review, yes that’s correct.

BARBARA SIMONS:

That seems like a bizarre figure to me, given that when companies do source code review they looks at all the source code.  But that’s a discussion we can have separately.

BRIAN HANCOCK:

Let me just clarify.  That is just for the test readiness review.  That is not to say we’re not going to look at the remainder of the code during the testing process.  That is only to make sure that that system is actually ready for testing.

BARBARA SIMONS:

Okay, thank you.  A couple of quick comments.  I just want to suggest that something that the EAC might consider doing, I know this wasn’t the direct topic, but it was sort of touched on, is work on contracts.  I’ve been talking with a number of election officials about this and there are a number of smaller jurisdictions which can have trouble getting good prices for their equipment, because they are small.  And if the EAC could facilitate having different jurisdictions working together, and getting bids, they might be able to get better prices and save money.  And saving money, it seems to me, would be a good argument for the existence of the EAC.  So, I think it’s a win-win if there is a way that the EAC could do something like that.  Just make contract information more publically available to election officials, both people who are looking, and also, prices that people have paid in the past for similar equipment, so that they know when they’re negotiating with vendors what ball park prices might be attainable.  

So, that’s one thought.  And the other is, I just want to suggest that perhaps we could have an ongoing discussion, I think it’s premature to request it right now, but maybe by e-mail, an ongoing discussion of possibly endorsing the President’s Commission’s recommendations and, although, I, generally speaking, don’t like internet voting, this is a case where I think we could actually have an internet vote among ourselves.  If the votes are all public, there’s no problem, and so, I would like to propose that we consider taking into consideration, and by “we” I mean maybe the Standards Board and the Board of Advisors, although I’m only on the Board of Advisors, so I can’t suggest what the Standards Board should do, some sort of endorsement of the recommendations of the President’s Commission and, it’s too abrupt to do it right in this meeting, I think, because people probably want to go back and read them and discuss them, but maybe we could do that over e-mail.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Jim Dickson.

JIM DICKSON:

My question deals with the next iteration of the VVSG.  Is there any kind of timetable, in terms of when NIST will be convening the TGDC and what the hope is for how long that process might take?

MARY BRADY:

So, work has already begun.  As I pointed out, the TGDC is an EAC FACA and the NIST Director Chairs it, so it’s not just NIST, it’s NIST and the EAC working together.  We do have a charter that’s currently under review and we, though we’re thinking about some potential dates to try and see if maybe we can get something off the ground, as soon as possible.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Do we have further questions for our panelists?  Yes?

DOUGLAS KELLNER:

This is Doug Kellner.  I’m co-chair of the New York State Board of Elections.  And I inquire on the procedures for how you determine what should be the overriding principles that would lead towards the development of standards.  And, in particular, when you presented the principles with respect to voter protection, I noticed that lacking among that was anything related to having the ballot accurately counted as the voter intended, or addressing the need for auditability of the system.  And I’m just wondering how that principle, how do you get a principle like that built in to the basis for preparing the standards?

MARY BRADY:

So, what I presented was just from the usability and accessibility perspective, so, some of those principles will actually be covered as we go through the entire VVSG.  And my hope, my sincere hope, is that we’ll have the opportunity to present it and get feedback.  So, if we’ve missed something, as we’ve gone through, you know, 600 pages, and abstracted it up to one or two, well, after expanding beyond usability and accessibility, obviously, it’s going to be, you know, more than one or two.  That there will be the opportunity for feedback and engagement at that level, up front, so we know what’s there, currently, and we’re all on the same page.  And, we also know what we want to put in for the next iteration.  So, you’ll have an opportunity to speak up, I think.

ROBERT GILES:  

And just to follow up, what we presented and what NASED has been working on is more conceptual.  We didn’t really get into the weeds, we wanted to look at how could we do a better job when we approached the next version of the VVSG, and I think that so we don’t want to get too into the weeds of what we actually presented versus what is a conceptual idea of how to do a better job of making a usable set of standards for everybody.

BRIAN HANCOCK:

And Doug, from our perspective of the working group, obviously, that, your point should be absolutely a high-level requirement of any VVSG document.  Ours was more how to go about developing that document and the goals toward the process more than that.

ROBERT DEZMELYK:

Robert Dezmelyk, New Hampshire.  I would encourage, if you want to use the model, starting at the top of principles, and then, working your way down, that you not extract the principles from the existing document, because then all you’re doing is reflecting the kind of conceptual structure of the existing spec.  But rather, develop those principles from the top down.  In other words, based on the Statute, based on the kind of obvious requirements of capturing the voter intent, and so on.  And therefore, you’ll have a set of principles which are kind of lined up with the concepts, not coincidentally lined up as the inverse of what’s already in the document.  So, I would encourage that.

MARY BRADY:

I think that’s a point well taken.  There’s, you know, a little bit of the chicken and the egg going on between the NASED sub-committee and NIST that said, oh high level principles are a good idea.  I said, okay, so what’s, tell me what you’re thinking.  And they said, why don’t you propose something?  So, yes, I think, absolutely.  We don’t necessarily want to be constrained by what we did before, which is, I think, your point.

ROBERT GILES:

And we agree.  What we wanted to see what a model would look like.  So, for this particular instance, we worked with NIST to say, back them out, so does this concept work, of principles, standards, test assertions?  What would it look like if we did do something like that?  But we’re in agreement that we should develop these principles, and Tammy talked about it at lunch, and looking at, on the national level, what do the states need?  And what are the states testing to?  And let’s make sure we include those kinds of principles into what we’re building this time around, so we can cover that in a much more general sense, and they they can build standards out of that, so we do get what you’re looking for.  But, we are in total agreement that we need principles that are developed by election officials and advocates and voters that make sense to us, and makes sense to what a voting system should do, then, work with NIST to say, okay, now let’s create standards to that and that are testable.  And then, obviously, go into the test assertions.  So, we are right on point with that with you.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Further questions?

SALLY WILLIAMS:

Sally Williams from Michigan.  Can you get into a little more detail on how you see the VVSG 1.1 moving forward?  You mentioned no vendors have come forward to start testing.  Are the test labs ready?  They just haven’t heard?  Are you getting questions from the vendors if they’re ready to get going soon?

BRIAN HANCOCK:

Thank you, that’s a good question.  We are getting a lot of inquiries from the manufacturers.  Nobody has, as Jessica mentioned, nobody has pulled the trigger yet to actually apply for 1.1, but we are getting a lot of inquiries.  The test labs are looking to make sure that they have the capabilities to test to the requirements in that document right now.  And, you know, I would suspect, probably, within the next few months we will get a system in there that applies to 1.1.

JESSICA MYERS:


I was going to say, I would also add that a number of the manufacturers that have come in, and are currently being -- had modifications in the last year or two, tested to 2005, also, at the same time, at their own cost, and request to meet the test laboratory, have asked to be tested to 1.1 to see where they’re benchmarking.  So, when they were bringing things into, for the 2005, they were also testing to 1.1.  So, to follow up on what Brian said, I think it will be soon, it just hasn’t been yet.  But we have talked with our labs, we have talked with the manufacturers, we have meetings coming up with both to hash out some more of what do you need to do to be ready and all that.  But those meetings are all happening in the next couple of weeks, so we’re ready to go, whenever somebody comes in.

SALLY WILLIAMS:

And then, just one more.  Do you have a feel for those that have been through most recently?  I’m particularly interested in digital optical scan.  Is it going to be a major change for them?  Can you talk to that or do you know?

BRIAN HANCOCK:


I think it’s going to depend on the manufacturer, quite frankly.  You know, I think some of them have been looking at 1.1 for a while.  You know, this document has been out there for four plus years, and so, they’ve been incorporating that into their design and development for systems that we’re seeing now and future systems.  So, I think it’s really going to depend on which manufacturer you’re looking at, as to where they are in that process.

JESSICA MYERS:


And I will say, to add to that, that’s why some of them have been testing their modifications to it.  Many of the manufacturers that have brought things in, as 2005, have been testing modifications for that reason, so that they are, they can see how significant the change will be, and have been working towards that in the last year or two, while they’re still bringing things in for the 2005.  So, as far as we can tell, they seem to feel like they’ll be ready to move to it, but we just don’t know when.

CHAIRMAN KING:


I think we have time for a final question of our panelists, if anyone has one.  No?  Then let’s give our panelists a round of applause.



Our next presentation will be by Karen Lynn-Dyson concerning research programs.  Karen.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:


Well, I think everybody needs to stand up a little bit.  Breathe a little bit.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:


While you all are standing and stretching, there are a few of you who have not yet cast your vote for the Officers of the Standards Board.  People of the elections community, we like 100% turnout, so please, there are just a few of you, but for those of you who haven’t voted, the polls will close at 4:00.  If you’re in line before, you will be permitted to vote.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:


Okay, so, now it’s time to put on your creative thinking caps, because I appeal to the right side of the brain.  For those of you who don’t know me, my name is Karen Lynn-Dyson, and I am the Manager of the Research Policy and Programs Division.  I manage myself.  I am a Department of one.  And, this afternoon, I am going to just touch on the research work and the programs work I do, we do.

For those of you, just a little bit of history for those of you who may be somewhat new to the EAC’s research work.  From 2004 to 2011, we, the EAC, undertook 15 research studies, all of which are described in HAVA, and, for those of you who, again, don’t know a great deal about the search work EAC has done in the past, I certainly recommend you go to EAC’s website, www.eac.gov, and you’ll see on the research tab at the top, click on that, and you’ll be able to go in and if you just keep kind of drilling down, you’ll be able to see over a number of years all the research studies, research programs we did.  One of my favorite, and I realized when we were, I was listening to Tammy, and listening to Brian’s shop talk, about their work, one of my all-time favorite research projects and some of the best value I think the EAC ever got for its research dollar, and in turn, for the field, was our Effective Designs for Administering Elections project.  That’s a project we did way back in 2006-2007.  Dana Chisnell and Whitney Quesenbery and Oxide Design really ran with that project, and everything that you all see in the field, all of those great field guides, all came from EAC original research work that the American Institute of Graphic Art did for us on that.  And when I ask you all a little later, on into tomorrow, when you think about some of the things that Doug and Chris mentioned this morning about EAC’s research work, a research agenda, a possible, were money to allow, were we to develop some bandwidth to do that kind of work, what kinds of research projects would you see?  You can think about something like that and the way that project really created millions of, I hope, good ballots designed, and it really was from that original piece of work.  
The work that we do presently, and this has been the case for some years now, really does focus on the EAVS, on the Election Administration and Voting Survey.  When we began it in 2004, we called it the Election Day Survey.  We now call it the EAVS.  And I know you have your thumb drives, and so, when you go back and take a look, for those of you who don’t know, the EAVS and the Statutory Overview, which accompany, that these are our big research studies that we do every two years.  And the Statutory Overview is the document a lot of folks, unless you had to fill it out, don’t have a great deal of familiarity with.  And I certainly commend to you that you get a sense of that, because there’s a lot of good information in that.  The EAVS, Election Administration and Voting Survey, is the only census of election data which we gather from all 55 states and territories, and as my dear buddy Charles Stewart pointed out, well, that’s not really what a census is, but a census actually is a sample, but for our purposes we’re going to say a census is every one of the jurisdictions out there reporting information which we ask for in that Election Administration and Voting Survey, which at the moment is about 3.5 million numbers.  And, it’s pretty impressive and it’s a pretty herculean effort to try and collect those data from all of you all, and for you all to report to us.  We heard, back when the Boards were up and running, loud and clear, that you didn’t want the EAVS tampered with, and we listened to that.  And so, the EAVS instrument has remained really quite consistent since 2008.  This go around, 2014, working closely with Matt’s shop at Federal Voting Assistance Program, we did reach agreement to put some LEO, local election official, LEO survey questions into the EAVS, and for 2014 we added 17 questions.  And, we can talk a little bit more about that as we move forward, and for our new iterations in 2016 and beyond, what that will look like, in terms of how we continue to work with that FVAP and incorporate those questions.  
Statutory overview – again, if you’re following a lot in your books, I’m not good at doing both, so I just figure you can follow along in your book with my power point.  The statutory overview, again, I mentioned a few minutes ago, please do take a look at that, you’d be surprised at how much great information there is in there, about changes to statutes and regulations that have occurred in the two-year cycle.  One of the things that I’m very much hoping will happen, as we go into ’16, is finding a way to better categorize and create a cross tab of indexing of that information contained in there, so that you all can, and anybody in the field can, at a glance, look and see what’s changed from, not just state to state, but you all can begin to compare your states to other states and actually read, through the statutory overview, the actual citation in the law that has changed.  This is a lot of work that a version of is created through NCSL, and beginning this past iteration, 2014, I started working very closely with NCSL, namely with Wendy Underhill, because they collect that kind of information around their state statutes.  But, I really just wanted to point that out to you all, because I know it’s a document, it’s information that a lot of people don’t really have much familiarity with.  So, it is on our website, and you can actually drill way down into the data sets and look at your state, and any other state, to see what their laws are, around particular election terms, administrative practices, and take a look at that.  And again, for ’16, hoping to make it a more usable piece of information, document, data set.  

For 2014, again, I mentioned FVAP, I’m excited that, for the first time, we’re going to collapse what used to be three reports, we used to do the UOCAVA, we used to do the NVRA report, which is due to Congress by June 30, we follow that up in the fall with our UOCAVA report, and then, we close out the calendar year with the overall Election Day Survey Report.  Well, we’re collapsing all of that this year; it will be one report.  It will be delivered to Congress and it will hit the street, so to speak, by June 30th.  So, in addition to having this one comprehensive report and all these data available, and watch the web site, and I’m sure Bryan Whitener will be getting you all kinds of great advisories about when that’s out there and when those data sets are available.  I’m really excited because I’m really pushing our contractor hard this year, and they’re very excited about creating some data visualizations that will be new and different.  And they really will relate to the kinds of things that Doug mentioned, exactly what he mentioned this morning about, here’s all these data, you know, it’s, you have to be almost, maybe not a rocket scientist, but certainly a Ph.D. to be able to dig into all that data, and it shouldn’t be like that.  It should be much more digestible, much more available and approachable.  And so, not to mention that we’re trying to make it easier for you to use, we finally have some baseline of information.  Those of you who were involved in this from the beginning, folks like Nikki, folks like Peggy, know it was really kind of frontier days, as Kimball Brace will attest.  Frontier days 2004, 2006, we’ve come a very long way.  So, we really do have, I think, some baseline information to present to you guys.  I think, in terms of moving forward to ’16, ’18, beyond, I know there’s no appetite out there, at all, really, for changing the instrument substantially for ’16.  We all know ’16 is already upon us, and so, what we’re going to start doing is really looking at, for ’16, what can we do to help you all very specifically do a better job at collecting the information that you’ve now been doing so for a number of years.  Because the huge problem we have is there’s just a lot of data that’s still missing.  And so, my big excitement related to the EAVS and moving forward, is finding a way to show you all why data helps, why data matters, how you can use it.  And one of the big things we’re talking about doing is, this summer on into perhaps the fall, is doing an Election Data Summit.  And I think that EAC, and probably most of you would agree that we’re kind of uniquely positioned to represent the interests of locals, states, and academics who come together and help academics understand how you all collect the data, use the data, and we, helping everyone understand how the data can help you.  I was really surprised when I asked our contractor, about a month or so ago, to pull together, for me, very sophisticated term, tell me what the missingness variables in the questions that had the big missingness problem, and I was quite frankly astounded at how poorly we’re doing, in terms of the degree of numbers we have and good data from all your jurisdictions.  And I am really taking on as a personal charge between now and ’16, and beyond, to show you all why it really can help you to know, with some specificity, about your provisionals, about your absentees, about your confirmation notices, and the list goes on and on.  And, to not only show you why it matters, but how you can go on to show your city councils, to justify what you need, how it can show you why you need a redeployment perhaps of personnel, why you may need to have some reassignment of some folks, planning your calendars a little differently, and all of those kinds of things.  

So, I wanted to, before I talk a little bit about our programs, I figured I would just take a break and see if anyone had questions about the EAVS, Election Administration and Voting Survey, about ’16, and the, what we’re going to try to do is a fairly consistent instrument with that.  We will, I’m sure, be making some tweaks to it.  Big thing I didn’t mention about ’16, big heavy lift for me, is I’m going to move us towards a web-based survey.  Excel spreadsheets, believe it or not, when Kimball and I started doing this in ’04-’06, that was state-of-the-art, getting folks in the field to do Excel spreadsheets.  Well, we’ve really moved beyond that, so we really are at a web-based approach on this.  Love to hear more off-line from you all about that, how you feel about a web-based survey.  It’s going to take some backend work on my part, and the vendor, who, this work will be re-competed this time, it has to be by law.  So, as I put together the RFP, and I really think about a web-based survey, what might that look like and what might that include?  So, any thoughts, if you’re looking at your power point, I’m on the page that’s talking about the EAVS instrument, about the data collection process overall, data visualizations, suggestions for ’16, and I would think that the big fun part would be for ’18, what we might begin to think about.  And that’s something we can do with the Election Data Summit, really getting you all’s thoughts.
Yes, please.

REYNALDO VALENZUELA, JR.:

Hi, Rey Valenzuela, Maricopa County, Arizona.  Obviously, I’m sure we all enjoy EAVS, it’s probably one of our funnest things to do after trying to complete an election.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:

There’s taxes too.  So, which is more fun?

REYNALDO VALENZUELA, JR.:


Exactly.  Genuinely, the data is very valuable to us.  We see the benefit of it.  But I think all of our angst is the deadline to try to get it done in the process, but good to know that in 2016, once again, we probably won’t see many changes.  Because I know, at least in Maricopa County, at the instruction of Helen Purcell, our County Recorder and the TGDC, we created a program, our IT, to extrapolate this from our system.  So, there’s a benefit to, if we know it’s set, to, and those of you or those of us that have IT to be able to go through that process and, I haven’t told her how fast it is we can compile that data, because she thinks I’m taking weeks to do it, but there is some benefit.  

UNKNOWN:


Busted.

REYNALDO VALENZUELA, JR.:


But it is something, so again, the 2016, we’re looking forward to being able to push a button that’s fast because we’ve been able to extrapolate from our data SQ upgrades, whatever it may be, using a literary report.  So one of the caveats to it is when we go to 2018, obviously, I think it’s, as stakeholders we would love to be part of that question so that we can, if we have to have a program such as we do, and modify it, we can do that without being shocked as to what it’s going to be.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:


Absolutely.

REYNALDO VALENZUELA, JR.:


And then, the other thing is to be part of, kind of the data, because a lot of it, the data doesn’t apply.  I mean, how many requests do you have in an all-mail election?  The answer is 100%.  So, some of those things were very odd when we fill it out, so we try our best to try to extrapolate data that we think, but prior to 2018, that we would all be participatory in helping to decipher those questions for benchmarking purposes.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:


Highly, highly participatory process.  A couple of things also, let me tell you how, how cautious I am about touching the instrument, even to the extent, for ’16, that we eliminate some questions.  I think those of you who do this even, I suppose even tax law they get rid of some questions, right?  And I know there are questions on the EAVS that are stale.  They’re just, they’re no longer relevant, you’ve been asking the same thing, EAC, for, you know, eight years now.  Even removing those, I recognize, is causing a reconfiguration of your database and the uploading of that data.  So, I’m even cautious about wreaking havoc with that, and creating the web-based process for you.  So, I just want you to know, I mean, as someone who understands somewhat the pain and suffering that you go through, I’m not in any way going to change this instrument without a lot of vetting, without a lot of feedback.  And I will tell you, even something as simple as going from Excel spreadsheet to web-base, I mean that’s, most of you all said to me, “Shheeww, sounds good.”  But there are a few of you have said, “No.  Love my spreadsheet.  Please don’t rock the boat.”  But, certainly, on into ’18, I think is when we the Commission, Commissioners, would envision making some, some fairly helpful, substantial changes.  But that’s a two-year process.  I mean, that’s going to be a lot of work and a lot of vetting and a lot of conversation.



I thought there was another --  yes, please.

MARIA MATTHEWS:


Maria Matthews of Florida.  We are, definitely do not support the Excel spreadsheet continuation.  I think we’ve made known our opinions on that one.  So, we do support a web-base.  I do appreciate the opportunity, because we did receive an e-mail about asking for input about how the survey went, and I’m currently soliciting comments from local jurisdictions.  And, to echo the comments from Arizona, about having advanced notice about what the questions are going to be, if they’re going to change, because yes, we do have to program our systems to be able to extract that information, and if you can look and see what questions can be eliminated.  But generally, it’s true, I think that those results, those data is very interesting, people love to be able to parcel out this data and analyze it every which way.  So, I certainly continue to support that, we support that.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:

And I’ve certainly seen over the last 10 years, in a good way, it’s something for you all to point all of these researchers who are constantly approaching you, from the Ph.D. student, to the kid who’s writing a high school paper, to the newspaper, you can give them those data.  You don’t have to reinvent that; say it’s in the EAVS, it’s in the EAVS.  So, absolutely, I look forward to, again, the data visualization part of it is particularly of interest to me, wanting to show the practical uses of this information.  There’s just amazing stuff out there, now, in terms of big data, and government’s use of big data, and EAC needs to step up to the plate in that regard.



Yes sir?

PAUL LUX:


Hi Karen.  Paul Lux from Florida, also.  Just two things.  One on the web-based concept – like the idea, but so much of what we do at the local level is compartmentalized, and one of the frustrating things with some of the earlier versions of the spreadsheet version was, I would get part of the way through it, and then, I would have to go ask someone else the answer.  Okay, how many of this do we have?  How much of this do we do?  And then, I’d have to start over.  So, any way that we could have a means of printing out the form that we’re going to be filling out, even though it’s going to be web-based, will allow those of us, who are compartmentalized, to be able to distribute -- this goes to my absentee coordinator, this goes to the person who does my provisional ballots, this goes to my person who deals with whatever.  Just makes our end of it a whole lot less stressful.  



And just, finally, an observation.  Some of the data points, it really seems to me to be like you’re going a really long roundabout way to get to what is probably a simpler question, if you’d just asked me the simpler question rather than asking for, you know, 30 little pieces that end up being that answer that you’re looking for.  So, certainly for the ’18, you know, think about it from those terms.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:


Absolutely, thank you Paul.  A couple things, can’t say it enough.  My e-mail, I want you to just send me whatever your thoughts are.  Those of you who I did reach out to, I said, it’s if you have gripes, if you have complaints, if you have praise, if you have suggestions.  They come to me and they don’t necessarily, the contractor doesn’t necessarily have to know.  klynndyson@eac.gov.  Don’t feel like you have to send me eloquent prose about that, just send me your thoughts.  And also, to Paul’s point, about going around robin hood’s barn, and I’m looking over here and catching Matt out of the corner of my eye, because I’m thinking about when I was working last summer, very closely with DMDC, it was FVAP’s contractor, who does the data crunching, it was ICF, DMDC, EAC, and XYZ.  When we were working on these questions, it was very clear that some of the questions were very repetitive, and I just, where’s Peggy Nighswonger, she’s the one who said, “Don’t touch it, don’t touch it, don’t touch the instrument.”  And I just said, “Okay, I realize some of these questions are repetitive.  We can’t touch it this go around, but truth is, maybe some of it will be kind of trick questions.”  You know, a+b+c should equal this, and it should really match, and we are now finding, as we’re looking at some of those numbers, gee, they really don’t match at all.  And I wonder why that is, and we’ve actually gone back to about half a dozen states just with the FVAP numbers, and said, “You know, do you realize these numbers don’t add up.  You said this over here in question 13.b. and you said this in 18.a., and they really should add up, even though they’re worded a little differently.”  So, moving forward, yes, we will absolutely address that, and I really want to hear very specifically from you, and you, Howard Sholl, the questions that seem duplicative and all of that.  



If there are no more questions about, comments about the EAVS for ’14, ’16 or ’18, let’s move on to my other hat, which is the Program hat, and I really want to refer everybody here to your thumb drives, and what you’re going to find on your thumb drive is some really good stuff under, back up just a minute, when you look on your thumb drive, you’re going to see a folder that’s “research.”  In that folder is the stuff we just finished talking about.  It’s going to be, you’re going to see a copy of the EAVS, you’re going to see a copy of the Statutory Overview and the actual report.  You’re going to see another file that’s the programs file.  Alice Miller mentioned this morning the work that we’ve been doing the last year, year and a half, around that, including, starting about a year and a half ago, the nine webinars that we did, realizing that we very much needed to update our quick starts, and we needed to do kind of a reboot on our Election Management Guidelines Program, and so, with those webinars that we did, the nine webinars, we worked for a whole year reaching out, once again, into the community, what topics should we cover, what highlights, what are the best tips, what are the hot tips, what are the best practices?  And what we did as a result of that was create these 11 Quick Starts and two Voter Guides.  


Also, this morning, I know Alice Miller mentioned to you all the conferences, and I was excited, I keep going and I keep checking the box for the green slips, so, if you haven’t done so already, please, please go and fill out your green slips, and tell us when your conferences are.  This is where the idea of the Quick Start Ambassador program comes in.  As I look around the room, my hope, my dream would be that many of you, most of you, would be willing to be a Quick Start Ambassador.  When you go to your state convention, you state association meetings, and I know a lot of them are going to start this summer, that you would be willing to go and promote EAC’s materials, and talk about EAC’s Quick Starts, which are these Quick Tips you see here.  And, what I want to say, also, about this, you know, my thinking is that you go to a state association meeting, that you ask if you can have a little bit of time on the agenda, and the idea is, to try and make this easy for you all too, so that it’s not that much of a heavy lift, what I’ve done in consultation with Connie Schmidt and Denise Lamb, former local election officials, is develop a series of discussion questions, so that you have in your packet, your discussion leader packet, you have a whole script.  So, I’ve give you kind of the goals, the objectives, overview, what you probably want to try and cover, and what you want to talk about, and then, depending on what you happen to know is going on in your state, with your jurisdictions, that seems to be a real problem, post-election audits, on-line voter registration, e-poll books, people are just really struggling with these things.  There are discussion questions that you can use to prompt conversation, to get folks going and really talking among themselves, to problem solve.  What are the good ideas?  What are the best practices?  And so, the thinking from this Quick Start Ambassador program is really kind of three-fold – you all are sharing the stuff that the feds have, that the feds have collected from your colleagues all over the country, that you’re generating conversation, that you’re getting from them good ideas, and you’re feeding those good ideas back to me in these Quick Clicks, Fast Starts, you’ll see them, again, in your, on your thumb drive.  Every one of the Quick Starts has a Quick Click.  Isn’t that a word, Quick Start has a Quick Click.  And they’re best practices, and they’re gathered from your peers all over the country, checklists, manuals.  And this is to build the clearinghouse that we were talking about this morning.  This is the way a clearinghouse gets built, is you all talking to each other, finding the lists, finding the manuals, finding the horror stories and the good stories.  We did a little bit of a pilot test of this Quick Start Ambassador program at the Election Center.  And I did a little one-hour session on it, and got folks talking, and again, you all know the Election Center, is folks from all over the country, and we just kind of split the room up, people started chatting, people just, (snap fingers), like that, came up with what worked, what didn’t work, this is how we solved it, this is what we did, this is, you know, don’t do that, wouldn’t suggest you do this.  And people fed that back to me and that’s the kind of thing I can use to populate our clearinghouse.  So, that’s my little commercial for this, for what I would hope you guys would be willing to do, to be this ambassador to take your packet, your discussion packet, I’ll get you bunches of these that you can distribute to the local election officials, all the Quick Starts are in them.  And then, the big piece, not just getting me the great ideas, but what else do you want to see?  That’s the re-boot, that’s the feedback loop.  What’s the next set of ideas?  The next set of Quick Starts that you’d like to see the EAC create?  

So, that kind of describes our Quick Start/Quick Tip program, and I just wanted to end with talking about, because apparently, I don’t have enough to do, because there are only 25 hours in the day, I hope so much that I will be able to get some help with updating our Poll Worker Guide Books in time for 2016.  And, for those of you who don’t know, our Successful Practices in Poll Worker Recruitment Training and Retention Manual, that’s a guidebook we created back in 2007, and the world has changed a whole lot since 2007.  In some ways it hasn’t, the kernels of all the ideas of how you recruit, train, and retain poll workers hasn’t changed, some of it is just so different because of social media, and because using young people, and because your laws change, and you are able to use more young people, and because our poor 72 year old poll workers have, you know, finally decided they’ve had enough, it’s time for them to go do something else.  So, I’m really excited, really excited about some of the options we might have to quickly and efficiently update this information, and I’m looking at Sally Williams, from Michigan, because she and I have begun to have some conversations about Michigan’s amazing e-learning, help me…
SALLY WILLIAMS:



e-Learning center.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:

Their e-Learning center, I didn’t know if there was a poll worker in it, in the e-Learning.  So I’m hoping, my vision is some kind of on-line, some type of offering, a portal, where people can share all their information about how they train, how they recruit, and we can build that capacity quickly.  So, that would be a whole, because I know we are right around the bend for starting that, the ’16 process, for training.  

So, with that I’m going to end and ask if you all have any great thoughts, or concerns, suggestions, about the Ambassador Program, about the Election Data Summit, about the poll worker, what I hope will be a strong on-line training or portal information sharing.

Yes?

SALLY WILLIAMS:

Sally Williams from Michigan.  The Data Summit, do you know anymore, it’s going to focus on the EAVS data and how to use the EAVS data?  Is that the concept there?

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:

The concept really is to, you have a group of academics out there who widely used the data, they have huge expectations of the data, and then, you have the practitioners.  And you have practitioners who actually collect these numbers, and let’s see if we can realistically get practitioners who have to do this work, collect these numbers, to talk to the academics.  Things like the Pew Charitable Trust Election Performance Index, I think a lot of you are probably familiar with that, and what’s in the EPI.  Let’s see how we can marry research and practice and it may be, in some very specific ways around the ’18 EAVS instrument, what’s in it, what’s not in it, what is in a very practical way, a series of, I’m thinking out loud for a moment about a series of case studies around “why data matter,” “how I used my election data.”  And not only how I used it to improve and enhance my performance in a very specific way, but how I saved money.  How I saved money, how I showed my Council why I needed more money, how I needed to re-deploy, and just gathering that real life, with what I know academics out there wish they had.  
GREGORY MOORE:

Greg Moore from Maryland.  Just a general question, because a lot of what you laid out seems very extensive.  You scare me when you say you’re the department of one.  I don’t know if that was true or just…

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:



No, it is true.

GREGORY MOORE:

That gets to my question regarding funding, and anybody who wants to say, or can say, anything to give us, shed some light on what type of allocations EAC is looking for to, requesting as we get into this next fiscal year, because, obviously, we’re advocates for the organization, but it seems like with this volume of work we would be looking to be better advocates for funding.  That’s the next challenge, after getting the Commission, which we’re very happy to have.  And the next challenge is making Congress understand the importance of supporting your work and getting you more support to move some of these research programs, these initiatives, testing, grants, all of it, sounds like it needs a boost of funding.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:

I think that’s best responded to by Chair McCormick or Commissioner Masterson, Commissioner Hicks.  I’ll let them answer, but I think it’s very important to point that out.  I mean, we talked with great enthusiasm this morning for the research agenda.  I really do want you to bring those ideas, practical, qualitative kinds of research, but realizing, I don’t want, also, diminished expectations, you know.  Where’s the money going to come from?  Where are the resources going to come from?  So, I really defer to my higher ups.  Chair McCormick or, or…  

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

We have no control over our funding.  I mean, as Doug said this morning, it would be helpful if you all called your Legislators and let them know if we’re of help to you.  I can foresee us actually having a cut in funding.  This is one of the reasons we went ahead and had a Transition Team look at the EAC and how we’re going to have to streamline the organization and find ways to be able to do what we need to do going forward.  So, I think that’s a big question mark at this point.  I don’t see any more money coming from the Federal government to fund us or anything else.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:

And I think, realistically, it’s a triage situation.  And it’s not something I’m sure any of you out there are not sadly intimately familiar with.  What is true top priority, and what do we give as a bare-bones, and maybe, what do we do that kind of re-focuses, re-deploys, re-sources projects, programs, ideas too.  


Jim.

JIM DICKSON:

I do want to follow up Greg’s question.  I understand Commissioner McCormick that you’re a creature of Congress, but it seems to me that other Federal agencies develop a budget request that says we need this much money.  It doesn’t mean they get it, or that you would get it, but it would be very helpful for those of us who are working to increase the Agency’s budget, and those of us who will start to do more of that work, if we had some idea of what, what you would need.  I know it, I agree that it will be very unlikely that there might be a cut, but one of the important elements in that whole process of deciding a budget is you ask for something, you maybe don’t get it, but it can definitely have an impact on whether there’s a cut, or how much the cut would be.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Thanks Jim, I appreciate that.  The budget was already submitted when we became confirmed for this year.  We are in conversations with folks on the Hill.  We are in the process of setting priorities and hearing from all of our different stakeholders what they want to see from the Commission.  And right now that’s where we’re at.  And, you know, obviously, we would like to have more funding for all of the things that we would like to do.  At this point we’re really just, quite frankly, in a survival mode, and hope that we actually survive after September.  I mean, we’re only budgeted right now through September.  And we have been in conversations with folks on the Hill about surviving past that point.  And we did put a budget request in that’s been consistent with what, well, we didn’t, the staff did, with what the EAC had been funded at, in the past.  So, with the feelings on some parts of some of the people up on the Hill, it’s going to be a difficult road for us to hoe.  We’re obviously going to do our best to try to get whatever funding we can for projects that we’d like to do.  I’m willing to talk more with you off-line if you’ve got some more ideas.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:

As a former Hill staffer, I think one of the things that was very important to us was actually hearing from state and local officials on their priorities.  And, as I stated this morning, this is your meeting and, in your meetings, so what you consider to be our priorities, I don’t think would be out of the realm of putting together some sort of papers later on, and then submitting that to the EAC to submit to Congress, or submitting it directly to Congress.  So, in terms of what Doug was saying about what our priorities should be, I think that this is a great opportunity for the Boards to be out here now to tell us what our priorities should be, and what funding should be allocated for that.

PATRICIA TIMMONS-GOODSON:

Pat Timmons-Goodson with the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.  Am I hearing that we do not know what sum, if any, the appropriators have put forth at this point for our budget?

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:



Can you repeat that?  I’m sorry…

PATRICIA TIMMONS-GOODSON:

Sure.  I was just asking, generally, at this stage, the appropriators have put forth some sum, and so, I was wondering, does anyone know?  Or am I hearing that there has not been put forth any level of funding for this Agency?

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:
I think it’s in flux right now.  I mean, you can look at what our budget request is.  It’s on our website, but there have been discussions on the Hill, back and forth.  I’ve heard many numbers thrown out.  I don’t think there’s any definitive answer to that at this point.
CHAIRMAN KING:



Any further questions for Karen?  Go ahead.

PEGGY NIGHSWONGER:

Peggy Nighswonger, Wyoming.  And I just want to thank you, Karen, because first of all, I’m going to echo whatever was said this morning by someone that you all have kind of kept going on and on, even though everything has been so, you know, disrupted at your office.  So, you’ve all done that with pretty good spirits, I think, and I really thank you for that.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:

I’m sorry, I’m laughing about that Monty Python.  I mean, I can’t tell you how many times I felt like that – I’m not dead yet, I’m not dead yet, not yet.

PEGGY NIGHSWONGER:

You listened to us on the survey and I, I’m now giving you my blessing to change the survey.  Not for 2016, but I am glad that you are looking out, into a web-based program, and that you are looking out, you know, two to three election cycles now.  And that has really been helpful to all of us in changing our data bases in order to get the information.  So, thanks for what you do, and I’m glad to hear about your poll worker information, too, that you’re working on.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:

Exciting work on all fronts.  And again, I’m going to leave these on the desk, if you all will promise me you won’t take them so you can, your peers can take a look at them.  Happy, more than happy to send each of you the discussion packet, the presenter packet.  If you’d like us to come out, I think it would be wonderful.  If you all wanted to lead this kind of discussion, and again, circle back around with your best practices to me.  That’s how you build a clearinghouse.  And thank you all.

CHAIRMAN KING:

We currently have a 15 minute break scheduled, so let’s plan to return at 10 after four.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:



Last chance for voting, too.

[break]

CHAIRMAN KING:
We’re going to begin in just a moment.  Please take your seats. 

 At this time we’re going to begin with a status report on state testing and certification, the consortium involved with that.  We have two distinguished speakers to welcome.  The first is Merle King of Kennesaw State University, The Center for Election Systems.  He will be joined by Brian Hancock, the Testing and Certification Director at the EAC.  Merle, would you like, are you going to start?
MERLE KING:



I will, although, I think Brian was going to start.

BRIAN HANCOCK:

So, I will, as well.  Thank you very much Brad, thank you everyone.  We will try to get through this.  I know it’s been a long day, a lot of information for everyone.  But Merle and I thought it was important to highlight the State Certification meeting.  Some of you may have heard of it.  We’ve been doing this since 2011, I believe.  And, as you’ll see in our presentation, the Conference has grown every year and I think there are some really important items that we’re discussing here.  And it also shows, you know, where there is critical nexus between federal and state certification efforts.  So, the first thing we’re going to talk about is the Conference goals and mission as we see it.
MERLE KING:

Thank you Brian.  As Brian mentioned, the State Conference on Voting System Testing and Certification really grew out of both an awareness that states have individualized needs, they have some unique needs, but those needs also intersect through the VVSG.  And so, on the slide that we have up here, we talk about some of the attributes of this Conference, its mission, and then, hopefully we’re going to end up talking about what we’ll be doing this year and in the years coming out.


The first is that the Conference is national in scope.  We have attendees from many of the states represented here, and we invite representatives from every state, as well as the territories, to attend.  It is a state-centric conference in that we’re really talking about the issues that states deal with, in testing and certification, which overlaps many of the issues of the federal certification, but then, folds in the unique attributes and the unique challenges of testing at the state level.  And I think one of the primary differences with testing at the state level is, first, you’re often testing beyond the vote capture, vote tabulation.  You’re testing interfaces, you’re testing compatibility with existing embedded systems.  And the second is that testing at the state level is often episodic, that when states are in a purchasing cycle, or counties are in a purchasing cycle, they’re often very interested in testing and certification, but once their system procurement process stabilizes, they often kind of pull back from that.  So, what we try to do at the Conference is to look at those issues that are unique to the state process, but also can be shared among the states.  


The other bullet item that I see up there that distinguishes this Conference is the recognition that, for the most part, states have moved beyond testing just voting systems, and that we’re testing election systems.  And election systems, the election system concept says that the risk factors that we look at to mitigate through testing are spread all through our systems.  They’re spread through, not only the voting system, but the poll books, the voter registration system, the on-line voter registration ballot-on-demand, etc., etc.  Brian, do you want to talk about any of the other attributes of the Conference.  We wanted to share this part.

BRIAN HANCOCK:

Sure.  Mentoring has been a big part of this Conference ever since the very beginning.  There’s certainly an understanding among the Conference Planning Committee that, you know, particularly in some states, you know, there is a volatile nature to the folks that are actually doing the certification.  Some years they’re there, perhaps the next year they move on and there’s new people.  There’s always new people that need to be involved in the process, need to be caught up, and really need to have kind of a safe haven to call.  And so, as much as anything else, you know, folks like Merle, and the folks from the Indiana Bowen Center, Ball State University VSTOP program, are there as a resource for new state certification people, and they try to take them under their wing and give them as much help and guidance as possible, or certainly, as they want.  So, that’s a key factor.  The other thing from the very beginning has been the re-booting of the relationship with the academic community.  That, sort of, back right have HAVA and in the early days after the 2000 election, there was not always a great rapport between election officials and the academic community.  But, they certainly provide us with, not only unique insight, but also some unique skill sets, whether it’s security, whether it’s usability, accessibility, whether it’s user interface issues, that I think will help us, both from the EAC, at the federal level, and states, at the state level.  So, we’ve found it very, very useful to do that.
MERLE KING:

Yeah, I wanted to also comment on the notion of partnering with universities.  Election officials have a lot of tough problems to solve, and academics have a need to find problems to apply their skills to, and we think that there is a nexus here that has been underutilized.  And so, one of the goals of this Conference is to create the space in which the people that are engaged in designing and administering the test of voting systems can interact with academics and get some insights in how to apply different tools, different ways of solving problems, and what we’re starting to see is a trust being built there and an interaction beyond the Conference that brings more of the power of the university and researchers into the election space, but most importantly, in a way that’s practicable to election officials, that actually solves problems that are before us, that we are trying to develop solutions that will make a difference, a measureable difference in the short run.

BRIAN HANCOCK:

And last but not least, just a few points about Conference logistics.  As the slide says, we have very few rules.  Merle, himself, is from academia and we know that they don’t like rules too much in academia.  And so, we decided that the fewer the better, frankly.  But one of those, and of the few that we’ve been agreed on, and has actually been re-confirmed at all of the meetings were that, no Conference related cost to attend.  So, if you can get yourself to the Conference, there, at least up to now, has never been any thought of a Conference registration fee or anything like that.  It’s free to attend this Conference.  And given the budgets, we know that’s important.  Everybody must contribute.  That’s the other key ingredient.  As Merle may talk about later, we have quite a number of attendees this year, and because everyone must contribute, it was quite a feat to get the agenda set up for the meeting this year.  Also, very important, all of the research and presentations are published very generously by the Indiana VSTOP folks on their website.  And all of those from the previous Conferences can be accessed at the URL that you see up there, on the website, so take a look at it.

MERLE KING:

Thank you Brian.  I wanted to follow up, also, with the notion of the importance of work product of attending the Conference.  For those of you who have been in election administration for a while, the body of knowledge of testing voting and election systems is relatively small.  And part of the goal of this Conference is to add to that body of knowledge, and the way that we do that is we ask every participant to bring something, bring something to share, bring experiences that you’ve had, bring models that you’ve developed for testing.  And the outcome of this has been, probably the most tangible case is in Indiana, with the work that was done there with e-poll books, and then was moved on to Ohio and Pennsylvania.  All of that really came out of the work of this Conference and of sharing among states best practices and methods of solving those problems.
BRIAN HANCOCK:

All right, so, we’ll talk a little bit about the origins of the Conference.  And really, it started out as a conversation between Merle, a few of us at the EAC, and just a few other folks, on, first of all, how the EAC could be more responsive to things that we were hearing from states and the needs of states related to certification.  But, also, how states could really help themselves and how they could become more responsive to the needs that all state certification officials share.  So, there’s a very common core of needs and wants and goals that these folks, you know, need to share.  And before this Conference there wasn’t any formal way of bringing those folks together and having them have a discussion about those items.  


Conference history – as I mentioned, we started in 2011.  The initial Conference was at Kennesaw State University, hosted by Merle and his folks down there.  I think we had about 27 attendees at that Conference and, given our hopes and expectations, I think we were pretty excited about that number, at that point.  And, as you can see, the numbers have gone up every year.  In 2012, the Conference was held in Indianapolis at the Bowen Center for Public Affairs, there, and hosted by the Indiana Secretary of State’s Office.  I think we had about 35 attendees.  The following year the Pennsylvania Secretary of State hosted it in Harrisburg, had a few more attendees there.  In 2014, last year, the Conference was held in Denver, Colorado, with the assistance of the Colorado Secretary of State’s Office.  And last year we had great attendance.  We had about 55 folks last year, and it was really good, a lot of new people attended last year.  And then, this year the Conference is going to be held in Seattle, Washington, as you see, on May 19th and 20th.  It is going to be hosted by the Washington Secretary of State’s Office.  And we have approximately 80 attendees signed up for the Conference this year.  And so, we are very, very excited about that and that is one of the reasons Merle had such a tough job getting the agenda together.  

MERLE KING:

We had to change one of the few rules we had, which is to waive presentations for first time attendees.  So, if you’re coming this year and you’re a first-timer, we’re waiving the presentation requirement, in part, because we don’t have any more space for presentations at the Conference.  But I want to come back and reflect on what Brian said.  This Conference really started out of a challenge to the states to exercise some of the self-sufficiency that we claim in this space of elections.  And that, as election officials, we always are looking to leverage resources, and sometimes those resources come from the federal level, sometimes they come from within our state, and sometimes they come from other states.  And so, this Conference was kind of a challenge to us, to visualize, how could states improve their own self-sufficiency in this area and, to that end I’m proud, because it does demonstrate and reflects really the nature of elections in this country, which is it’s a state-centric enterprise, but that states need to do more in some cases about stepping up and shouldering the burden, particularly in this unique area of testing and certification.

Some of the relationships that have developed out of this, and could I get a show of hands, in here, of people who have attended this Conference?  That’s a really good example of the state to state relationships that have developed.  So, and I’ve got a line of sight here through Anthony and Ryan, so if I were interested in finding, maybe, some emerging protocols for ballot-on-demand systems, heavily used by vote-by-mail and in vote center states, I know who to call.  I know guys that we’ve worked on these projects, now, at the Conference, and I can pick up the phone, I have a face and a name.  And so, these state-to-state relationships that have developed at the appropriate level, at the level of the people who actually do this testing has been an important outcome.  

Additionally, I think there’s been a recognition on the part of the EAC and the NIST, kind of the federal partners in this, that these are resources that are available to states.  And so, I think you find the attendees of the Conference are very comfortable now picking up the phone, calling the Testing Department at the EAC and asking questions and asking for assistance.  

The VSTLs, every year the VSTLs, and organizations that are preparing to become VSTLs, have attended the Conference.  And one of the outcomes of that has been their ability to move into this electronic poll book testing space.  Even when the EAC couldn’t add poll books to the space, nor could they approve new VSTLs, we had the testing community coming to the Conference, learning what the issues were in the states, communicating back to the states some best practices in that approach.  NASED and NASS, we’ve briefed NASED and NASS each year.  NASED, Lori Augino is hosting the Conference this year in Seattle.  The NCSL, if you’re not familiar with them, the National Conference on State Legislatures, they’ve also become engaged in the space and we’re working with them.  We worked on a project this year on assessing issues with aging voting systems in various states.  The universities, we have, I think, six universities now engaged in this process.  And then, finally, this notion of creating continuity in this space, where, as you know, this is a very niche field, particularly for technologists, to come into.  If you know everything there is to know about testing voting systems, there’s not much of that you can apply in any other space.  I mean, this is, once you invest in this space, you either make a career in it, or you move on pretty quickly.  And so, this Conference has created a way to preserve some of the institutional knowledge of testing and make if available when newcomers come into the field and attend the Conference.
BRIAN HANCOCK:

Thank you Merle.  We also wanted to talk a little bit about the impact that we feel the Conference has had and we’ve touched on a few of these earlier in our presentation, but certainly, in fact, it has fostered a network of individuals and state offices and federal offices also, that provides support and advice related to certification of voting systems.  Merle was right on when he mentioned that earlier.  That’s been one tangible impact of the Conference.  Secondly, as he also mentioned, it’s created a space for e-poll book certification discussions, not only to germinate, but to, in fact, become reality in a lot of states, and states have brought that in to their certification process, even though, as Merle mentioned, it isn’t, at this point, in the federal process.


Advanced auditing practices – we’ve had folks like Charles Stewart and others that are very interested in auditing, as well as some state folks that have been doing very interesting things with risk limiting auditing and other things, come to the Conference and talk to us about how those augment certification programs.  Again, the concept of, not only testing voting systems, but it’s created a body of work in testing election systems.  Talking about e-poll books, you know, I’m sure we’re going to expand it this year into discussions of other aspects of technology that we see coming into the election process.  And importantly, it’s also created an additional interface for our Voting System Test Laboratories to interact with everyone out there that’s actually doing testing and certification work, not only at the jurisdictional level, but with universities, as well, because a lot of states do use folks from universities as part, or their entire, testing process.  So, it’s a great area for that interaction to take place, as well.

MERLE KING:

I wanted to follow up with just that last item about the importance of creating space for these discussions to occur.  And one of the decisions that was made early on, and the format of the Conference is each year we open the Conference with a charge to the Conference describing what our goals are and our processes, and we ask, then, at the end of the Conference for those to be affirmed by the group.  So, we try to do things by a consensus.  We don’t really vote.  We’re not that advanced, I guess.  But the, one of the distinguishing attributes of the Conference is that voting system vendors don’t attend the conference.  And the reason for that is, we are trying to create a space where, particularly junior people, who are involved in testing these systems, feel comfortable with discussing the issues they’re running into, getting insights from people who have tested these systems or tested similar systems.  And so, in many ways, this Conference creates the space where the VSTLs, the jurisdictions, researchers can talk about the issues associated with testing in a space where there is a free flow of ideas.

BRIAN HANCOCK:


You want to say anything else about this year’s Conference?

MERLE KING:

This is a partial agenda from this year’s Conference.  We’ve got 32 papers and presentations that will be involved.  Six of them deal with e-poll books, I remember that, and it’s everything from auditing e-poll books.  I think one of the most unusual that I’m really looking forward to, is a presentation from a participant from Wyoming, and it has to do with developing systems in rural communities.  And for those of us who live in large metro areas, we don’t know as much about that as we need to.  So, it gives you a sense of kind of the scope of the topics that are discussed at the Conference and, like I said, we’ll have, I think, 32 total presentations at the Conference.
BRIAN HANCOCK:

And as you see by these examples here, the beginning of the Conference is always fairly similar.  You know, we’ll get an introduction, a welcome from the host Secretary of State.  Sometimes those welcomes are cordial, sometimes those welcomes are, eeehh, ok.  And then, as Merle said, there’s a charge to the Conference that kind of sets the tone for the rest of the Conference, and then, a whole list of great presentations from state’s Voting System Test Labs and others.  So, this is this year’s Conference, but as far as the future is concerned, interestingly, we already have two guinea pigs, or volunteers, as the case might be, for future Conferences.  When we first started this out, it was tough.  We were always trying to recruit people, to put it nicely, would you say, for having next year’s Conference.  But we already have two for 2016.  Massachusetts and some of the other New England states have agreed to hold the conference in Boston, Massachusetts, in conjunction with MIT, and the gracious co-hosting of Professor Charles Stewart there.  So, we’re very excited about that.  And in 2017 already, the great state of Texas and the Texas Secretary of State’s Office has volunteered to host the Conference in Austin.  So, we are very excited about the fact that not only do we have this year’s planned, and planned well, but people are volunteering and are very excited about hosting future Conferences.  It’s a great leap forward, I think.

MERLE KING:

Yeah, and we may have California lined up for 2018.  Ryan was working me out in the lobby.  The thing that we do try to do with the conference, though, is we try to move it around.  We move it around for a variety of reasons.  One is, every state has this unique, as you well know, unique perspective on voting and elections.  And it’s good for people to see that.  There’s a tendency, if you work only within the confines of your state, you don’t really get to see the richness and the diversity, so, we like moving them around.  The other aspect is, it can reduce the cost for attendance, and we’re very sensitive to that, and we want to make sure that cost is not an obstacle for people to attend.

BRIAN HANCOCK:

All right, we’ll open it up for questions now, but we also wanted to give you a list of the Conference Planning Committee for 2016.  Most of those folks you know.  And it also, generally, adds the last Host Committee, so you’ll see Lori Augino’s name from Washington State, who’s hosting this year, so, she will be on the Conference Planning Committee for next year.  You’ll see we’re missing Pennsylvania.  Because of that turnover that I talked about earlier, the folks that hosted us in Pennsylvania a few years ago are either in different jobs with the State, or no longer with the State, so that’s why they are not up there.

MERLE KING:

And before we take any questions, if we do have any, I do want to make an appeal to everybody who is here in attendance.  If you have questions about this Conference, if you saw people raise their hand earlier, talk with them about what it’s like to attend.  I’ll be here for all of today and tomorrow.  And as Brian said, an important part of what we do is mentoring the new people to this discipline.  And to that extent, if there’s people you would like me to talk to within your state, I would love to do that.  If you want to talk while we’re here, we’re certainly open to that.  The request that we have of everybody in this community and this space, is to recognize the critical need to create continuity and the preservation of the institutional knowledge of this process.  That it is very, very hard to come up to speed and understand how to test election systems and, again, the goal of this Conference is to help preserve that, to help pass it on to, kind of, the next generation that’s coming in to this unique space, and creating within your state, a commitment to this kind of continuity, rather than, you know, just ginning it up when you’re about to buy a voting system.  We appreciate that kind of continuity and that continued engagement.
BRIAN HANCOCK:



Questions?

RICHARD PILGER:
Hi, I’m Richard Pilger from the Department of Justice, Criminal Division.  Historically, and in looking forward, is there room in this space for law enforcement?  Have you included the people who can address, in particular, cyber threats if we’re using wireless, now, with poll books, people who can knowledgably address foreign and domestic threats to the systems?

MERLE KING:

Absolutely yes.  If I had to identify the deficiencies in our Conference, most of us are adept and experienced in functional testing.  We know the vote capture and the vote tabulation, the functional things that voting systems, election systems need to do.  Where we’re deficient is in the area of accessibility and in security.  And so, absolutely yes, we would welcome participants, particularly who could come and bring relevant material to it that can help the practitioner bridge that gap between general theory of cyber defense, to how do we implement this, how do we test for it at the state level?  So, absolutely.

BRIAN HANCOCK:

I would not necessarily say we’re deficient in those items, because we have had folks in the fields, in various fields, in academia and others, particularly in security and accessibility and usability that do attend these Conferences regularly.  But I think you do bring up an interesting point.  It is more the international threat matrix that we haven’t talked about, and some of the sort of broader level threats to elections that you all may be able to help with.  So, yes, I agree with Merle, it would be very helpful.

RICHARD PILGER:

Let me volunteer to do that, and hopefully starting with the May Conference, if I can line it up in time with the proper people at the FBI, who I think can and should contribute to this conversation.

MERLE KING:


Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Further questions for Merle and Brian?  If not, let’s give them a round of applause.


Our next presentation will be on Accessibility Grant Briefing.  If you’ll welcome back Monica Evans, Grant Director from the EAC.  I understand she’ll be joined by a distinguished member of the Standards Board, Mr. Jim Dickson.

JIM DICKSON:



Hi everybody.
MONICA EVANS:

Good afternoon.  Hope everyone is doing well today.  And just publically, I would like to thank Jim Dickson for joining me in this presentation.  He worked with one of our grant recipients on the Accessible Voting Technology Initiative Grant.  And so, he has a wealth of knowledge.  And with me being a grants person and not a program person, he is really going to add some value to this presentation.  So, I just wanted to say thank you, Jim.


In 2010, we announced our Accessible Voting Technology Initiative Grant program.  And that was a result of FY2009 and FY2010 funding, where Congress provided funds to EAC to develop an accessible voting technology research program to continue to support accessible voting technology.  And so, EAC decided to design a program from the $8 million that was appropriated by Congress.  And of that $8 million, $500,000 went to NIST, and NIST served in an advisory role.  We had $500,000 that went to our Military Heroes Initiative, which left $7 million for our Accessible Voting Technology Initiative Grant program.  And it was a three year program that was funded to identify and develop technological and administrative solutions that help ensure all citizens can vote privately and independently.  And I know you’ve heard that before, but that is required by HAVA.  The initiative supported new, existing and emerging technological solutions in areas such as assisted technologies, interoperability, and design of voting systems.  So, in May of 2011, we made our two awards, $4.5 million went to Clemson University and Dr. Juan Gilbert was responsible for overseeing that initiative.  And then, we had $2.5 million that went to the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, ITIF, and Daniel Castro was responsible for overseeing that initiative.  And, just so that you have the full information, we have over 200 pages of results and findings from the two grant programs.  And so, both of those final reports are posted on the EAC website.  And so, we’re going to give you a snapshot of those funding initiatives, but please, if you have interest in this area, I really suggest you go to the website and you can download the full reports

Essentially, there were 17 ITIF initiatives and nine initiatives through the Clemson program, which produced approximately 60 results.  So, we have a wealth of information as a result of these grant programs.  And you have the information in your materials, so I’m not going to go through all of the project results, but there are a few I would like to highlight.  One, Georgia Tech Center for Assistive Technology and Environmental Access created an on-line poll worker training course on interacting with voters with disabilities.  And this was one of the projects under the ITIF initiative.  Another under the ITIF initiative, the Assistive Technology Partners evaluated the usability and accessibility of tablet technology in voting for people with cognitive disabilities and seniors in group residential facilities.  They also published a final report on their findings, and that information is also available in the final report for ITIF.  The Georgia Tech Center for Assistive Technology and Environmental Access developed a working prototype of an accessible ballot interface, the easy ballot, and BETA tested the ballot with groups, and made it available on-line for use by election officials.  Clemson University also produced a number of strong findings under this grant initiative.  They enhanced Prime III, which is a research base accessible voting technology pilot, and they piloted Prime III during elections in six local jurisdictions.  They produced optical scan ballots for Prime III to enable the use of existing scanners.  They created the televoting system, an approach to overseas voting over the internet.  Through Carnegie Mellon, they researched methods to enhance the use of audio ballot systems.  And kind of one of the take aways that I’ve heard time and time again, there’s a real growth in the number of people with low visibility, and as baby-boomers continue to age, that will increasingly become a problem at the polls.  And so, Carnegie Mellon did create a free-standing magnifier that frees up the hands and keeps text continually in focus.  And it essentially magnifies the text 2.5 times, it is free-standing and it has a LED illuminator to enhance contrast for ballots.  So, there are a lot of tangible results, it’s not just all research projects and paper, but we have a lot of things that are actually being used and have been developed.

The Tennessee Disability Coalition developed comprehensive and effective poll work training models, piloted poll worker training models in Missouri and Tennessee, and produced a training video for helping election officials better assist voters with disabilities.  And just another general take away has to do with plain language and plain interaction when presenting the information to voters.  And one of the examples that Jim related to me, is just how initiatives are worded on the ballot.  For instance, if an initiative says, “select up to two candidates,” it has been found that that does not have the amount of success with people not over voting and voting for that question if “select up to two candidates” is changed to “pick two candidates” and so, this grant also looked at plain language and making things more understandable for the average voter.  So, we have a lot of great tangible results.  Again, if you have not viewed the final reports on the EAC website, I do encourage you to do so.  And I’m going to turn it over to Jim.
JIM DICKSON:

Hi everybody.  Thank you for your patience.  It has been a long day.  I wanted to end on what I think is really exciting and upbeat information.   This wasn’t just research that sat on the shelf.  Several pieces of the research have already saved money for local and state election officials.  One quick story -- we’ve all heard QR Codes, well, about two years ago a voting system manufacturer decided it was going to patent the QR Code, and then, get a royalty anytime a QR Code was used for elections.  Dr. Gilbert, then at Clemson, now at the University of Florida, had done work prior to this patent application, went to the Patent Office.  The QR Code is in the public domain, so there’s going to be no royalties charged for using QR Codes in elections.  All of this research is in the public domain.  ES&S, in their ExpressVote, took some of the very useful work that Dr. Gilbert had done, in terms of improving the accessibility and the usability for the whole community, and incorporated those devices and principles into their ExpressVote.  Earlier you all were -- one of the ways you could have voted in the Standards Board was by using your smart phone, downloading your ballot, getting a QR Code, printing out the ballot.  That process was developed independently by both the ITIF project and the Clemson project.  And it’s another example of where the research actually pays off already.  One last finding, and then, we’ll take questions, as most of you know, I am totally blind.  So, the audio ballot is great, as Monica mentioned.  For every person like myself there are 10 people with low vision, a little over 10 million people.  The existing equipment on the market has magnification, but a study was done, high grade documented research that found most of the systems are dysfunctional for large print.  And so, that leads to, we need to do additional research, it’s great that you’re helping me, but we also want to be doing the greatest good for the greatest number, and we’ve got to find ways that large print can be used efficiently.  And the last point I want to make is that on that magnifier, the folks who developed it have about 150 of them, and they are looking for an election office that would like to test them in a low turnout election.  There would be no charge.  They just want to be able to observe and give feedback so they can improve the design.  And then, I think we’re ready for questions.
BARBARA SIMONS:

Barbara Simons, California.  I was looking at televote and it seems pretty clear to me that there’s no secret ballot in that process, although it doesn’t say so.  This is the internet voting proposal from Juan Gilbert.

JIM DICKSON:



Yes, and what about it?

BARBARA SIMONS:

Well, the voter’s identity is known to the person who is reviewing the ballot.

JIM DICKSON:


No.

BARBARA SIMONS:



It says so here.

JIM DICKSON:

Then, that’s an old slide.  The system has been refined so that the ballot is confidential.  It’s not really internet voting, because there is a paper ballot produced in the election office.  So, there is a paper ballot, the voter can review it before it is cast.  But the poll workers who are working on the process do know how the voter voted.

BARBARA SIMONS:

Well, it is actually internet voting, because the ballot information is transported over the internet.  So, it is internet voting, and it seems to me it’s pretty easy to violate the -- if the poll worker is not supposed to look at the ballot, it’s a bit tricky the way it is described.  I just wanted to mention that.

MONICA EVANS:



Thank you.  Are there other questions?

CHAIRMAN KING:

If there are no further questions for Monica or Jim, let’s give them a round of applause.


At this point, can we ask the Standards Boards Nomination Committee to come forward?  They are wearing their election certification committee hats.

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:

Good afternoon.  Dana DeBeauvoir, Austin, Texas.  All right, what I would like to do is call out the names of the nine winners for the Executive Board governing the Standards Board.  And when I call your name, could you please come forward please, and if you could line up right here in front of us in the order in which I call you.  That would be very helpful.


We do have some additional information that we’re going to talk about as soon we get you here.  We’re going to assign who gets terms by luck of the draw.  So, all right, and if you could hold your congratulations for these folks until they all arrive, that would be nice.

All right, starting at the top of the vote getting list.  All right, Mr. Lux.  Mr. Poser.  Ms. Wesolowski.  Mr. Valenzuela.  Mr. King.  Mr. Goins.  Ms. Nighswonger.  Ms. Cortes, oh, he’s from Virginia, sorry, Mr. Cortes, his name isn’t Virginia.  And Mr. Schwarting, would you come up here please.  Would you please give them a warm welcome?  Thank you to our officers and thank you for your willingness to serve.

All right, we are going to go through a drawing now.  You will be assigned terms of one term, two terms, or three terms, by draw of a colored marble.  If you draw a blue marble, you are assigned one term.  If you draw an orange marble, you get two terms.  If you draw a green marble, you get three terms.  Everybody clear on that?  Any questions?

JAN RONCELLI:



Jan Roncelli, Michigan.  How long are the terms?

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:

Each term is two years.  So blue, orange, green marble.  All right, let’s proceed.  Neal Kelley is going to do the honors. All right, Mr. Lux, could you tell us what color marble you drew?

PAUL LUX:



Blue.

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:



Blue marble, one term.  Mr. Poser?

GARY POSER:



Orange.

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:



Orange.  Ms. Wesolowski?

SANDRA WESOLOWSKI:



Blue.

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:



Blue.  Mr. Valenzuela?

REYNALDO VALENZUELA, JR.:



I’m color blind. Blue. 

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:



Blue.  Mr. King?

J. BRADLEY KING:



Orange.

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:



Mr. Goins?

MARK GOINS:



Green.

PEGGY NIGHSWONGER:



Green.

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:



Nighswonger, green.  Mr. Cortes?

EDGARDO CORTES:



Orange.

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:



And Mr. Schwarting?

JERRY SCHWARTING:



Green.

DANA DEBEAUVOIR:

Green.  Thank you very much.  You have assigned your terms.  Would you thank them again for their service?  Please return your marbles.  We’re going to gather, before you lose all your marbles, we’re going to gather them.  All right, you can return to your seats and that concludes our election.  We thank you for your participation.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Thanks again to our Election Certification Committee for their hard work in tallying the votes.


The final item on our agenda for today will actually be a recess, not an adjournment.  We’ll recess and reconvene at 8:15 a.m.  


Just a couple of announcements from us here.  I’d like to have the members-elect of the Standards Board gather again, quickly, so that we can discuss a schedule for a meeting, perhaps, later this evening.  And then I’ll turn the mic over to Linda Lamone.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Unlike Mr. King, the Board of Advisors will not be meeting tonight.  However, we will be having a meeting tomorrow morning at 9:00 a.m.  So, we have an agenda, and I’d appreciate it if you would read everything in the book that pertains to the Board of Advisors tonight before you go out drinking, and then we’ll discuss, no seriously.  We do have several things we need to discuss tomorrow, so we’ll be in the Dogwood.  We’re starting up at the same time tomorrow morning for both groups with breakfast at 7:30 and the meeting starting at 8:15.  

CHAIRMAN KING:

Is there any further business for the good of the order?  If not, we stand in recess until 8:15 a.m. tomorrow.

[meeting recessed]
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 29, 2015
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

It’s a beautiful day in Williamsburg.  It’s too bad we’re inside.  But thank you for coming to the second day, and we have a lot of work to do in our Board meetings today, and I just wanted to thank you, again, for being here and for all of your support and hard work, and I look forward to seeing what today brings.  I’ll turn this meeting over to Brad King and Linda Lamone.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Thank you Chairwoman McCormick.  The agenda, with your consent, will have a slight alteration.  We will do the swearing in of the new Executive Board members for both the Standards Board and Board of Advisors during their separate breakout sessions later this morning.  No objection?


We begin our program today with a presentation regarding FVAP, the Federal Voting Assistance Program, by Matt Boehmer, Director of FVAP.

MATT BOEHMER:

Good morning.  Hope everybody had a great evening last night.  This is actually a pretty good presentation to start the morning off.  I’m not going to tax your brain too much, so feel free to sit back, have a cup of coffee.  We’re going to keep the acronyms at a minimum, technical standards to a minimum.  So, I just really wanted to give you a quick update on, on where we are with the Federal Voting Assistance Program.  But, I’d be remiss if I didn’t thank the Commissioners and the EAC staff for letting FVAP be a part of, not only this event, but also the agenda.  

As most of you know, I still consider myself, even after being here for 1-1/2 years, kind of the new kid on the block.  I’m hoping to bring a new focus and a new direction to the Federal Voting Assistance Program.  And I think that you get to see that as well with the Election Assistance Commission.  And it’s great to have federal partners who are in this with us, because what we do, and what both of our Agencies are about, are really about our middle name.  And both of us have the word “assistance” in it.  And, as part of that, we all are recognizing the fact that the work of elections belongs to the states, and what can our role be?  Our role can be to assist the states, and then, from the FVAP standpoint, to assist our voters, as well as our voting assistance officers, navigate all of the different rules and regulations that each state has.  So, I think that’s an important distinction that both FVAP and the EAC are definitely recognizing.  Also, what we’re recognizing is we’ve got to do this with a customer service focus.  We can’t do our jobs without keeping the customer in mind.  And who is that customer?  That customer is you guys.  And that’s really determining the direction that we’re going.  And I think you heard a lot about it yesterday when Karen was talking about the EAVS survey and the direction of that research.  Taking the time, not just to act, but to make sure that we’re listening to your needs and making sure that we’re not making decisions at the federal level that have grave implications for you without talking about it first. 


So, thank you for having me here today.  It’s always a pleasure to talk to you guys.  I took out all of my fancy video today.  A, Bob is the king of video and does such a great job at that.  I’ve got Monty Python in my head for probably the rest of the week.  But I knew that I had a limited amount of time and just wanted to go through a couple of things with you.  I think most of you know that the role and mission of FVAP is to make sure that our service members, their families and our citizens living overseas are aware of their right to vote, and then, have the tools and resources that they need to do so.  There’s actually the law, it’s the Uniform and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act, and we call it UOCAVA.  It’s a great little acronym to add to the list.  So, I get to say FACA and UOCAVA all in the same sentence, and that’s not a conversation that I like to have on the phone with my mom.  It’s like the song “Uptown Funk,” you have to be very clear about that “n.”  You knew this would go in a good direction this morning, you knew, you knew.


So, why UOCAVA?  Why have a law directed at our military and overseas voters?  It’s because Congress, and I think all of us, recognize that these voters face unique challenges.  They’ve got the challenges of being mobile, particularly our military population, moving often, one year, two years, three years.  Being deployed for six months, then coming back, being deployed for 18 months, and then coming back.  Time, it takes time to get voting materials to our voters.  And sometimes timeliness is going to be key.  Did you hit a military voter before they’re about to be deployed?  Did you hit them with information when they’re coming back off of their sub-deployment?  And also, the complexity, and I think this is the one that often catches us, because of the fact that when I talk to folks at state conferences, what I like to be able to say is, we need to remember that this military community is made up of members throughout the 55 states and territories.  And so, unlike when I’m in my community talking about elections and voting, we’re all talking about the same thing.  We’re talking about, for me, Fairfax County.  All of us are dealing with the same deadlines and rules and regulations, and things that you have to go to do.  Our polling places might be slightly different, but we’re talking about a matter of blocks in a short distance in space.  But for our military members, we’ve got members from Alabama and California and Texas and Florida, Kentucky, Puerto Rico, Guam, and all of them live and work together.  And when they start talking about elections and registrations and deadlines, and oh, by the way, I did this, it can get awfully confusing fast, because we know that you guys all have different rules and regulations and our military members, and our voting assistance officers, need to be able to delve into those and understand them.  So, actually, it really is complex.  

We talk a lot about research and FVAP is no exception.  What we want to be able to do is take our research and apply it.  And I think, as Karen was trying to say yesterday, the more we can show value for the work that we’re doing, the better off I think that we all will be.  So, doing research just for the sake of research is something that I’m really trying to avoid at FVAP.  We’re right in the middle, now, of doing our post-election surveys.  We are analyzing them.  What we get from these surveys are the registration and participation rates.  They are self-reported through our active duty military members’ thoughts and ideas on voting.  What we will need to do with those is share those with Congress later on this summer, along with any other data that we get, as well, particularly, we wait from census to see what the civilian voting participation and registration rates are, as well.  And we’re asked by Congress to compare those.  

We also have a requirement to report overseas citizens’ voting participation and registration rates, but unfortunately, because we have not been able to come up with a statistically acceptable way to do that, we aren’t able to meet that requirement.  I know we talked a lot yesterday about the joint survey, the EAVS survey.  And again, when we talk about data and how important it is, we’re really hoping to continue to work with you guys, not only to improve that survey in the future, but to make sure that the data that we get are things that we can use.  And it was really interesting to be a part of it and hear the conversations yesterday, because you guys are right.  You know, we can’t move too fast in changing things.  We have to listen to you.  Systems are dependent on the way that it’s set up.  So recognizing that the way that we do things affects your business is something that’s really important.  But at the end of the day, two federal agencies have come together, we have one survey instrument, and we want to continue to work with you guys to make sure that it’s the best survey instrument that we can possibly do.
And we actually want to do things with that.  And, as we talk about research, doing things with that research is going to be something that’s going to be key.  Taking a look at ballot rejection rates, and going to places that have higher than the average ballot rejection rates, and saying, “Hey listen, what’s going on here?  Are there things that you’ve got in law that might be impeding our voters?”  Are there processes or things that we can do to help our voters navigate that so that ballot rejection rate gets lowered?  Also, in contrast to that, why not look at places that have lower than average ballot rejection rates and determine, hey listen, are there things that these states are doing differently that we can maybe show other states as best practices and recommendations.  So, these are the types of things that we want to be able to do with the research, and we can only do that if the data is (a) there, and (b) that we determine the data is good.  

I think some of you know that we had a huge qualitative research effort and it was really taking a look at doing in depth interviews, focus groups, focus groups with our voters, with voting assistance officers, and with you as election officials.  And we really found some interesting findings.  And again, qualitative in nature, but they do, qualitative studies do one of two things.  They take what you already know from your quantitative work and kind of add depth and value to it, or it can inform some further efforts that you might want to do from a quantitative standpoint.  But we found some interesting things.  And these are not going to surprise you guys at all being election officials.  Lots of ballot rejections due to voter error.  Shocker, I know, right?  Also, difficulty in communicating with our voters, particularly the UOCAVA voter in terms of being able to reach them either through telephone or e-mail, so it’s really difficult for you guys, and it’s something that we knew that would come out of this research.  What was surprising to us is the fact that voters weren’t aware of all the mistakes that they were making.  So, you have a fundamental difference here in terms of election officials knowing that our voters are making lots of mistakes and then our voters thinking that they’re doing everything right.  So the good news is that leaves us the potential to do something about it.  And from this, from my standpoint, it really is about training and education and telling our voters how to do things correctly, and maybe even more likely, leading them into that direction.  We will be posting this research, and I think it’s really interesting.  It was done by Lake Research, David Mermin, and if you saw the panel that I sat on with him at the OVF Summit, we had an interesting dialogue, particularly from the aspects of our overseas citizens.  There’s some really good stuff in there, particularly with the fact that our overseas citizens have embedded themselves in another country, another culture, and certainly, when voting is top of mind for here in the United States, it’s not necessarily the same thing for them overseas.  So there’s some interesting things that I think we can all delve into and we’ll have that research posted for you guys in a couple of months.
We talk about barriers and some of these things are, again, processes, things that we could take a look at.  You know, why do some states have a signature, have witness requirements, for example.  But there are other things that we can work from an assistance standpoint.  And it really has to do with this whole idea about misinformation.  Myths.  Things that are out there in the voting community that have stuck with our military voters.  Things like the perception is that my ballot won’t be counted.  We heard that time and time again in our qualitative interviews.  And it’s one of those things that kind of strikes you at your heart when you hear it, particularly you guys, as election officials, who know that, without a doubt, any ballot that is cast both timely and correctly will be counted, without a doubt.  And this is a message that we think that we need to pound clearly into our voters mind.  I think part of it is just a non understanding of absentee voting, not an understanding of predictions, particularly election night predictions, everyone sees the asterisk, you know, x% precincts counted, absentee votes not yet counted.  I don’t think people understand what that means.  So I think we all need to do a better job of educating our voters and that is something that we are going to take on particularly for the ’16 elections, as well.

Also, in the age of communication and the age of e-commerce, our voters are used to getting confirmation about everything they do.  When you think about, you know, ordering flowers for your mom’s birthday on-line, you order it, you get a confirmation of your order, your order has been accepted, your payment has been processed.  Oh, by the way, we’re about ready to send your flowers, oh, by the way, they were delivered to your mom’s front door.  And then, the subsequent 30 e-mails that you get after that saying, hey listen, we have other products if you want to buy those, too.  Right?  So, we’re inundated with what I call this “customer service loop.”  And our voting customers are used to doing that in their other lives and they’re not seeing that in our community.  And I think they’re starving for some idea that, “Hey listen, you got my stuff.  It’s confirmed, boom.”  Now, we have to tell them, for example, when their registration or their FPCA has been rejected.  But taking a look at what could we do in terms of acceptance and letting our voters know more about what’s going on in the process.  We want to take a look at that too.
When we take a look at our upcoming research, I talked to you about our report to Congress, we’re going to take a look more in depth, and by more in depth, I don’t mean longer or bigger.  We’re also into this whole idea of let’s go short, let’s get succinct, let’s get so that everyone can understand what we’re doing.  So we’re doing short little research, what I call “executive notes” or “research notes” on registration and participation rates, influences of spouses.  We already saw some things in the 2012 election that we wanted to take a look at, the impact of military spouses, in particular.  So we’re going to be taking a look at those as well.  We also are going to be working, and continue to work on trying to figure out what is a statistically acceptable method to try to get at overseas participation and registration rates.  We’re giving that one more try, and after that we’ll go back to Congress potentially with a plan.  We also are going to take a look at both the administrative and behavioral barriers to our UOCAVA voters as well.  So that’s just a little glimpse at the research that we’re going to do.  

As we start looking ahead to 2016 and working with you, in terms of our assistance message, we know that the FVAP.gov website and portal will continue to be what I call our flagship event.  It’s one of those things where we want everyone to go to FVAP.gov, not only for voting information for our voters, for our election officials, and for our voting assistance officers, but as some of you have recognized and noticed, during our voting assistance guide coordination, that we really want to exercise and use the value of the portal.  And to take a moment to thank you for your efforts with the Voting Assistance Guide, and our new process.  I think, again, it’s another example of saying, hey listen, how can we improve this process?  How can we do something that not only improves the process for us, but at the end of the day, our voters, in terms of getting information in plain language, recognizing the fact that there are differences between states, our voters need to be able to understand that in the clearest and simplest terms.  So, I really appreciate the back and forth.  I appreciate the coordination that you have done on that.  And, again, we’ll be continuing to use the FVAP.gov website as that portal.

We are also going to keep emphasizing and keep producing our outreach materials.  We know, as an assistance agency, this is something that we can do and something that is important, not only for our election officials, but for our voters as well.  So, all of these materials that you see, whether they’re our Fact Sheets, our wallet cards, our brochures, these are all things that are available on our website and things that you can get from us.  So these are the resources that we need our election officials, both at the state and the local levels, to recognize and realize that we have.  
Another effective way that we’ve been getting the message out is by talking to folks and recognizing that coming to conferences, whether it’s a state conference or a national conference, it’s something that we can get our military and overseas voter message out.  And it’s been really effective.  South Carolina and Florida and Washington have just been a few of the states that we’ve been going to their national conferences and really getting this message out.  And if we can touch two or three, four, five, six, seven, to 10 locals that might go, “Wow, I didn’t realize that (a) that you did that, (b) that these resources are available for me, and oh, you’ve got this great training up on your website.”  And actually, people through some of the training.  We started to offer what we’ve calling “UOCAVA Classes.”  So, if you have a training format at your conferences, we can tailor a 30 minutes, a 45 minute, a 60 minute class that just focuses on the UOCAVA voter.  And again, recognizing the fact that our voters really are this much of what you guys do.  But we recognize that they are an important piece.  We wanted to make sure that we offer that up to you.  So please, let me know if you want FVAP to come out.  Most of the time you’re stuck with me, but we try to make it entertaining, educational, we’ve got some fun videos that we throw in just as a way to get the UOCAVA message across.  So you can let me know if that’s something that you continue to be interested in.

Our new campaign, and this is usually where I stop and show a couple of commercials.  But for today I just wanted you to be aware that this is out there.  It’s a new campaign that we started for the 2014 midterms that will continue on throughout the 2016 election cycle.  It is really geared toward that 18 to 24 year old audience and letting them know that, hey listen, you vote on things every single day.  So why not make sure that your most important vote is something that you’re counting on.  And we knew that this group, we wanted to make it more approachable.  We know this 18 to 24 year old audience, primarily male in the military, is not about doing things early and often.  So we wanted to just have this campaign hit them where they know with this whole idea of social media, the whole idea of they vote on everything.  So we just wanted to put this in terms that we thought they could understand.  We got some great results from our 2014 midterm campaign and we are really hoping to capitalize on that.  Not only from the public service announcements, not only from the airings on the Armed Forces Network, but these actually aired on 300 stations across the country as public service announcements.  And again, you might miss that absentee voting message, but if we can get these out and get that message to our absentee voters, particularly our military voters, we’ve done our job.  So, this campaign is again something that we’re going to continue and keep an eye on as well.
As we looked into some of the things that we also could add to this, we realized that one of the pieces of the puzzle that we were missing was reaching directly to our voter with training.  We’ve got some great training for election officials, we’ve got some really good training both on-line and in person for our voting assistance officers, but if we were able to reach out directly to our voter?  What if we were able to create a training module that is new, different, and unexpected?  Most of the training that our military members go through are, you know, 45 minute to 1-1/2 hour modules of, you know, information assurance, cyber security, things that are really important, but time consuming.  What if we were to create an educational and fun three to five minute video that highlights voting, their responsibilities, UOCAVA, some of the processes, that was unexpected, that had a little bit of humor and fun to it, that might stick with these 18 to 24 year olds?  So, we’re just now at the process we’re about ready to go out and produce that.  I saw the creative concepts two weeks ago, I’m really excited about it.  I asked them to push it a little bit further in terms of the bounds of let’s make this something really unexpected.  And what we want to do is see if we can get it onto the services training modules.  And again, very low time commitment, but we think a very high value.  It will also be available on our website, available for us to show at conferences.  But again, taking this idea of training directly to the voter, putting some of that responsibility onto our voter, recognizing the fact that we put huge responsibilities on these young men and women in the military every single day.  We don’t realize it, but we have 19 year olds, you know, steering nuclear submarines.  And certainly, we can put messages out then that, hey listen, the Department of Defense and our Country puts a huge amount of responsibility on you.  One of your greatest, greatest rights is to vote.  So, we’re really excited about this whole idea, as well as, again, taking this training into their environment rather than concentrating on what we usually do at the Department of Defense.  Everything is in this nice little box, you’ve got all these modules and training.  What if we were to produce 30 second, eight 30 second YouTube-like videos that explains how to use the FPCA, how do you explain that your election official doesn’t magically know that you’ve moved from Kentucky to Florida?  They do, they actually think you guys keep track of them, which is one of the reasons why we realize that they’re not updating you with their addresses.  They magically think you guys have some magic powers, you know, it’s the magic 8-ball here, and it’s like, “Oh yeah, Sergeant Smith is now moved.”  And they think that.  So, what if we were to create this fun and interesting way for them to realize hey listen, I’ve got to let my local election official know that I’ve moved.  So you’ll be seeing some of those trainings from us, and I’ll be interested to get your feedback on it.
We talked about working as a team, and part of this election community and the beauty of it is people willing to volunteer their time and roll up their sleeves to solve problems.  And I’ve been really amazed at this, I shouldn’t be surprised, but really am amazed and proud of this community.  I wanted to be part of the solution and I wanted FVAP to recognize its role in some of these solutions, but I don’t have to be the only solution.  And most of the time when you’re the only person with a solution, you’ve left out a whole group of people.  So what if we were to open up the solution to a larger group and use our council of state governments, use our research partners as advisors, BPC for example, use state and local election officials, use Secretary of States and their knowledge, and what if we brought them all together to try to solve some problems or talk about things.  And what if we were to come up with best practices and recommendations that would help?  So we’ve got the policy working group, and Tammy touched on this in her lunch presentation yesterday, that really examine the Presidential Commission on Election Administration report, and took that report as the basis to make other policy recommendations.  And you’ll see recommendations coming from them very soon.  Recommendations on communication.  We talked about kind of this, hey listen, this kind of communication loop.  Recommendations on the FPCA and its use and validity period, on-line voter registration, the idea of making sure that our UOCAVA voters know what the sample ballot looks like.  And a lot more recommendations, but those were just a few.
And you talked about what I would call the triple gold standards, right?  States and locals are already doing, let’s just say some of those recommendations.  So, what if 10 recommendations came out.  You’re already doing three of them.  What if you took two of those recommendations, three of those recommendations, four of those recommendations, one of those recommendations?  You would consider yourself better off than what you are currently doing.  So, I’m really looking forward to seeing what those recommendations end up being, and seeing how each state and local can actually apply some of those recommendations in best practices. 

The other working group is the technology working group, exploring the idea of data standardization, practices that will support our UOCAVA voter effectively.  Things like improving technical business processes, ballot duplication, postal pilot project.

So, two groups that, again, rolled up their sleeves, dived in, volunteered to do this, many of you in this room.  But it will impact all of us.  So, thank you to all of the folks who have volunteered to be on the CSG working groups.  Thanks to all of our partners and our advisors.  But I think this is something that is going to be great, and is something, as we look into the future, is certainly the way that FVAP operates, as well as our partners at the EAC, as well.

A couple of recent legislative developments.  I think we were all talking, at some point, about what we call the Century Act and that did come to fruition.  In the 2015 NDAA, the National Defense Authorization Act, FVAP’s requirement to conduct an electronic voting demonstration project was repealed.  And really no other direct impact to the state and local election officials through that.  So, really what that determined for us is there really is no development for a DOD sponsored internet voting system.  So, because of that, yesterday we actually released two reports that have been requested by the voting community.  It’s our voting system test laboratory research, the VSTL, and then, our penetration test.  Both of those are now up on the FVAP.gov website and are publically available.  Both efforts relied on the UOCAVA pilot program testing requirement, the UPPTR, as a baseline for the UOCAVA related standards.  So, while neither of the reports are conclusive, what we think is that they’ll be instructive for future standards development, both from the UOCAVA specific side, as well as the traditional voting systems.  So, those reports are up there.  We created a condensed statement that goes along with it that you can just print out with those reports.  It’s an easy way to understand the reports and the direction that FVAP was going with those.
In addition, we also are going to be working for the rest of the year on coming up, since we are, no longer have that requirement to conduct it, what we want to be able to do is change our focus.  Change our focus to assisting our voters.  Changing our focus on working with EAC and NIST and the Board of Advisors to assist with that context for individual UOCAVA voter assistance.  What we want to be able to do is take the experience and the research that FVAP conducted and give that to the voting community, and we’ll be able to do that in December of 2015.  Come up with a department position and really recognize the value that we’ve been doing in terms of the research that we’ve conducted.  So, as we move forward, we’re taking that approach behind us and moving forward with working the NIST, the EAC, and the Board of Advisors to make sure that the research that we’ve conducted has been incorporated and taken a look at.

Most importantly, being here today gives me the opportunity to say thanks and to offer up my assistance, and the assistance of the Federal Voting Assistance Program in any way that you guys can feel helpful.  I’m always open to ideas and suggestions.  Again, I feel that this community is strong, because we all work together without ego, without having to be right, without having to tell somebody else that they’re wrong, but really working towards a solution.  And particularly, I think, when we talk about our military voters and their families, it brings something to all of us that we can stand behind.  We recognize the sacrifices that our military members and their families do for this Country, every single day, and certainly that values us working our hardest to make sure that not only they have the information that they need, but that when they come to us, that we’re there for them.

So, I thank you so much for your time this morning.  Hopefully, that was painless.  You got a cup of coffee.  I will be around to chat, to talk, I’ve already spoken with lots of you about some of the things that we can be doing.  Again, partnering, understanding your needs, and again, wanted to say thanks to the Board and to the EAC for having me here today.  So, thank you guys very much.  Appreciate it.

CHAIRMAN KING:
Thank you Matt.  Do we have any questions for Matt?  We have a moment or two.  There’s a question here.

BARBARA SIMONS:

Thank you for that presentation, and of course, we all very much support the work to try to increase…

CHAIRMAN KING:



Excuse me.  We need to have you state your name.

BARBARA SIMONS:

Oh, I’m sorry.  Barbara Simons, California.  We very much support the work that you’re doing to try to increase participation by our military.  I was glad to see the report that was released yesterday.  It would have been nice, I know it was done under your predecessor, it would have been nice if it had come out a few years earlier, so people could learn from it since there are a number problems, both security  and privacy problems that are mentioned in the report.  The vendors are not named.  I know the report is old, but people, some states are probably still using some of these vendors and I think it would be, well, would it be possible to make the vendor names available so that states that are using these vendors will be aware of the issues and try to correct them?

MATT BOEHMER:

For that particular research effort that’s not going to be possible, because of the nondisclosure agreements that the vendors signed with the contractor that did that.  So that’s not going to be possible.

CHAIRMAN KING:



We had another questions on this side

NEAL KELLEY:

Good morning, Neal Kelley, Orange County, California.  Matt, thank you for the presentation.  As you know, in southern California we have a large military presence and you pointed it out in your presentation, which I thought was great, that we’re constantly chasing these voters.  And I think I speak for all my colleagues that it’s very important for us to reach out to them to try and find them.  I’m wondering your thoughts on using data in a different way.  My son is a sailor on the George Washington, and they’re working double shifts, long hours, rough seas, and the last thing he wants to do at the end of the day is to hunt down how does he vote his ballot.  That’s the last thing he’s thinking about.  And he’s got multiple e-mail addresses, you know, etc.  Is there a way that we could start providing data, e-mails or voter information to your office to scrub the data so that we could get back usable information, updated e-mail addresses?  And I know there’s privacy concerns and I know there’s security concerns, but I’m just curious, your thoughts.

MATT BOEHMER:

Yeah, that’s a great question.  I think there are some things that we would definitely have to work out, but I don’t think that is something that is beyond the realm of possibility to consider.  You’re right, there are some privacy issues, but again, getting you good data is really what this is all about.  And if someone is, for example, prefers to use their Gmail address over their .mil address, you know that is something that we should be able to have, we should be able to share.  But that’s actually a great topic of conversation for the technical working group, in terms of, hey listen, .data how can we share it better?  So, let’s take that back to the group and let’s put that up and see what they can determine.  I think David would be really helpful in helping us with that too.
NEAL KELLEY:
I appreciate that.  I’m actually on that committee, so I was just going to use this forum to just push you again on that.

MATT BOEHMER:



And that’s why I push it back to you.

PAUL LUX:

Matt, hey, Paul Lux from Florida.  One of the things that just, to kind of cobble on to what Neal just said, and I’m on the technology group too, I guess it comes back into my lap, but makes your job easier, that’s why we’re here.  One of the things that I’ve seen, and this is probably relates to Neal’s problem, is the fact that some of the military branches e-mail addresses change every time they change station.  For the Navy, it’s when they change ships, to the Air Force it’s when they move from one base to the other, their address from eggland.af.mil to you know, whiting.af.mil, or whatever, I mean, take your pick, and with the Navy, it’s their ship name.  But the Army stopped doing that quite a number of years ago, actually.  Now, it’s just army.mil and it doesn’t matter where in the Army they send you, you have the same e-mail address, which really makes keeping with those people easier.  Now, I realize you can’t tell the Navy what to do, well, okay you can, but they won’t listen to you.  Likewise, to the Air Force.  But I mean, going forward, as a suggestion for them to make our lives a little bit easier, if they could do that it really does help.

MATT BOEHMER:

That’s a great point.  We’re calling that, in the Department of Defense “e-mail for life.”  We’ve even done that in the civilian realm, so if I switch jobs my e-mail address goes with me as well.  The Army has fully implemented that, the Marine Corp has fully implemented that.  And then, both the Navy and the Air Force are in the process.  But it’s something that we, again, can push them towards.  And, again, just like we do for you guys, it’s really best practices and recommendations.  We know that this works with the Army.  We know that being able to get in contact with people is important.  So, it’s something that we can put to the senior folks at the Navy and Air Force to really push to make sure that that happens.  But really great recommendation
KRIS SWANSON:

Kris Swanson, Washington State.  As you know Matt, we are a vote-by-mail state.  It’s imperative that we are able to provide our UOCAVA voters the ability to not only receive, but transmit, ballots electronically through means of e-mail and fax.  So, this Legislative session we introduced a Bill that would allow any voter to return their ballot via e-mail or fax without following up with a hard copy.  Because, if they don’t follow up with a hard copy, we don’t count their vote.  So, we felt like let’s try to figure out a way to not disenfranchise these voters.  During our session in January we had a liaison, a military liaison from the Pentagon come and testify in favor of this Bill.  Subsequently, there were articles, and I brought one here from the front page of my local newspaper, where there was conflicting opinions within the federal government, so the reporter placed a call to the Department of Defense in the Pentagon, who adamantly said they do not support the transmission and return of ballots, even military, via e-mail or fax.  On your website, you provide instructions for these voters to do that very thing.  And I just wanted to know what your comment was regarding that, because we certainly want to figure out how we can enable, not just UOCAVA voters, but any voters, for returning a ballot and not disenfranchising because we didn’t get a hard copy follow up.

MATT BOEHMER:

Great question.  And thanks for giving me the opportunity to clarify.  So, the position of FVAP and the Department of Defense is that we are neither for nor against electronic transmission of a marked ballot.  States run elections, they’re in charge of elections, and the things that you do to administer elections are clearly left up to you.  Our job as an assistance agency is to let our voters know all the different ways that your state has to receive and transmit a ballot.  So, we’re going to tell our voter, if you allow those methods, we’re going to tell them how to do it, because those are your state rules and regulations, and that’s our job as an assistance agency to do it.  But, we aren’t going to endorse those methods, all we’re saying is, your state has chosen to do those things, running elections is your job.  And if you tell us the ways that you permit ballots to come back, we’ll certainly let our voters know.  So, hopefully, that clears it up.  It’s a position that I’m super clear on, in terms of my position, and my role, versus the role of the states.  You guys run elections.  I’m assisting our voters to make sure they can navigate the rules and regulations that your state has.

CHAIRMAN KING:



One final question, if we could.

HELEN PURCELL:



Just to kind of back that up.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Excuse me, could you state your name?

HELEN PURCELL:

Helen Purcell from Arizona.  We’ve come an awful long way in allowing our military to be able to vote, and I’m going to go back to 1990 and 1991 during Desert Storm, when I had a son that was in Iraq.  I could get him a ballot, we could not get it back in time for us to count.  We certainly have come a long way and I wouldn’t want to see any issues of not allowing people to do whatever they’re able to do, because they’re going to be out in an area that they don’t have a fax machine, or that type of thing, but we still want to be able to let them vote.  And what we are hearing from the military is they want that ability.  And they will give up their secrecy if that’s what they need to do in order to vote.  

MATT BOEHMER:

I think you brought up a really good point.  And, again, it’s the whole idea of, from our standpoint, from the Department of Defense, it is really assisting our voters in navigating those state rules and regulations.  So, you know, if a state allows a ballot to come back without the secrecy, we would let our voters know that.  There are a lot of things, again, that we will all be talking about, in terms of the future.  We will definitely be part of that conversation, us and the EAC and NIST, all of our partners in state and local government, our organizations that are interested in voting, as well as our research partners.  We’ll all be involved in this topic of conversation and FVAP will also be part of that, as well.
CHAIRMAN KING:



Thank you Matt.  Let’s give Matt a round of applause.

MATT BOEHMER:



Thank you guys.

CHAIRMAN KING:

At this point in the agenda, we are going to have a break out for the Standards Board to conduct business and for the Board of Advisors to conduct its business.  I’ll turn this over to Linda Lamone.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

Good morning everyone.  Before we break out, I would like to express, on behalf of, I’m sure, all of us, our gratitude not only to the Commissioners, but especially, to the staff for putting together a meeting in such a short period of time and having it so well organized.  And so, if we could give them a round of applause.


All right, the Standards Board is going to stay here and the Board of Advisors is going into the Maple Room for a meeting.  So, if you all would assemble there, and then, after that the Committees, the Boards meet and then the Committees meet.  We will reconvene here for open mic and adjournment.  Thank you, see you all in the Maple Room.

Standards Board Breakout Session

J. BRADLEY KING:  


Thank you everyone for your attendance this morning.  We are going to begin our break out session of the Standards Board with the swearing in of the --  we might want, for noise, to shut the door to the Maple Room.  If someone in that back row could please do that?  Thank you very much.  If the members of the Executive Board could please step forward.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK :  

The Executive Board met last night and they were unofficially sworn in, but they will be officially sworn in this morning, and then, I will announce the selection of the, their selection of the officers.  So, if you would all raise your right hand.  I, [state your name], do solemnly swear that I will support and defend the Constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic, that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the same, that I take this obligation freely, without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion, and that I will well and faithfully discharge the duties of the Office of which I am about to enter so help me God.  Congratulations.  So we will just, going to take a quick photo of the, no that’s okay, you can take the Board.



And last night the members selected Mr. Bradley King of Indiana to be their Chair, Miss Sandy Wesolowski of Wyoming…

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE:   



Wisconsin.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:   


I’m sorry, Wisconsin, to be their Vice Chair, and Mr. Edgardo Cortes of Virginia to be their Secretary.  So, congratulations Officers.  Members can take their seats and I’ll turn the meeting back over to Mr. King.

CHAIR KING:   

I want to begin this part of our meeting by thanking everyone who took the time to indicate their interest in serving on the various Committees and positions that are designated by the Standards Board.  We had quite an outpouring, and I should also add that the EAC Staff deserve our thanks for organizing those responses so that our meeting last night only took 2-1/2 hours to work through.  


In choosing the members of the Committees, we focused on a number of factors.  We tried to have a diverse, good balance of state and local officials, taking into account factors like party affiliation, and having as many individual states represented as possible.  Even then, we had some tough choices.  And so, again, even if you’re not appointed to a particular Committee you expressed interest in, I want you to know that you have the thanks of the Board for your interest.  What I’ll do is, at this point, go through the Committees, designate the Chair and list the members, and I’ll ask the members and Chair to stand so that you can see who the Committee consists of, and then sit down so that the next Committee can be presented.  And then, hold your applause please until the end.


The By-Laws Committee will consist of Sandy Wesolowski, Chair, Maryellen Allen, Lynn Bailey, Jackie Gonzales, John Merrill, Gary Poser, and Howard Sholl.  Thank you.




The Nomination Committee will consist of Jerry Schwarting, Chair, 


Lynn Bailey, Steve Harsman, Lisa Kimmet, and Rob Rock.  




The Resolutions Committee will consist of Edgardo Cortes, Chair, 


Bryan Caskey, Layna Valentine-Brown, Grant Veeder, and Justus 



Wendland.



The Executive Director Search Committee will consist of Peggy Nighswonger, Chair, Edgardo Cortes, Gail Fenumiai, Mark Goins, Steve Harsman, Lisa Kimmet, and Jim Silrum.



The VBSG Committee will consist of Paul Lux, Chair, Nikki Charlson, Robert Dezmelyk, Lance Gough, Keith Ingram, Brandon Johnson, Marian Schneider, A,J. Starling, and Reynaldo Valenzuela, Jr.  Thank you.



The Proxy Committee will consist of Gary Poser, Chair, Lynn Bailey, Caroline Fawkes, Joe Gloria, Patricia Wolfe.



The Standards Board has the ability to have two members on the Technical Guidelines Development Committee out of a total of 14.  The formal appointment process is a little more complicated than the ones we’ve just gone through.  Names are submitted by the Standards Board and then jointly appointed by the EAC and the Director of NIST under section 221 of HAVA.  That being said, the designees for the TGDC are Robert Giles and Greg Riddlemoser.



Once again, on behalf of the entire Executive Board, we thank each of you for your interest and your willingness to volunteer some of your own scarce time and energy to the work of these Committees.  Let’s give them all one final round of applause.



At this time, we’re going to shift gears from the yard level to the 60,000 foot level of discussion, so prepare to make that mental leap.  We have an opportunity to have what the agenda refers to as a “next steps discussion.”  And that discussion involves what the next steps should be for the Election Assistance Commission.  What should be its priorities?  What should be its timelines?  Are there areas that are distractions that are not worth pursuing?  And so, it’s a free-form discussion.  We can bounce from one subject to another, but please feel free to comment and think inventively here.  It’s our equivalent of a brainstorming session which we hope, at the end, will let us synthesize some ideas for us to present to the EAC when they meet later today.  So I’d like to offer the opportunity for anyone to begin the discussion, so don’t be shy.  Ah, come on, don’t make me call on somebody.

BRANDON JOHNSON:  

Brandon Johnson, South Dakota.  I just wanted to reiterate Doug and Chris’ comments from yesterday as priorities that should be high on the list.  I think, I’ve been in the Secretary of State’s Office for roughly a little over four years now.  And when I first came in, the EAC pretty much was dissolving.  So, as they’ve started coming back on board, I’ve started to realize how important they really are.  And I would be, I don’t know what the best word to say is, but, unfortunately, not happy if it was to be dissolved again.  So I think Doug and Chris bring a lot of experience, and when they listed the priorities from the Transition Report I think those are, those should be very high on the list.  Number one for me is that clearinghouse function of a “one-stop shop,” so to speak, where other states can go to learn from other states.  I found, by far, the best way that I learned in the position was from other states, reaching out to other states and talking with other states, and what they do and what has not worked in the past and what they struggled with.  And we’ve taken some of those, lots of those comments and turned them into a lot of the good things that we’re doing in our state.  So, I think, from my perspective, I think one of the top priorities are the ideas and suggestions that Chris and Doug laid out in their Transition Report.  Thank you.

ROBERT DEZMELYK:   


I think one of the key areas for the EAC to direct its energy towards is insuring that the certification process moves quickly and effectively because we are coming into, as noted in the discussions yesterday, we are coming into a cycle where a lot of states are going to have to replace their election systems.  And there’s also been a lot of technological innovation in that area.  And a very important role is, of course, the certification and testing.  So both, operationally we want to make sure that the test labs we have now are getting things through quickly, that the 1.1 standard is effectively and efficiently sort of transmitted to those labs so they can work through it.  And I think there will be some examples, I’m sure, where people that are involved in the staff work at EAC are going to have to respond to issues as vendors come forward with new products to the 1.1 standard.  And then, I think the other activity that goes in parallel with that is we have a chance to work on the new 2.0, that is to look at a new round of standards and try to incorporate in them the kind of ideas we discussed yesterday – new viewpoint, new methods, perhaps cutting the standard up into pieces, so it’s not so ungainly.  And then, I would encourage, I’m sure the EAC is very familiar with this, but, for my fellow Committee members, I would encourage looking, for instance, at the Roadmap for Future Usability and Accessibility Guidance, which is one of the outputs of the NIST effort done with the Center for Civic Design.  And that document, which is quite readable, details some ideas about how to do a future specification for the areas of accessibility and usability.  But a lot of their ideas about how to make a future standard more effective and efficient can be applied to the other areas as well.  So I would encourage a kind of broader review of that idea for the community of people here today, and then, of course, to encourage and support the EAC in pushing forward with NIST in the next version of the specification.

CHAIR KING:   


Thank you Robert.  This is a reminder to all of us, please state your name and state when you make your comments.  So Robert, would you help our transcriber?

ROBERT DEZMELYK:   



My apologies, Robert Dezmelyk, New Hampshire.

CHAIR KING:   



Thank you.

NIKKI CHARLSON:   


Nikki Charlson, Maryland.  I know over the last couple of years when we’ve been sending letters saying we need the EAC, we’ve been emphasizing voting system standards and clearinghouse.  I think one of the, the many secrets of the EAC that none of us have done a great job of highlighting is the research.  And you all have done really good research.  But it hasn’t been presented necessarily in a way that we can advocate and say, “This is how it’s helped us.”  I think Jim Dickson did that yesterday, and I know that, in Maryland, we have been very fortunate to be the sort of unintended recipient of some of your grants, through Carnegie Mellon, they had some extra money, and said, “How can we help you?”  And it was just phenomenal.  But, a little bit of a disconnect between the funding and the research, the research that you all are doing at the EAC and how it is helping us today and tomorrow, and not just in five and 10 years, a voting system.  I know that the work is really important, but also giving us some, some information and leverage to say what your research is, how it’s helping us in election administration today.  Thank you.

CAROL OLSON:   


Carol Olson in Iowa, Secretary of State’s Office.  And this has already been discussed, but just to reiterate that as we are coming to end of life for many of the voting systems and election systems that have been in place for anywhere from eight to 15 years, that the best practices and the research in voting systems with other states and that it is particularly poignant that many states have exhausted the generous HAVA grants that were received earlier after the passage of HAVA and are really needing to do that in the most frugal and economic way that is possible, while still promoting participation and maintaining security in our election systems.  Thank you.

CHAIR KING:   


Let me add, it’s perfectly fine to reiterate or echo a comment that’s already been made.  Hearing it from several people helps us understand that it’s a priority of the entire group.  So, appreciate that.  

MARIAN SCHNEIDER: 


Hello, my name is Marian Schneider from Pennsylvania, the Secretary of State’s Office.  I do, I want to reiterate the comment that was made regarding accessibility being a core mission of the EAC, but hand-in-hand with that, I’d like also that the security of the systems be considered as a core mission of the EAC.  I know that they are sometimes in tension, but they need to be considered together.  Thank you.

CHAIR KING:   



Thank you.

SALLY WILLIAMS:   


Sally Williams, Michigan.  I think this goes along with the clearinghouse idea, but something else I’ve heard, and I think would be a great idea, is more of an information repository on the different states.  What different states are doing, who has programs in place, like on-line voter registration one in Michigan, we’re trying very hard to get towards.  And sometimes getting information on who all has this program, we are asked that when we are trying to advance things, that’s just an example.  Something else we’ve talked about is just who’s going through the voting system re-do, you know, we’re going through an RP process just starting, who’s in that process now.  Again, clearinghouse, I think sharing of information, but also, who’s got what programs and in an easy to find format, I guess.

CHAIR KING:   



Thank you.

BRANDON JOHNSON:   


Brandon Johnson, from South Dakota, again.  First, I wanted to also echo again Sally’s comments regarding the repository.  But this is more or less a question that I have, and I’ve heard it time and time again, and I’ve always wondered why.  We talk about the EAC and Elections as the least powerful lobby.  Why?  I mean, I, I’m just throwing it out there because I find that so astoundingly, unfortunately, almost to the point where it just makes me mad because we hear about the right to vote, and we hear about the right to vote, yet when we talk about lobbying and passing national legislation, it almost goes through one ear and out the other.  I know parties get involved, but, any suggestions from anybody?

KEITH INGRAM:  

 
Keith Ingram, Texas.  I think it’s because people expect elections to go well and expect it to work, and they don’t really think too much about how complicated it is.  And, you know, if it doesn’t work, then, obviously it’s a big problem, but, you know, most of the time it’s just in the background doing what it does and nobody thinks about it.

HOWARD SHOLL:   


Howard Sholl, Delaware.  I’m not sure about other states and what their roles are, but we’re, election officials in Delaware are prohibited from lobbying.  We can answer questions, I guess we can put forward proposals, but actual lobbying is prohibited.

GENEVIEVE WHITAKER:   

Genevieve Whitaker from the Virgin Islands.  What I would suggest, having participated in and organized a number of lobbies here in D.C., I would suggest, of course we’re prohibited from lobbying, but advocacy is another avenue to voice your opinion.  So I would suggest that perhaps we look at organizing a lobby base so that we’re more proactive in any sort of, you know, efforts to undermine the EAC.  The second point I wanted to make was, I would like to know more information about how the help, how the college vote program, what is the status of that?  And, sort of, what are we doing to really reach out to the next generation of voters?  I understand that we do have an aging voters, we also have an issue of civic engagement throughout this country.  So, what is the EAC doing to really address the next generation and their voter engagement and how can we, as a Board,really work to address that?

RYAN MACIAS:   


Ryan Macias, California, Secretary of State’s office.  In the next iteration of VVSG, I think there was a lot of discussion about this, but looking specifically at component level testing and being able break portions of a system out, I know, right now, the EAC cannot test certain portions of a system based on the VVSG, unless it is kind of an end-to-end system.  Also, performance level testing, and then, the ability for collaboration and reuse of testing between states who are doing their own testing and certification processes, being able to team up with the VSTLs, team up with the EAC.  This has been very beneficial for the State of California right now, being able to do a lot of this and actually participate in the VSTL testing, participate as kind of a, I’m using loosely, I would like to see a lot more of that.  For the clearinghouse portion, we heard from a lot of different groups, the NASAD voting system certification group, the state voting system certification group, NCSL, a lot of these groups were mentioned.  I’d like to see links on your website that would lead to some of, you know, these groups and/or work that has been produced out of them.  BBC is another.  And then, on your website, a little bit better usability on the website, searchable databases.  I know right now it is a clearinghouse, but a lot of the clearinghouse information is just reports that are posted up.  If there were be a better usable way to reach that information.

STUART HOLMES:   

Stuart from Washington.  Just wanted to second California’s remarks about component testing.  As my colleague from Oregon mentioned yesterday, and Colorado being vote by mail state, and I believe New Jersey was discussing being vote by mail, but anyway, the end-to-end systems somewhat hurt vote by mail states because we don’t have to worry as much about the polling place.  We still have to consider accessibility, but not to the extent as polling place states do.

BOB GILES:   


Bob Giles, New Jersey.  Just a clarification.  I think Stuart received wrong information about New Jersey.  I just want the record to be clear.  But as a follow-up, in dealing with other organizations and using their research, we found that at NASAD, and Tammy Patrick talked about that when we looked at some of the NCSL research, it was very definitive in what they look at, and then, just plugging into that made it look like a lot of states were not using the, the Federal testing and certification, when, in fact they were, because they only looked at it from a law and regulation standpoint.  So, I think, when the EAC partners, or points to other organizations’ research, they should take a look at it, make sure everybody understands what it is, and maybe then go in and partner with them.  And that’s what happened with NCSL and DPC, they, at NASAD, we all got together and looked at this research and said, “oh, it’s a limited answer we’re getting here.”  So, I think moving forward and partnering with these organizations and really getting their assistance, and they are very willing to help.  So, everybody has limited staff, including the EAC, so if you guys reach out to NCSL and DPC, I think it would be fantastic, and just be clear as to what you’re looking for in the research, so we’re all on the same page.

PATTY WEEKS:   


Patty Weeks from Idaho.  I think that Doug and Chris were right on as far as the research and the clearinghouse, but I’d like to see it be taken one step farther, and that would be to distribute that information, or somehow make local jurisdictions aware that these reports are out there, so that they can be more helpful when they talk to their state legislatures.

ANTHONY STEVENS:  


Anthony Stevens from New Hampshire.  I want to echo what Ryan Macias and Stuart just said and Bob said about component testing.  We as, we have to, like most states, we’re kind of short on funds and we need to put together, piece together things.  And we’re used to the benefits of deregulation, which produce, you know, a large number of products, a lot cheaper products.  We don’t have that yet here, this is sort of more almost a monolithic regulatory environment de facto.  And I think we can really benefit if we focus on this common data format, getting that staffed up so that that actually is done, so we all, and that may be just us volunteering, but, ah, I think we really have to do that to make it work and to get the, get the components, something of value that we can actually buy in the state, in our states, that will be of a reasonable price.  Thank you.

PEGGY REEVES:   


Peggy Reeves from Connecticut.  I just wanted you to continue to distinguish yourselves from the FEC.  When I hear people in high places say that there’s no reason why everything that we do here can’t be transferred to the FEC, the goals and the mission are so very different.  I was just at a conference at Yale Law School a couple of weeks ago with the FEC, and I mean, it’s just a totally different organization.  I mean, it’s all about money and politics, and it’s very different with what we do.

JULIE FLYNN:   


Julie Flynn from Maine.  I’m curious for the state level members, how many of you work for Secretaries of State?  As opposed to boards.  I may have gotten this wrong, but I thought that NASS, as a whole, voted in favor of disbanding the EAC, that they’re in favor of them being discontinued.  And I think that’s part of what we have to do if we’re worried about, you know, lobbying in the position, is to convince our Secretaries why EAC is important to us.  Because, you know, it was sort of, “I had an off-hand conversation and it was like well, yeah, yeah, certification, somebody else can do that or whatever.”  And I said, “Well, it’s not just that.  It’s the clearinghouse.  It’s the sharing of information and all of that.”  So I think we’re fighting a little bit of an uphill battle in states.  We first have to convince our Secretaries of why it’s important to us individually, so that it can kind of -- some Secretaries are not going to change their mind no matter what, I know that.  But I do think that’s part of the problem because we all seem to be in favor of the EAC and the importance that they have for us, and I think it’s starting at home, convincing our own Secretaries.

JAN RONCELLI:   

Jan Roncelli, Michigan.  Following those two remarks, I would suggest that if the Election Assistance Commission wants to continue, and I think it’s a very important Commission, that you hire a marketing person just like the FEAP does, and market what you do and how you do it and what you have to offer.  Because, as the local representative from Michigan, I don’t think most local Clerks go to your website, know about what you have to offer, and we’re the people who could use it most.  So, that’s my first suggestion.  Secondly, this is the second time I’ve been at one of these meetings.  My last time was in 2011 at Oklahoma City.  And I would just like to suggest that, as a member of the Standards Board, I would like to somehow have these meetings break out into small group sessions and maybe break us out according to the Committees and their Chairpersons you just represented, but in some way, so I could feel like I was taking more of a part in being a member of this Standards Board and giving feedback.  I enjoy listening to the reports, but I sit here feeling like, “well what is my feedback to them?” or “what kind of impact am I having on what you’re doing?” and it’s hard to do in a big group like this.  So, I’d like to see some small group breakout sessions.

BOB GILES:  

Bob Giles from New Jersey again.  Just something I noticed during this process of putting these meetings together and getting the Standards Board back together, you guys relied on sending out letters and emails, and I think you should also consider making phone calls in the future, if you don’t get responses.  I know we didn’t actually get the letter and only because of being active in NASAD, I reached out and followed up, and I know there were some other states that didn’t get the letter and you guys were waiting for responses.  And then, maybe an email went out and I know not everybody got all their emails for this, for everything for this meeting, and your staff did a great job of getting stuff out, but we don’t know what we don’t know.  So if it doesn’t get to us, we don’t know it’s going on.  So, I think by following up and seeing who hasn’t responded and picking up the phone and giving them a call would be helpful in a lot of ways in the future.

CAROL OLSON:   


This is Carol Olson, again, from Iowa.  In response to the resolution by NASS to eliminate the EAC, part of that is in response to the image that the EAC has as a regulator.  We heard pretty strongly yesterday that the EAC doesn’t want to have that image.  The EAC wants to be viewed as an assistance Commission, but that is not the image that it has, particularly to the elected officials.  And I think part of that might be because of the audits.  One of the questions you had asked us was to not only be looking for what would be those positive recommendations to the EAC, but also, what are some of the detractors out there?  What are some of the things that might be hurting that?  And I think the audits is part of it.  In Iowa, for example, we are, we have a new administration.  But I know that there are some audits from prior administrations that were looking at misuse of funds, and so, one of the concerns that we have in Iowa is that now that the EAC has a Commission, a quorum in its Commission, that you’re going to come back and say that we need to owe some money back to you.  I can’t address the actions of prior administrations, but that is certainly a cloud that is hanging over our heads, that, of the concern of needing to come up with some money that we had nothing to do in regard to how it was spent.  So that regulatory function, as particularly as it relates to the audit, would always seem to be working more toward “what did you do wrong?” rather than “what you did right” is part of the image that could be of concern, I suspect, for the Secretaries of State.  Not that I would ever want to speak for the elected officials in their own right, but that’s an observation.  Thank you again for this opportunity.

BRANDON JOHNSON:   

Brandon Johnson, South Dakota.  I definitely second Carol’s comments.  Coming in brand new, when I started, the first two things I heard about the EAC – audits, you know, audits and it was the image of audits and, yeah, everything that you’re doing wrong.  It wasn’t until I honestly dived more into it and saw the research and…  It was the EAC survey, you can get sued off the survey, and then, it’s the audits.  Those two things, that’s all I heard about.  It actually took me, on my own time, trying to find out what more the EAC does, to learn how valuable it is.  So, changing the image, of course, is easier said than done, but I, I’ll second and third those comments.  And you’re absolutely right, and as far as the audits are concerned, now we have never been audited.  We are on the list to be audited.  We are now on the third administration since HAVA started.  What happens with those prior two administrations?  I haven’t been part of, this is my second one, but the first one, the second one, I mean, there’s going to be times where, yeah, are we going to hold money back?  We had no control, we weren’t even in the office when HAVA -- so there’s definitely those clouds that are out there that I think, I don’t know the best answer for, if you can answer them, what would happen?  And maybe some state that has been audited can shine some light on there.  Do they owe money back?  Is it just more of a slap on the wrist?  What goes on past that?  As I’m preparing for our audit, that’s a big problem.  You know, what happened in 2004?  What happened in 2005 and 2006, that I had, you know, no part of being in?  So yeah, I just want to again comment on Carol’s suggestion.

HOWARD SHOLL:   


Howard Sholl, Delaware.  In defense of the EAC, they have certain responsibilities under their, as a Federal agency, to make sure that, like money which was appropriated, which was sent to the states, and so forth, was spent properly.  And, you know, we’re, Delaware is in the process of being audited, but, you know, it’s one of the things they have to do.  It’s not as a regulator, it’s as a, one of their functions.  We may not like it, but that’s a fact of life.

TIM HURST:   

Tim Hurst from Idaho.  We just went through an audit, and as scary as it is preparing for it, it’s not quite as painful as you go through it.  Even though the auditors made recommendations, some of those to make recommendations for repayment, the EAC doesn’t always have to accept those recommendations and they also are willing to work with the states in how to resolve some of those issues.  And we didn’t find that as painful.  Having worked with the Secretary of State’s Office, the real issue that I’ve seen, in talking with the Secretaries, is not the fact, not the regulatory issues as much as the fact that it took the EAC a long time to do what the Secretary saw as their main function, which is certifying voting equipment.  Now they’re acting more quickly with what was said yesterday about their, you know, being able to certify equipment more quickly.  I think that would help the image of the EAC a lot.  And I think that needs to be stressed, especially to the Secretaries of State.  And I do also agree, strongly agree, with the ability that they should have in certifying components, not the entire end-to-end, especially when you start looking at off-the-shelf equipment and moving towards certifying software, not software and hardware.  I think that’s a big part of it in saving some of the costs and making accessible devices where those people with disabilities can use their own device rather than having to come and use a “specified” or “certified” device.  

ELAINE MANLOVE:  

Elaine Manlove, Delaware.  I’d like to say that Delaware is going through an audit right now, and I commend the EAC for the support they’ve given, me, at least, providing me resources to prepare for the audit, and then, through the process.  It wasn’t expected, and none of us, I don’t think, are usual recipients of grants, so it’s a new world for all of us, and they’ve been very supportive.  I’m not finished the audit yet, but so far it has, it’s been a lot of time and energy, but it has not been terribly painful.  The other thing I’d like to say is, looking at the audit process, a lot of good things have come from HAVA money besides voting equipment.  And maybe that’s something we need to promote, or, what practices and processes have we initiated and, you know, shared and copied from each other, that are all the result of HAVA funds, that would really would not have happened otherwise?  I know, in Delaware, we didn’t get new voting equipment because we didn’t need it at the time.  And we’ve used our HAVA funds to use technology to improve the way we do everything we do, and it’s been a huge benefit to Delaware.

EDGARDO CORTES:   

Edgardo Cortes, Virginia.  I wanted to echo what, I think it was Anthony that talked about the common data format and the importance of moving forward with that as quickly as possible.  And I think there’s a lot of projects that a lot of folks are working on that involve, you know, sharing of data, transfer of data, and so, having that, having that common data format laid out sooner, rather than later, will help us all as we are implementing new projects and systems.  Get that, get that set up on the front end, as opposed to later on having to transition over to whatever the format ends up being.

GREG RIDDLEMOSER:  

Greg Riddlemoser from, the local rep from Virginia.  Solomon tells us in the first few verses of Ecclesiastes 6, that if I sire a thousand children and no one comes to my funeral, then I shouldn’t have been born at all.  And so, I think job one, and I’m serious about this, for the EAC is to live to fight another day.  And you need to give us, so that we can engage our Secretaries of States, our Governors, and our elected officials in D.C., why you will miss us if we’re gone.  So, there’s quite a laundry list, both in HAVA and in the founding documents of EAC and the By-Laws and the Charter and all that kind of stuff, of what we’re supposed to do.  But, the one-pager that we can parse and send to people that can help us really needs to emphasize the “why you will miss us if we’re gone,” which is the thing that I screamed as I was drug out of the courthouse during my last three divorces.

BARETTA MOSLEY:  

Baretta Mosley from Mississippi.  I am an elected official in the trenches of elections for the past 28 years and I am interested in vendors.  We have been using the same vendor since we got our HAVA money and I feel like we’re being held hostage in continuing to use them.  And with the resources evaporating, and more of the expense being on the county’s part, I need, and my state needs, as many vendors as we can get to see who’s more competitive.  In being in elections for the past 28 years, not a single vendor or a manufacturer has come to my office and asked, “What do you need?  What do you need this system to do?”  So, it would be good if somebody got in the trenches with me and found out what we actually need, how we need it to work, before they go out and create some of those monsters like ES&S had in there yesterday.

A.J. STARLING:   

Good morning.  A.J. Starling, Tennessee.  I just, this is my first time here, and I just wanted to say to everyone, I actually learned a lot.  I’ve heard a lot about audits, negative things, but I also heard a lot of positive things.  And I think that, being the new kid on the block, I think we’re kind of suffering from an identity crisis.  No one knows a lot about us.  The PR, someone spoke of PR, I think that’s very, very important.  People need to know the importance of what we do and what we’re about.  Sometimes you need to toot your own horn.  We’re not about that, but a lot of times we may need to do that, especially if we’re dealing with Congress.  And, you know, I’m just happy glad to be around such learned individuals as I am today, to take this message back to Tennessee, and to Davison County where I’m on the Board, and to say “we’ve got some folks in place that really know what’s going on.”  We just need to put that in a box, tighten it up and get the work done.  I think we’re on the right track.  Thank you.

RYAN MACIAS:   

Ryan Macias, California Secretary of State’s Office again.  First, I want to start with a thanks for the roundtables that your office puts on, that the EAC puts on.  Those have been very helpful.  And I don’t want to speak on behalf of our counties, and since Neal is in the Advisory Board, I think he would second this, but when we get an opportunity to watch those roundtables and gather the information and be able to, what we do at the Secretary of State’s Office is we distribute all that information, sum it up and basically send it out to our counties, and let them know what took place, so they can go back and watch those meetings.  So, a continuation of those roundtables is very, very helpful.  And then, in regards to one of the roundtables at the, March 31st, Monica Evans from the Grants Division, first, thank you on approving all those FAOs and AORs, Funding Advisory Opinions, all at once, but one thing that came out of that was, for California, I know Sacramento County, specifically, had an AOR that was approved under an FAO, and for us to be able to distribute that information to our counties, we had to get in contact with the EAC after that meeting and say, in regards to Sacramento County, specifically, how does that, how is that going to be applied to the State of California?  Will that work for everyone?  And then, in regards to other states and other requests, there was a little bit of confusion, because one of the AORs that was actually approved didn’t seem like it would be applicable to the State of California.  And so, I had to get in contact with the EAC and say, you know, “Are these AORs and FAOs specific to the requestor or are these kind of global?”  And the answer we got was that they are specific to the requestor.  So, I don’t know how hard it would be, but I know Miss Evans testified, stating that she would, you know, like to change or amend the process and procedures in which you guys were open to hearing.  One of the things that would be very nice is when an FAO comes out, if you could break it down and say, you know, in terms of the specific request, this is the answer, however, if you have not -- the one I’m specifically talking to had to do with 251 funds for states that were Title 3 compliant.  California is still not Title 3 compliant, and, therefore, that opinion would be applied differently for the State of California.  So, if there was some way to kind of say this is how it goes to the requestor, but on a global level this is also how it may be applied if you don’t meet the specific criteria.

REY VALENZUELA:   

Rey Valenzuela, Arizona.  Paul 4:28, the EAC is our shepherd and we do want.  And that’s not a Bible verse, Paul Lux said that.  Generally,  I want to reverberate the timeline topic about the VVSG.  I know we had talked about our legacy systems, and in Maricopa County, we have what we call our hospice system.  So, we are genuinely at the point of 2016 as, you know, a point of where we need to really be looking at.  So I think it, the EAC, it behooves us as Standard Board members, to know that timeline to say, you know, we need to be really fast tracking innovative technology.  And, again, 1.1 helps address some of that, but 2.0 is where we’re going to vest a lot of that information and guidelines into.  So, hopefully, as Standards Boards, we are willing to offer up that time that maybe this year, prior to 2016, to really invest in pushing and fast-tracking and keeping on that pace so that we have systems we can look at after 2016.  Thank you.

PAUL LUX:   

Paul Lux from Florida.  That’s twice, Rey, that you’ve thrown me under the bus, so I’m keeping score.  I just wanted to mention, the dilemma that we’re going to find ourselves in, and I’m hearing two very, two very common threads that might not, in my estimation, be compatible.  One is moving forward quickly with certifications because of the aging, and I’ll say “fleet,” of elections equipment that’s out there, and I’m going through those growing pains right now in my county, versus new standards and moving forward.  And I promise you, when we start talking about component level testing and common data formats, the vendor community is going to rear up and throw us off the horse, because they don’t want it.  They want you to continue having to buy their stuff.  I mean, I heard a couple, well, the woman from Mississippi who spoke earlier basically said that – you know, we’re being held hostage by the vendors.  Software independence, end-to-end systems, component level testing, common data formats, all of these things chip away at the empire the vendors have built.  So, if you want to see how long the TGDC has to drag out the 2.0 standards if we want those things included in it, we’re going to have to, looking forward, come up with a way to do both of them at the same time.  But just understand that those goals are not necessarily compatible with each other.  So, I mean priority-wise, obviously, people who need to replace aging voting equipment, need certifications and equipment that’s certified now.  Those of us who are going to buy it now, but, you know, we all know we’re going to do it again in another 10 years, that, that we would like to see new innovations and old standards do not breed new innovations.  And that’s part of where, that’s part of why we’re in the boat that we’re in right now.  Thanks.

ROBERT DEZMELYK:  

Robert Dezmelyk, New Hampshire.  I’d like to follow up on that just a little bit on standards.  That may be, what we just heard may be the biggest reason why we need to make a more nimble and agile standard, because that leads to nimble and agile testing, as opposed to a giant monolith of a standard which, you know, is like a battleship steaming along.  It’s very hard to change it or shift its direction.  So that really speaks to having multiple smaller sections of a standard where we can evolve, then, more quickly.  And, states may be able to, in some circumstances of the need to replace equipment, they may be able to test or accept products which meet some subset because some subset of those standards may be all that’s necessary.  For instance, if they’re a vote-by-mail state, they may be able to skip the chapters that deal with accessibility, you know, in a precinct scanner because they don’t have them.  So, we can hopefully streamline the process structurally and enable that in the marketplace.

TIMOTHY DE CARLO:  

Timothy De Carlo from Connecticut.  I’m brand new to this group and one of my favorite sayings is, “it’s better to stay silent and thoughtful than open your mouth and remove all doubt,” but here I go.  That being said, Connecticut is a very special state in that we don’t have county government, we’re a little bit different than I think it was four states that are special like this.  So I run elections on a very local, local level and I do things a lot different than many of the people in this room.  But one thing that I find myself, because my funding comes directly from my town, and the way that we find our funding comes from the Feds, is sometimes, in order -- the general public just assumes that elections are going to just take place without a hitch and that they’re easy for us to just go ahead and run.  And they’re shocked and outraged when things don’t go right because they don’t realize to the extent that there are regulations, laws, things that we all have to follow.  One way that I -- and the other thing that I find is that legislative bodies generally only care about funding elections properly when their names appear on the ballot.  So, one thing that I generally try to do in my state when I’m trying to find funding for things, and is something that maybe this association, or this group would like to think about doing, is finding other ways, find other advocates to lobby on our behalf.  We have the National Governor’s Association, the National Conference of State Legislators, to make them aware of the work this group does, to the extent that their work comes to, and really understanding that what happens when this group is idle.  And sometimes if you find different groups that will also take up the cause, and lobby on your behalf, maybe that is a little harder for Congress to ignore at that point.  Thank you.

CHAIR KING:  

Who among us who works in the field has not had the conversation of, “Oh, you work in elections.  What do you do the other 364 days of the year?”


Let me bring forth a couple of additional items we’ve not talked about, just to take a minute to get your thoughts.  We have not discussed the work of the search for the EAC Executive Director and some of the more specific recommendations that Doug and Chris presented in their transition plan.  Is there comments on those topics?  No?  Deafening silence.  


All right then, I think maybe a broader question would be the work of the Standards Board itself.  What should this body give priority to?  What are reasonable goals for us to set in terms of the timeline for accomplishing our work?  And obviously relate to several of the topics we have discussed already.  


I am reminded that the Standards Board can hold hearings if it wishes to do so.  And so, we may have the opportunity, if we want to focus on revisions to VVSG as components instead of a whole, that might be a topic for a hearing.  There could certainly be many others.  Let me just ask how many people here would be able and willing to participate in smaller scale hearings of that sort, where you might serve as a panelist to help gather information for the entire Board?  Great, great, that’s a large number.


Does anyone have specific thoughts about what the Standards Board might do and when it should try to do it?

BRANDON JOHNSON:  

Brandon Johnson, South Dakota.  From my discussions, and what I’m hearing, there’s two different avenues I think we need to go down.  One, of course, is the voting system standards.  The other one is information clearinghouse repository.  With that being said, I think there needs to be almost a discussion on two different parts of this because there’s quite a few of us that are concerned about voting system standards, there’s quite a few of us that are concerned about the information clearinghouse.  I, of course, am concerned about both.  Even though we have opted to scan ballots, I think it’s important from a National level and an image level.  Again, with voting systems, I think that helps with the image of the EAC and the image of elections when we don’t hear about the vote flipping and things like that.  So I think there’s two avenues we need to go down.  Again, one being the voting system standard, and the second one being the information repository clearinghouse avenue.

SALLY WILLIAMS:   

Sally Williams, Michigan.  Kind of as a follow-up to that, I’m trying to get a feel for those very things.  I guess, you know, there’s been such a focus on voting system standards, as there should be, and as we’re talking more and more about information sharing and clearinghouse and providing best practices, how does that work fall into, say, the Committee structure or the Board itself?  Because it seems that the Committee structure is set in the By-Laws, I believe.  But there’s been a lot of talk about some different topics that I’m concerned may not be covered by the current Committee structure.  I think a lot of people would have some very valuable input, you know, whether that’s a working group, does it need to be a formal Committee?  How could that work?

GRANT VEEDER:   

Grant Veeder, Iowa.  When we talked yesterday about the urgency of letting people know about how important it is that the EAC survive, I wonder if we need to, you know, get organized in a way that we get talking points from the EAC, come to agreement on what we think the, you know, the importance and distinctiveness of the EAC is, so that we can have a unified front that we’re ready to pass along to Congress and to our constituents.

CHAIR KING:   

Does anyone have specific thoughts about timelines with regard to the priorities we’ve identified here?  I think, we’ve had a couple of comments with regard to having significant work done on VVSG before 2016, when we meet again.  Are there other considerations that would affect the work of the Standards Board, in terms of our timing here?  Ok.


We have two or three more minutes yet before we’re scheduled to wrap up.


Oh, I’m sorry Nikki, did you have…

NIKKI CHARLSON:   



I did.

CHAIR KING:   



I missed you, sorry.

NIKKI CHARLSON:   

Nikki Charlson, Maryland.  I like what I’m hearing about the clearinghouse and the website and doing all that, and it seems to me that the timeframe for that work should be before the ’16 election.  I mean, that’s when we’re going to be getting the most attention.  And, obviously, the Executive Director search is ASAP, right?  I’m sure you all want an Executive Director quickly.

EDGARDO CORTES:  

Edgardo Cortes, Virginia.  I have a question in terms of time.  When we talk about VVSG, now that there are recommendations for folks for TGDC, how quickly is that going to be up and running?  Or, you know, it has to be, obviously, you guys and NIST have to appoint the folks and get that work running.  So, now that you’re getting the new recommendations in, how long until you get that up and running?  Because, that is certainly going to have an impact on the VVSG development.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:   

We’d like to do that as soon as possible.  We needed to convene these Boards, first, in order to get recommendations, and then we plan on moving on that quickly.

GREG RIDDLEMOSER:   

Greg Riddlemoser from Virginia.  We work in an industry where nobody likes to admit faults and failures, and as part of the repository of knowledge that the EAC envisions, the clearinghouse, I’d like to see a war story section where you can go with, perhaps, non-attribution, or whatever, because this stuff can happen to any of us.  But the problem is that we never hear about it, and if something happened in Indiana or, God forbid, Florida or California, that might be instructive to me, you know, you never hear about it unless it triggers the national media.  And even then, we only get the media’s perspective on what did or did not really happen.  So, somehow in the clearinghouse, I think it would be instructive for all of us to share our moments of near disaster, so that they might be instructive to the other folks that are in the professional election community.

PAUL LUX:  

Paul Lux from Florida.  Greg, that actually does happen, but it’s usually in the bar after the meeting.

CHAIR KING:  

I think we all do have war stories of disasters averted at the last minute, and, and sometimes not.  But I think the most important point is that we need to tell our own stories as opposed to relying on media accounts that, by their nature, are incomplete and may be misleading.  And so, there are a number of different avenues that we could use for that.  One, for example, is a blog.  But, there’s all sorts of options there, and I, as a faithful reader of Election Line for many years, I certainly enjoy it, so I’m sure others do too.  Yes, in the back.

GARY POSER:   

Gary Poser, Minnesota.  Just with the war stories, I mean, I like the idea, and I like the idea of non-attribution, but I guess I’d like EAC to have researched that further, as far as what type of FOIA requests would come in there.  I mean, if somebody puts a real war story out there that the media gets interested in, somebody is going to do an information request and want to know where that’s from.  And so, if we’re going down that road, I’d want to see some protection there, to know that it was going to be somehow still anonymous, and I don’t know how that would occur.

TIM HURST:   

Tim Hurst from Idaho.  I think we have enough media coverage for things that go wrong.  I think we need more, more attribution for things that go right.  And I think that putting war stories out there, they’re typically something, disaster just averted or not averted.  I think that just feeds more, or provides more fodder for those people who are looking for voter fraud arguments and problems with the system.  So, I really struggle with that idea of the war stories.

LANCE GOUGH:   

Lance Gough from Chicago, Illinois.  Be careful what you ask for.  Bad news sells.  And that’s what they’re looking for.  You have so many of those bloggers out there just surfing the web trying to find bad information, so let’s be careful about that please.

DWIGHT SHELLMAN:   

Dwight Shellman from Colorado.  I think an area where the EAC could provide really meaningful assistance to people on the ground, who are actually conducting elections, is to expand the materials available for disaster and contingency planning.  That is, in my experience anyway, that is absolutely the most difficult thing to formulate, put together.  And, you know, in the election cycle, you always just run out of time and, just speaking for myself, sometimes those get slapped together.  But boy, when you need them, you absolutely need them.  And I think the EAC could perform an enormous service by expanding its materials on contingency and disaster planning.  Thanks.

MARIA MATTHEWS:  

Maria Matthews with Florida.  I think it was NASS that had done a survey, maybe about two years ago, on contingency planning for emergencies.  So, that would be a good starting point, to make use of the research that’s already been done on that.  And, you know, to use quotes that have been going all the way around, “no man is an island, we are all part of this continent,” and so, I think we all have a responsibility to be able to share information.  I agree, I wouldn’t be airing my laundry, dirty laundry, because then I’d be spending a lot more time in the taverns.  But we do have a responsibility to share information, to get information to the EAC, to get information to share with our other states, our colleagues, as well as to share going down the line to the local jurisdictions.  And I’ve certainly gotten that message, that I have that duty and responsibility that I can learn and share, as well, so I will be doing that.

RYAN MACIAS:   

Ryan Macias, California Secretary of State’s Office.  In the discussion, we’ve been talking about timeframes and what can we kind of do quickly, and, you know, there’s been a lot of discussion about the clearinghouse.  One thing that I’m thinking that we could take on, as the Standards Board, particularly the Executive Committee, that could move quickly while we’re in the moves to getting the clearinghouse up, is creating some kind of listserv that would just be for the Standards Board.  And then, we would have to take on ourselves the responsibilities to distribute that information, you know, from my perspective, at the state level, distributing that to our counties, who already have a listserv, where I could share of that information.  But that’s a quick and easy way.  We all have each other’s’ email addresses, and if the Executive Board could put something together where we could just create a listserv and distribute information, I think that’s something we could have done very quickly.

CHAIR KING:  

Other comments?  Questions?  We’re coming up to our break time, but I want to give everyone an opportunity to share that one great idea with us.  Karen Lynn-Dyson has information on contingency planning.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:  
Shameless advertisement, here, for the 6 Tips for Disaster and Contingency Planning.  As I mentioned yesterday, it’s on your thumb drive, I particularly would commend to you that, in this guide, you will find at least half a dozen materials that we assembled from all over the country on plans, checklists, videos, that your peers developed for their assorted disasters, and how they planned for hurricanes, snow storms, power outages, and all.  So, please do take a look at this one, and all the others.  And take a special look at the Quick Clicks that are in there, because it has the best practices.

CHAIR KING:   

Thank you Karen.  Any further comments?  Thoughts?  Questions?  Well, if not, let me call your attention to what will follow the break.  We’re going to be conducting Committee meetings for several of the entities that had their members designated earlier in the meeting.  If you look at your agenda, you’ll see the By-Laws Committee is to meet in Oak Room 1.  The Executive Director Search Committee will be meeting in the Magnolia Room, however, because that concerns personnel matters, that will be a closed meeting.  It will be just the members of the Executive Director Search Committee who will be involved in that particular event.  The Voting Systems Standards Committee, which we would hope would be something the TGDC designees would participate in, as well, will be in the Garden Room, which is directly over here.  There are a number of other Committees who we designated who do not have immediate business.  Those would be the Nominating, Proxy, and Resolutions Committees.  To my knowledge, no proxies or resolutions have been filed at this point, and so, those individuals will have work to do when we get together in 2016.  Any questions or comments before we take our break?

GARY POSER:   

Gary Poser, Minnesota.  You also need to mention the open mic session with the EAC Commissioners, who aren’t participating in any of the Committees.

CHAIR KING:   

To note that if you’re not a member of one of the three Committees that we discussed, and in the case of the By-Laws and VVSG, you’re not interested in attending that particular session, there will be an opportunity for an open mic discussion with the Commission members here in this room, the Dogwood Room, during this time period.


Well, thank you very much for your great discussion and contributions, and we’ll reconvene in our meetings at about 10:45.

Board of Advisors Breakout Session

MS. LAMONE:

So, I’d call the meeting to order and I would like to ask for a volunteer to lead us in the Pledge of Allegiance.  Mike, do you want to do it?  Thank you.

***

[Michael Winn led the Board of Advisors in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance]

***

MS. LAMONE:



Thank you.  Tom, can you do the roll call please? 

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:


Sure.

MS. LAMONE:

And please state -- turn your mic on, state your name, so that the reporter can get it, thank you.

MS. BARTOLETTI:



Barbara Bartoletti, New York.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



David Blount.

MR. BLOUNT:



Here. 

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Matt Boehmer.

MR. BOEHMER:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Jon Cox.

MR. COX:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Jim Dickson.

MR. DICKSON:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Marc Guthrie.

MR. GUTHRIE:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Kathryne Harper.

MS. HARPER:



Here. 

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Ernie Hawkins.  Chris Herren?

MR. HERREN:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Sarah Ball Johnson?  Don Jones.

MR. JONES:



Here. 

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Neal Kelley. 

MR. KELLEY:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Jan Kralovec? Linda Lamone?

MS. LAMONE:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Tim Mattice? Matt McCullough?  Denise Merrill?

SECRETARY MERRILL:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Greg Moore.  Wendy Noren?

MS. NOREN:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Richard Pilger.

MR. PILGER:



Pilger Here. 

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Helen Purcell.

MS. PURCELL:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Tom Schedler?  Shane Schoeller?

MR. SCHOELLER:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Barbara Simons?

MS. SIMONS:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Chris Thomas?

MR. THOMAS:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Patricia Timmons-Goodson?

MS. TIMMONS-GOODSON:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Linda Von Nessi?

MS. VON NESSI:



Here.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Michael Winn?

MR. WINN:



Here. 

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Michael Yaki?

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you Tom, just brief welcoming remarks.  It’s been a long two-and-a-half days, and I appreciate everybody for hanging in there.  The meetings in the future will be much more focused on the work that the committee has in front of it.  So, don’t despair that you’ve been listening to talking heads for a day-and-a-half.  It will be a lot more productive, I assure you, in the future.  


I am, at this point, going to announce the committee appointments.  Michael Yaki, who is not here, I thought he was, is our Parliamentarian.  The Election Certification Committee that didn’t have any work to do, Linda Von Nessi, Kathryne Harper, and Marc Guthrie, I want to thank them for volunteering to do that in case we had a contested election.  But that’s a standing committee, and so, when we have elections again next year, I appreciate your service for that.


The ByLaws Committee consists of Sarah Johnson, who, by the bylaws, serves -- as secretary, serves on that committee, Richard Pilger, Denise Merrill, Jon Cox and Michael Yaki has asked to serve on that committee.


The Proxy Committee is Wendy Noren, David Blount and Jan Kralovec.  There have been no proxies submitted so far on this meeting, so that committee has not been overly taxed.  


The -- under the bylaws, we have two representatives for the Technical Guidelines Development Committee.  Helen Purcell and I have served on that committee for a number of years, and both of us have expressed interest to remain.  One of the advantages, for me, is that I live close to where the meetings are held, and I bring my technical staff to assist the committee with me, even though I don’t know all the stuff.


The Resolutions Committee, by the bylaws, Neal Kelley, as vice-chair, serves on that committee, Michael Winn, Barbara…

MS. LAMONE:

Bartoletti, I’ll get it Barbara, I promise. 

MS. BARTOLETTI:

That’s okay. 

MS. LAMONE:

Gregory Moore and Patricia Timmons-Goodson are going to serve on that committee.  The Executive Director Search Committee, Neal Kelley is going to chair it, Michael Winn, Helen Purcell, Jim Dickson and Sarah Johnson.  I will also be participating in that committee, to the extent that I can.  The Voting System Standard Committee the -- Chris Thomas is going to be chair.  The bylaws specify who serves on that committee and it can only be up to 11 people.  So, there’s one from a disability advocacy group, and that’s Jim Dixon, one from NACRC that’s Neal, one from IACREOT, Michael Winn, one from NASS, Tom, is it Schedler?  Thank you.  As I said one from NASED, Chris Thomas, one from the Election Center, Tim Mattice, and then, there are three at large, Marc Guthrie from the Access Board, Matt Boehmer from the Department of Defense, and Wendy Noren from NACO.  

So, those are the committees.  I want to thank everyone.  I 

tried to e-mail everyone to get your input, and I appreciate everyone for volunteering to do these. 

MR. GUTHRIE:



Madam Chair?

MS. LAMONE:



Yes?  

MR. GUTHRIE:



Yeah, Madam...

MS. LAMONE:



State your name.

MR. GUTHRIE:

Marc Guthrie, Access Board.  I just thought, for the record, I should note that I believe that Matt McCollough, one of colleagues on the Access Board, did submit a request that I serve as his proxy.  I just thought that that ought to be on the record that, you know, there’s no need, but he did submit a request. 

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

That was submitted by e-mail last week.  It was accepted and -- but there are no proxy votes that we are going through.

MS. LAMONE:

All right, the next thing on the agenda is the status of prior meeting and motions.  And if you go to the minutes, in your book, which is tab, what, two, and go to page five, you will see, in the second paragraph, Mr. Kelley made a motion recommending that the EAC create an election management resource in the form of voting system lifecycle guidelines for maintaining current voting systems.  Mr. Chris Thomas seconded the motion, and then, there was discussion.  In preparation for this meeting I asked the EAC staff the status of all these that we’re going to be discussing, and this has not been done.  And I wanted to get a sense, informally or formally, from the Board, whether or not they wanted this to get done.  Do you want to say anything Neal? 

MR. KELLEY:

Thank you Madam Chair.  I think it’s still very important.  I think it’s a timely topic and I’m not – I don’t want to push too hard, given the fact that the transition has just taken place, you know, with restarting the agency.  But -- and I’d also defer to Chris who seconded the motion, as well.

MR. THOMAS:



Yes, I agree.

MS. LAMONE:



Who are you?

MR. THOMAS:

Chris Thomas, Michigan, NASED.  I agree -- yeah, you know, it would have been nice had it been done.  I realize the issues, because that’s where we all are today.  We’re sitting looking at voting systems and it would be great to have a nice feel for how long these things -- the lifecycle of these are.  The vendors are usually not very forthcoming when you ask them that question directly.  You can get all kinds of different answers, anywhere from seven years to 15, you know.  So, yeah, I think it’s something that ought to get thrown into the Commission’s hopper there.  They’ve got a lot on their plate, but it’s something for them to consider.  It certainly would serve all of the jurisdictions out there today.

MR. WINN:

Madam Chair Michael Winn, ICREAOT.  Just for the benefit of those who are new, can we get a little background on the information and the motion that was made?  I understand, and I hear what you’re saying Chris, but just for clarification. 

MR. KELLEY:

So, at the time, you know, it was a timely topic, more timely, I think, at the time, because we were starting to hit that peak of what are we going to do with the changeover in voting systems, what’s going to be the future.  And, as Chris pointed out, we did not have a good understanding from the vendors, and I still don’t think we do, of the actual lifecycle of these systems.  Even though, in Federal certification, they’re certified to ten years, the reality is, many of them are not lasting ten years.  We did our own study in Orange County, and actually looked at every single part in our system, and put our own lifecycle on that, because we couldn’t get it from the vendor.  So, that was sort of the background, knowing that the EAC had some more resources than individual jurisdictions did, and that was the reason for that. 

MR. WINN:



Thank you.

MR. KELLEY:

If I need to make another motion, I would be happy to do that, and I would move that we keep that on the agenda to create that management guideline.

MR. WINN:



Michael Winn, second.

MS. LAMONE:



Is there any discussion?  All in favor say aye.  Opposed?  

[The motion carried unanimously.]

MS. LAMONE:



Let the record show no one was opposed.

The next item that came up was on page 12 of those minutes, I think.  Starting at the bottom of the page, the update on voting certification, and then, continuing over to the next page, the discussion starting on page 12 was concerning the underutilization of equipment.  And I asked the staff whether or not this had been done, and the answer was yes, I think.  Do you remember, Tom?

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



I don’t remember.

MS. LAMONE:

I’m sorry, I was at the wrong page.  It’s at the top of the page -- no it’s not.  I apologize.  Well, anyway, there was -- I thought it was on page 12.  There was a discussion on how best to move forward with integrating the FVAPs questions, with respect to UOCAVA voting into the EAVS survey, and I was advised that that had been accomplished.  

And then, the question on page 14 asked if the upcoming survey that was going to be done addressed the problems of underutilized equipment and -- page 14.  The -- under new business, the one, two, three, fourth paragraph down, Mr. Keith Cunningham made a motion that the EAC consider developing a new Quick Start Guide that deals with the topics of military overseas voters.  And that has not been done, so they did not address the problems of underutilized equipment.  

MS. NOREN:



The underutilization by people with disabilities, is that what you’re…

MS. LAMONE:



Yes, I think so. 

MS. NOREN:



Is that...

MS. LAMONE:

I think so.  I’m sorry people, I had put all this together, and then I dropped my book and everything got separated.  So...

MS. NOREN:

I do know there was a study done, because I had -- doing.  It was an EAC funded grant and they used my voting equipment, took it around to groups in Missouri to train them on the disability equipment, to try and get more people familiar with it.  And that was like a year-and-a-half project.  So, I don’t know if that’s what you’re talking about, as being underutilized.  I know there were some things done and they put out a booklet on it.  Is Karen here, Lynn-Dyson?  She remembered.  No, I just -- I think there was a grant that did work on that, and I don’t know how much that’s been disseminated.  But I do know I worked with that group that was -- had an EAC grant to do it.  

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

So, while we’re waiting for Karen, what I want to do is swear in Linda as Chair and Neal Kelley as Vice-Chair, so, if you’ll stand and repeat after me.  Raise your right hand.  

***

[Vice-Chair Thomas Hicks administered the oath of office to Chair Linda Lamone and Vice-Chair Neal Kelley.]

***

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

Congratulations. 

[Applause]

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

So, Karen, what we want to do -- sorry, Karen Lynn-Dyson, what we…

MS. LYNN-DYSON:

Yes sir. 

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

...wanted to do is just get a quick update of one of the -- to see if something was completed.  I guess Keith inquired about the usefulness -- Keith had made a motion on -- Keith Cunningham had made a motion for the EAC to consider developing a Quick Start Guide that deals with the topics of military and overseas voting and the MOVE Act.  Doug Lewis had seconded the motion and we wanted to see if that Quick Start Guide had been developed.

MS. LYNN-DYSON:

Karen Lynn-Dyson. In fact, we did, and we did develop a Quick Start Guide and we worked very closely, actually, with Matt Boehmer’s staff, most particularly with Sonia Campos, who, at one time worked with me at the EAC.  And so, we crafted that, I think it’s six tips for working with UOCAVA families -- UOCAVA voters and their families, and actually that’s on your thumb drive.  If you take a look, you’ll see that and we developed it last summer, and we put it out in the early fall.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Thank you.

MS. LAMONE:

Karen, this is Linda Lamone.  Also, at the last meeting, Mr. Cunningham made a motion that the EAC consider developing a new Quick Start Guide – okay, that’s the one you did.  The last meeting, Mr. Cunningham inquired about helpful tools to produce better poll workers, to which Dr. Schorr replied that they are hoping to develop a web-based training program for poll workers on a trial basis, and see how successful that is.  Can you give us the status of that please?

MS. LYNN-DYSON:

Yes, as I -- Karen Dyson.  As I indicated yesterday in my remarks, the short answer is, no, we’ve really not gotten going well on that.  The longer answer is, I very much, very much hope that we will somehow find the bandwidth to do that between now and next January/February.  I think that’s the critical time period when poll worker training, recruitment, all those kinds of activities that folks in the states are doing takes place, and to the extent that the EAC could develop some kind of online tools using the Michigan model, I think is a very good one, is really what I would hope and envision us doing, working closely with some of Chris’ staff already, in conversation with Kathleen Hale about, perhaps, some staffing possibilities that she might be able to help us identify to do that.  As I also indicated, Linda, yesterday, that as everyone knows the 2007 Poll Worker Recruitment, Training and Retention Manual is out there.  That was a big research project, but 2007 was some time ago.  


MS. LAMONE:

It’s Linda Lamone.  So, could we characterize that as being in the works?

MS. LYNN-DYSON:



In the works.

MS. LAMONE:



All right.

MS. LYNN-DYSON:



Under consideration, I think, still in planning.

MS. LAMONE:



Okay thank you.  Mr. Dickson?

MR. DICKSON:

Jim Dickson, Lynn, the -- as part of the accessibility research grant there were some materials developed, in particular, materials from Tennessee that were field tested on the training of poll workers, for accommodating voters with disabilities.  Will you be looking at that as you develop this material?

MS. LYNN-DYSON:

I would think, Mr. Dickson, certainly, in light of the kinds of priorities that Chris and Doug laid out in their Transition Report, and their strong recommendation that there be increased attention paid to accessibility issues and the needs of disabled voters, I would certainly think that ought to be top priority in materials that are developed. 

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you, any other questions for Karen?  Thank you very much.  


The next item on the agenda, under new business, is the Board meeting process.  And you can find the report that was made in 2009, under tab ten.  And I’d like to ask Chris and Neal to sort of jump in on this because this -- to give us the background of why this special committee was appointed, what the problems were, and present to you all what we would like to do.  If I could ask Chris, just refresh your memory, when we first started there was a process for resolutions and we -- I went back and reviewed some of the minutes, painfully,  and there were I don’t how many resolutions proposed at the various meetings.  I mean, there were tons of them, and it just really got out of hand.  And so, this special committee was appointed and there were other issues, which are discussed in this report. But the resolutions were the main emphasis, and the committee was asked to look at various aspects of the meeting process.  

So, do either one of you want to weigh in on this?  I think one of the -- I’ll start off.  The first thing it says, that the annual Board meetings should be two-and-a-half days in length, beginning at nine a.m. on day one and ending at 12 o’clock on day three.  Well, I think the reason for that recommendation was, the meetings were structured like this one is, and people were flying in from California or flying from the East Coast to California for a day-and-a-half meeting.  And it just seemed to the members -- Chris and Wendy are shaking their head -- that if we’re going to put that much effort into getting to a meeting, that we, at least, ought to have more substantive and more time together.  And then, you’ll see number two, board members should be encouraged to make their travel plans such that they will be present for the entire meeting.  And that was also important because, especially back then, when we were trying and it’s going to happen again, when we were trying to get the voting system standards worked out and adopted, and to make recommendations to the EAC, people were only staying for a day, and then leaving, and it caused a problem for the rest of us to get our work done.  

And then, now we get into the issue of motions versus resolutions, so, let me know when you get guys want to chime in on this.  

MR. THOMAS:

Yeah, well, I mean, the resolution process, I wouldn’t say it was out of  hand, but it just got very confusing, and it all ended up at the end -- Chris Thomas from NASED -- it all ended up at the end of the day with this deluge of resolutions that everybody was trying to juggle and draft, there’s this whole drafting process that went on to put it in the right format, where many of the resolutions really could be handled just by a motion.  So, a motion adopted by the Board to ask the EAC to do X, Y or Z is sufficient, and really there’s no need for a full-blown resolution, so that’s what we – where we were headed.  There is an ad hoc committee, and the DFO is there, and we’re trying to get people that do resolutions to actually do it prior to the meeting, so that they would be circulated and everybody would have the opportunity to take a look.  So, under number four, you can see what the layout is.  So, they’re looking at 25 days before, if possible, in advance would be nice, but once the meeting begins, it says, resolutions would be submitted to the chair of the Resolutions Committee, but no later than the end of the lunch break on day two.  So, we’re trying to put a reasonable cutoff date, so that they could be put into the proper form, and people would have an opportunity to actually consider them, rather than having ten or 12 of them all of a sudden put up, as everybody’s got their suitcases by the door and getting ready to run.  So, that’s where we were headed there.  


So, the one -- it says committee, under number five, committee resolutions should be discussed at the time that the committee makes their report to the Board, for day one and two of the meeting.  If the committee report is made in the morning, then the resolution should be voted on in the afternoon.  If the committee report is made in the afternoon, then the resolution should be voted the next morning.  So, these would be the standing committees or ad hoc committees that have been put together for various issues that were bringing a resolution forward to be adopted.  So, it really just kind of sets a timeline to make this a more orderly process than what we had before, and with more emphasis on motions than formal resolutions.

MR. KELLEY:

And I just want to add to that…

MS. LAMONE:

Who are you? 

MR. KELLEY:

I’m sorry, Neal Kelley, Orange County -- we did a little bit of our homework yesterday with Commissioner Masterson, who is familiar with FACA, and he also -- or he was helpful in pointing out that FACA does not provide guidelines for how we should be doing this, which is good, which means we can, as a Board, make our own decision.  The only thing that may interfere with that are the bylaws and perhaps the Bylaws Committee would want to look at that.  But absent that, I would encourage -- or I would submit to this Board that doing it under number three, as motions, is much more efficient than four and five.

MS. LAMONE:



Mr. Dickson?

MR. DICKSON:

Jim Dickson, Washington D.C., I had the privilege of being the immediate past chair, and I have to say that I felt a great deal of frustration with the old process, because we weren’t -- the Board members weren’t getting to talk substantively on the issues.  There were problems of bringing the topics up at set times.  There were problems with the whole drafting -- the drafting of the resolution was a very cumbersome process.  So, I would really, in the spirit of, we want to have thorough and frank and concise conversations, I think this move is very, very important. 

MS. LAMONE:

Is there any further discussion?  Is there a motion to readopt this   policy that the Board had initiated in 2009?

MS. BARTOLETTI:



So moved. 

MS. LAMONE:



Thank you, is there a second?

MS. VON NESSI:



Linda Von Nessi, Second.

MS. LAMONE:



Any discussion?

MR. KELLEY:

I would -- and I don’t know, from a procedural standpoint, if we need to have the Bylaws Committee look at this before that motion is adopted, but I just want to put that out, because I think there may be a conflict.  

MS. LAMONE:



I didn’t hear what you said.

MR. KELLEY:



I’m sorry, that the Bylaws Committee look at this issue first...

MS. LAMONE:



Okay.

MR. KELLEY:



...and then clear that up. 

MS. LAMONE:



So, the motion fails for lack of a second.  Is that…

MR. KELLEY:


We had a second.

MS. LAMONE:

Oh, we had a second?  Okay, sorry.  So, the motion is on the floor to adopt -- or do you want to amend your motion?

MS. BARTOLETTI:

I can amend it to read that, in lieu of the Bylaws Committee signing off on it, and if there is a conflict, then we will have to come back and visit it again.  

MR. DICKSON:



Or change the bylaws.

MS. BARTOLETTI:



Or change the bylaws. 

MS. LAMONE:



Okay, does the second continue?

MS. VON NESSI:



Second.

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you very much.  Any further discussion?  All in favor?  Opposed?

[The motion carried unanimously.]

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you.  I’ve been reminded that even though I wrote down on my agenda to adopt the bylaws, that we didn’t do that, and I apologize to you all.  Can I have a motion to adopt the bylaws?  The Bylaws Committee, of course, will be taking a look at them, but we need to have them in place just to guide us in the near future. 

MR. WINN:



So moved.

MS. LAMONE:



That’s Mr. Winn that made the motion.  Is there a second?

MS. TIMMONS-GOODSON:



Patricia Timmons-Goodson second.

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you very much.  Is there any discussion?  All in favor say aye.  Opposed?

[The motion carried unanimously.]

 MS. LAMONE:

Thank you very much.  The next item on the budget is the EAC -- on the agenda is the EAC budget overview.  Is there anybody here that’s prepared to do that?  

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Yeah.

MS. LAMONE:



Current and anticipated is the…

MS. MILLER:

Good morning, Alice Miller, EAC.  The way the budget process works, we just basically submit what’s known as the President’s budget.  We don’t necessarily come up with our own numbers and our own request for various things.  It is given to us what the budget will be and what we will submit based on what is recommended by Office of Management and Budget, okay?  So, this year I think we have a little over $11 million, with 1.9 million going to NIST.  It’s a direct pass through that that money goes to NIST.  So, we have an operating budget of about $10 million.  That’s where we are from this budget cycle, from, I guess, after the December continuing resolution.  After the continuing resolution was adopted in December we were with an operating budget of $10 million.  We don’t know what will happen next year.  Obviously, they’re in negotiations now for the budget, for the next fiscal year, which would start October 1.  Appropriations, I guess, have told us that we may have some concerns or there may be some concerns about where we are, and what we will actually be functioning with.  We just don’t know.  Our hope is that it will not be any less than the $10 million.  At a minimum, we hope to get that $10 million.  They have in the past cut the NIST budget because of concerns with what was actually being done with the money this past year.  They did require NIST to explain some of the operating processes that they were using with the pass through of money, which got into a whole another discussion, but in the past, they did cut NIST a bit, because it was just not clear what was being done with the money that passed straight through us into NIST.  So, we’re kind of like -- as I said, it’s $10 million that we have operating.  We don’t have any promise for next year.  If we stay at the 10 million, at least we know we can survive.  


Any questions?  Yes. 

MS. PURCELL:

Helen Purcell from Arizona.  Alice, in talking about the amount of money that goes straight to NIST, and I guess, that’s just an automatic thing, and you don’t really have -- EAC doesn’t have -- or the Commissioners don’t have a say on how much that is, but is -- and it’s my understanding, even without the operation of the Commissioners and the TGDC, that you have -- that NIST has continued to work on the various programs that they were working on at the time, and I guess, then some?

MS. MILLER:

Yeah, they still have their subcommittees that they’ve been working on with some of the processes.  They’ve been doing -- Matt might be a better one for this -- they’ve been doing a lot of the review of the standards and trying to put things in place for when the TGDC is back up and operating.  But, I guess the question was, to what extent and how much is really being done and all those kinds of things.  We hadn’t gotten answers from them about things like that in the past.  This year Office of Management and Budget required them to respond.  It was in the Appropriations language, before the money could be passed on through them. 

MS PURCELL:

So, there – again, Helen from Arizona -- there is a report, then, that’s in that budget process…

MS. MILLER:



That’s correct.

MS. PURCELL:



...that we could view, to see what NIST has done?

MS. MILLER:

Yes, and they did provide Office of Management and Budget with a pretty detailed document that explains some of the things that they were doing on behalf of EAC.

MS. PURCELL:



Do you also have a copy of that...

MS. MILLER:



I do.

MS. PURCELL:



…document?

MS. MILLER:

We can get that -- I’ll get that to Linda.  Do you want me to give it to you, so you can pass it?  Yeah, I’ll get that to Linda.

MS. PURCELL:



I would certainly appreciate it, if you’d share that.

MS. MILLER:



Sure, yeah, we’ll take care of that.

MS. PURCELL:



Thank you.

MS. BARTOLETTI:

Barbara Bartoletti, New York, do we have a -- during the budget appropriations process, do we have a champion that is looking out for the line item that is our budget?  

MS. MILLER:

That’s a good question.  It just depends -- I mean, we’ve -- as you know the House has zeroed us out…

MS. BARTOLETTI:



Yes.

MS. MILLER:



...for the past three or four years.  That’s been consistent

MR. BARTOLETTI:



Because of the Commissioner issue.

MS. MILLER:



Well, they didn’t want the EAC to survive... 

MS. BARTOLETTI:



Oh, I see.

MS. MILLER:

...so they had the elimination bill. 

MS. BARTOLETTI:

I see.

MS. MILLER:

So, because of the elimination bill, we’ve been zeroed out on the House side for the past three or four years.  To find a champion, I guess it would be the Senate side, because they are the ones that put us back in the budget.  So…

MS. BARTOLETTI:

But on the Appropriations Committee, is there someone that we...

MS. MILLER:

We are in...

MR. BARTOLETTI:

...normally work with that can go to…

MS. MILLER:

Yeah, we’re in contact with our appropriators, and through the CFO’s office, and they, you know, try to give us a heads up on things, and we’ve had conversations with them.  Again, the last conversation was they just -- there are no promises.  They’ll do the best they can do.  I don’t think we’re going to be, you know, zeroed out.  The question is, are we going to have the level of budget that we have this year.  I think that’s the bigger question.

MS. BARTOLETTI:

Okay.  So, my follow-up question would be, considering that we have an ethical obligation not to lobby...

MS. MILLER:

Right. 

MS. BARTOLETTI:

…as EAC, but I have no problem lobbying, and I don’t think my national organization would have a problem, we’re an outside civic organization, lobbying the Appropriations -- the members of the Appropriations Committee, if we have an idea of who might be amenable, and think the -- something like the EAC is vital to the functioning of, gee, I don’t know, a democracy? 

[Laughter]

MS. MILLER:

Right, that’s a good word.  I’m going to ask Tom, what do you -- I mean, having served as a former staffer, I think you could probably give the guidance as to who and where the lobbying should be directed.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

Tom Hicks, DFO, I think that the best way to do it would be to contact, not just the chair and ranking member of the Appropriation Committees -- the subcommittees that oversee the EAC, but also, to make sure that the authorizing committees know, as well.  And so, those folks that I know would be Bob Brady of the Committee on House Administration, Candice Miller, who is chair of the House Administration Committee, but also, Roy Blunt, from the Rules Committee, and Schumer from New York.

MS. BARTOLETTI:




New York, my...

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Right.

MS. BARTOLETTI:



...friend. 

MS. LAMONE:



Anybody else?

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HCKS:



But, we can also get you -- I can get you the list of the…

MS. BARTOLETTI:



Yeah, that would be helpful.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Right, right. 

MS. LAMONE:



All right.

MS. BARTOLETTI:



Thank you.

MS. LAMONE:



Thank you, Barbara.  Mr. Timmons-Goodson?

MS. TIMMONS-GOODSON:

Yes, Patricia Timmons-Goodson, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.  I was wondering, have we given any thought to the Commissioners that are presently in place making contact with the Senate appropriators to discuss any concerns or questions they might have, as a result of OMG’s concerns?   I mention that because that’s a tactic that we tried – or have used at the Civil Rights Commission.  We, too, have a small budget.  We, too, have had concerns raised by OMG about some of our actions, and what we did was took some of the members over and sat and talked with the appropriators, both the House and Senate appropriators, that these were the concerns expressed by OMG, these are the things that we have done, do you have any questions about whether we have addressed -- adequately addressed the concerns.  In other words, the Commissioners getting involved -- I mean, I understand we can’t lobby, but just, it kind of lets them know that we’re…

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

I’m smiling, because I will say I will happily talk to you offline about that.

MS. TIMMONS-GOODSON:



Okay.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

And that if anyone ever requested a meeting, we would be happy to go.

MS. TIMMONS-GOODSON:



But you’re not -- you don’t think it’s a good idea...

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

I’ll be happy...

MS. TIMMONS-GOODSON:

…for you all to…

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



I would be happy to talk to you offline about it.

MS. TIMMONS GOODSON:



Thank you. 

MS. LAMONE:



Thank you.  Mr. Dickson, did you have a question/comment?

MR. DICKSON:

Jim Dickson, a comment.  I do know that Congressman Hoyer has spoken up vigorously in the past for the EAC’s budget, and I have spoken, in my daytime job, with him and his staff and they are -- very much want to keep the agency alive.  Of course, they’re now in the minority in the House.  I would also think that if people, as individuals, or through your organizations, are going to reach out, it is worth a conversation with the White House to make sure that the -- that there’s a voice there saying that this agency does essential work.  

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you Mr. Dickson, and Mr. Hoyer and I agree with you, and I have spoken with him, as well.  The problem is, we need to convince the other side of the aisle of the importance of keeping the Commission alive and well.  Is there any other discussion on the budget, any other questions?  

All right, we already did the bylaws resolution issue.  The next item is the Transition Report, and I’d like to ask Chris Thomas, the coauthor, if there’s anything else in this report that he would like to tell us that was not covered in the joint meeting. 

MR. THOMAS:

Thank you.  I would -- Chris Thomas from Michigan.  I would, you know, commend this to your reading.  Doug Lewis and I, at the request of the Commissioners, put this report together after talking with Commissioners and all the staff, as indicated yesterday.  A couple things that this is not, I mean, we did not evaluate staff.  So, that is not our role.  That’s not what we’re here for.  We are really interested in looking at what the strengths and weaknesses are, of the Commission, based on feedback from staff and what we brought to the table ourselves, and then, to focus on -- we focused on four primary areas, which we talked about yesterday.


The other things that are in this report, really, talk about the organization.  Obviously, as Alice has indicated, budget is extremely tight.  The number of employees is somewhat south of 25, probably around 21, that are on staff, and that’s down from somewhere in the neighborhood of 60 a number of years ago.  


So, given the whole issue of a need for the Commission to really be out there with their programs, to clearly identify what those programs are, and start delivering on those programs, as a need for them to make that demonstration, as Doug indicated, you know, there’s some thought that there’s a year, year-and-a-half grace period here for them to make their mark.  And after talking to the staff, they certainly have the staff to do that.  And they could use a few more folks.  We found that the staff attitude is excellent, and it was pretty interesting that I would say the majority of the staff as we talked to them, the first thing they said was the pride that they took in the mission of the EAC.  I mean, that was right in the forefront of their, really the best thing about the Commission is the work that it’s doing and their involvement in that.  So, you know, after coming off four years or so of a hiatus that’s pretty incredible.  

Now, we also commented that the management, Alice particularly, did a good job of having the staff, this core staff is there and available for the Commission now to move forward.  I mean, they are plugged in.  You know, you can find, through here, some typical issues with staff.  I mean, nothing that, you know, we heard was horrendous but, you know, you always have a little bit of us versus them, with various divisions, within any organization.  Some communication issues which, you know, we note that even the best run organization likely will have some of those. 


The issue of how staff interacts with Commissioners and with Executive Director was something that we raised.  The staff very much is interested in meeting with Commissioners.  I find that to be invigorating.  It gives them a sense of what the purpose and the direction of the Commission is.  We found that to be pretty uniformly a very positive -- the meetings that they’ve had with staff to be very positive.  At the same time it’s, you know, the Commissioners are not the managers.  The manager is the Executive Director, and that management team, to handle the day-to-day running of the operation.  So, that’s always an interesting balance.  My direct boss, in Michigan, had been a city manager for years, and so, I was talking to him about this policy versus program, and he directed me of course to some paper that Woodrow Wilson wrote back in 1880 something, you know…

[Laughter]

MR. THOMAS:

…as to how these -- you know, theoretically, how these things are supposed to be so clearly distinct that nobody would ever have any problem finding the line in the sand.  And his comment, and I think it’s well taken, is that that’s a nice theory, but in reality, there’s always going to be crossover in policy and management you’re going to find that Commissioners get involved.  But, I do think there is some history from the previous Commission of Commissioners and staff that really you need that line a little clearer. 


I -- you know, the whole sense of urgency, I think everybody gets that.  You know, we’ve noted that they may want to look at the staff, you know.  We’ve got, I think it’s a little top heavy management wise.  It was a structure that was set up for employees of 60 in nature, where, you know, they’re now down to 20.  So, they need to take a close look at their organization from that regard.


Beyond that, I don’t have a lot.  We did comment on the NIST situation, in terms of, really, instead of that just being a pass through, it should likely be some sort of NIST working as a contractor.  That’s on page seven.  So, we talked about that a little bit.  We also talked about -- and this gets towards HAVA, which, I’m sure nobody is real interested in opening up -- but the TGDC really needs to be reviewed.  And I had a good conversation with Mary last night, and I’m sure we both remember it clearly. 

[Laughter]

MR. THOMAS:

And, you know, NIST’s whole way of operating, in all the other arenas that they’re involved in, is nothing like the TGDC.  I mean, that’s the anomaly.  So, if you look at the TGDC, it’s set up to keep the manufacturers of voting systems out of the process.  You know, they can sit in the back of the room if they want, but they’re really not at the table.  And I know the Commission is moving now to remedy that within the scope of the TGDC.  The question I think that Doug and I raise is, is the TGDC really necessary anymore.  Really, the Commission ought to be able to establish various workgroups that would more reflect the community, and then, would open that up.  So, what NIST normally does is bring everybody to the table.  They don’t really write the guidelines.  That’s done by the participants.  I wouldn’t let them off that hook, but – so, it’s a nice relationship.  I mean, Mary does a fabulous job.  I mean, she and John Wack, and what not, have done a really nice job, in terms of interacting and willingness I know to work with NASED and other groups.  So, we have no real criticism at all of NIST and its functions, it’s just this pass through money that is a big chunk of the EAC budget and there doesn’t seem to be much good accounting of how that money is spent, and that’s really necessary.  Everybody is pretty much on the line these days to doing that.  


You know, we look at stakeholders, as well.  I mean, there’s all kinds of stakeholders in this business.  I mean, this table here reflects a large -- to a large degree, the stakeholders that have been involved in the election process.  There’s a lot of advocacy groups out there, that they have a lot to offer, and they need to be at the table, as well.  


So, the report is there.  It’s fairly brief, you know.  It’s a 12-page deal.  And I don’t see anything dire, but I do think the Commission may want to make -- the Commissioners may want to make some adjustments to maximize the ability to have line employees that can get involved in churning out these products.  And so, again, not to be totally repetitive, but we really put a premium on this clearinghouse and research.  We think that’s -- those are missions that are well served by this Commission and need to be highlighted, so it can’t be like a one-pony show, you know.  As important as the voting system standards are, if there’s only one product that’s easy to move, you know, so we can move it here, we can move it there.  And it’s really unfair to the rest of the mission to just continue to focus on that one.  As important as that is, there are other missions that are really necessary.  And missions that nobody else is really doing; NASED, NASS, IACREOT we’re not -- there is not -- I mean, we all kind of talk to ourselves.  I talk to state election directors, and the NASS folks talk to secretaries, and you all talk to local election officials.  There’s not -- this is not occurring, and what’s going on in the other room is not occurring in any other venue, and I think there’s something very important about that.  And HAVA didn’t fix everything.

And so, in conclusion, I’d be glad to answer any questions, but I would just commend this to you to take a read.  It was really an enjoyable exercise to, one, get to know that staff a little better and talk with them.  And it was a good deal.

MS. LAMONE:



Thank you, Tom.  Alice?

MS. MILLER:

Yeah, if I may, I just want to say that when the Commissioners indicated that both Chris Thomas and Doug Lewis were going to come in as a transition kind of team and speak with every member of the staff, and kind of get their views on things, I can tell you there was a little bit of, “What is this?”  You know, everyone is thinking they’re interviewing for their jobs, and they’re trying to prove themselves with their jobs.  And I got to tell you that after Chris and Doug spoke with everyone, I heard nothing but positive comments, they did an excellent job, they made everybody feel comfortable, no one felt threatened or intimidated, you know.  I can say for myself, you know, it was just a very comfortable kind of conversation.  So, the information that they were able to pull out, and pretty much develop from this report, came freely and willingly from people just being comfortable with conversations with them.  And so, I just want to personally thank them for doing it the way they did it and making everyone feel comfortable, because there was a level of anxiety, initially, when, you know, when this process was announced by the Commissioners.  But -- and I mean, I know these guys well enough to know that I tried to tell them, you all don’t have anything to worry about.  But nothing is better than the experience itself, and they did a wonderful job talking to and pulling -- not pulling information, but just making everyone feel relaxed and comfortable enough to have a one-on-one conversation with them.  So, that’s just a personal thank you.  

MS. LAMONE:



Mr. Thomas?

MR. THOMAS:

Just a quick comment.  Well, thank you, Alice.  That was one thing that we -- when we met with them we wanted to make it clear, you could say anything you want.  We did not report back to the Commissioners on what it is that they are saying, or to the Executive Director -- Acting Executive Director, in terms of, you know, I’ve got a complaint about this, a complaint about that.  That really wasn’t the topic.  We didn’t hear a lot of that.  So, we tried to create that atmosphere where they could speak freely, and my sense is, most of them did.  So, yeah, it was an enjoyable experience. 

MR. KELLEY:

Neal Kelley, Chris, can you clarify, is the report -- by the way, it’s very helpful.  The report is detailed and very helpful.  I -- the audience, though, the title says “Just for the Commission.”  Is that the case?  

MR. THOMAS:

They’re the ones that asked us to do it, so that’s who we gave it back to.  So that’s -- you know, so they can do with it what they will.  I don’t know if they’re going to post it or what they plan on doing with it, but it was really a transition report for them to, you know, assist them as they look at options moving forward.  They’ve had several months now with the organization, and I’m sure have some pretty good ideas where they’re headed, and, so we just hoped to assist on that.  And I think if people want to use it otherwise, I think it’s a positive report on the Commission and on it’s staff.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

Tom Hicks DFO, the Congressional -- as a former Hill staffer, members of Congress would always ask for reports that were done by the Congressional Research Service, and the option was always made that they could either put that up on their websites, or make those documents publicly available.  It’s my thought that we’ve asked the taxpayers to look at this through their funding, and so, I will consult with our fellow Commissioners, but it’s my understanding that we were going to post this on our website after it’s officially released at the public meeting today.  

MS. BARTOLETTI:

Thomas -- Barbara Bartoletti, New York -- during your confirmation hearing, was there a sense from the people who were confirming you, and I assume that was Senate and -- you had to go Senate and House, both?  Was there a sense that they understood the importance of this Commission’s work?  And was there reservation that they thought that the individual states could handle things better, and why did we need an overarching big government agency?  I realize we’re not all that big, but was there a sense of, we’ll give you a try, but we’re not quite sure why we need you?  

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

So, let me start by saying, which confirmation hearing, because I had two? 

[Laughter]

MS. BARTOLETTI:



Well let’s…

MS. LAMONE:



The last one.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



The last one, we’ll go with that one.  So the…

MR. DICKSON:


Just a minute, just -- people need to know that Tom is the longest serving, pending nominee in the history of the republic. 

[Laughter]

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



Non-judicial, I should say that. 

MS. BARTOLETTI:



Oh even…

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Even longer than Loretta Lynch. 

MS. BARTOLETTI:



Oh yes.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

Yeah, yeah, I was officially nominated in March of 2010, and not confirmed until December of 2014.  And so, MSNBC did a piece on it.  The Congressional Research Service confirmed that I was the longest serving nominee ever, non-judicial.  I was a House employee.  So, in all seriousness, I think that when Ms. Pelosi sent my name over to the President there was a lot of discussion, and there’s a lot of talk in the House and Senate about how important the agency is.  And there are members of the House and Senate who want to get rid of the agency, but there are a lot of members who are quiet about how important the agency is and the vital role that it does play.  I think that there are, you know, for instance, for the -- we are all -- our names are all sent over by House and Senate leadership.  So, Ms. Pelosi sent my name over.  The House Republicans sent over Christy’s name -- Matt’s name, and the Senate Republicans sent over Christy’s names.  So, we are still waiting for Mr. Reid to send over a new name to the White House, and for them to vet that person, and then, hopefully they’ll be confirmed soon.  But I think that there is a serious respect for the agency.  I think that there are just a minority of folks who want to get rid of the agency, but they are very vocal.  So…

MS. LAMONE:

This is Linda Lamone.  I’d just like to add that the Presidential Commission that just recently concluded, I think helped, because they gave kudos to the agency.  And, because that was a bipartisan group, perhaps we can tap on them to help a little bit more in the future.  

So, somebody had their hand raised? 

MR. GUTHRIE:

Thank you Madam Chair, this is Marc Guthrie with the Access Board.  I just wanted to make the point that I was really pleased to see that voters with disabilities, being a priority, was in the transition report.  And I just want to say that I think that we should use every opportunity to emphasize how important it is to make their option to vote a high priority.  I know that from my experience over the years with folks with disabilities there’s still a significant amount of apprehension by different segments of the disabilities community about their opportunity to vote, so thank you. 

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you.  And Marc, you might want to get Jim Dickson to tell you a story about my involvement with assisting the voters with disabilities, but we can do that offline, because I completely agree with you.


Is there anything else on the Transition Report?  Wendy?

MS. NOREN:

Emphasize -- Wendy Noren, Missouri, NACO, whatever I’m suppose to say -- the importance of this clearinghouse function.  And there are still a few of us in the room who were in the rooms when they were writing the Help America  Vote Act, and that whole laundry list of studies that were put into the law to do, many of which kind of are out of date now.  But, as a local election administrator who doesn’t have a huge budget or staff to go around researching things, the best thing the Federal Government can do, and does well, is those types of clearinghouse functions, research functions to sort out those things that can help us do our job better.  And they aren’t the kind of things that are going to scare people in Congress who don’t want the Federal Government taking over activities, who don’t -- you know, it is the ideal arrangement and cooperative process between the three.  And so, I don’t know what you’ve got in the hopper.  I know when Executive Director Tom Wilkey, before he was leaving, one of the things he talked with us about was, we need to come up -- you all need to start developing some of the ideas we need to put into place for some of this clearinghouse function.  And I just -- I think that is absolutely critical.  That is the one piece of the Federal Government I need a lot and I don’t -- a lot of the stuff I don’t need, but being able to find this information, research it, what works, what doesn’t work, is absolutely critical to me being able to do my job. 

MS. LAMONE:



Mr. Thomas?

MR. THOMAS:

Chris Thomas from Michigan, one segue from the Presidential Commission to this is, you know, this election administration business has become a career.  It’s not just, hey, I got elected to this office and I have to worry about my own little bailiwick here, and, you know, we run our elections and we don’t really care what’s going on in the rest of the world; we just keep running our elections.  This is becoming a profession, and it’s hard, in the sense of launching it, for many respects, that, you know, your job interview for many of you is getting elected in the first place, you know, which is tough to maintain a whole career.  In Michigan, we have a number of our cities that are not elected.  So, these are, you know, professional people that have, you know, worked.  And you watch in the counties where they are, and they move around like a typical profession.  They start out as assistants in this community, then move to the clerk of that community.  Well, of this information that Wendy is talking about is critical for anybody who is exercising a profession.  I don’t care if you’re a lawyer, a doctor, whatever, you need to keep up with what is -- the status of what’s going on in the world of your profession.  And I think the Commission is well positioned to provide that information, and I can’t think of any other place where that is going to be housed and taken care of.  

And I’ll just say this as an aside, you know.  The Federal Election Commission was looked at the place to house all of this.  I worked at the Federal Election Commission back in the mid ‘70s when they first started.  It’s a very different place now.  There were a lot of senior people that became Commissioners, there, back in those days; some ex-Congressman, ex-Labor folks.  Now, the people that are Commissioners are all good people, but they are lawyers that are there to protect their party’s money.  And that’s what they’re doing, and you can read about them all the time.  I don’t think that this belongs in that kind of environment.  And so, those who just very cavalierly say, “Well, we can dump this back into the Federal Election Commission” I think would be doing a disservice to what we try to see as a profession, which is pretty much a non-partisan or bipartisan administration of elections.  There doesn’t need to be a lot of political issues involved in that. 

MS. LAMONE:



I’m sorry my mic wasn’t on.  

SECRETARY MERRILL:

Mine doesn’t seem to want to go on, I don’t know.  Is it on?  Oh it’s working.  Denise Merrill from Connecticut, representing NASS, I want to thank you for doing this report, because as a new member to this Board, it makes me understand more about the mission.  I’ve been -- at NASS, we’ve had many discussions about EAC, on many topics, and it was, frankly, my impression that the only thing EAC did was talk about standards and certification, because that is the -- that is really what those conversations are mostly about.  And so, to kind of reiterate what you’re saying, both Chris and Wendy, that this needs to be more responsive to what I think -- this could play a very important role in doing what I call dragging elections into the 21st Century, which is what we’re all doing.  And we’re well behind the private sector and the expectations of the public have changed.  And I feel like my job as a Secretary of State more and more revolves around managing huge datasets and managing new equipment of all kinds, not just voting systems; election management systems, e-poll books, just a whole range of things, whether or not we’re going to put our stuff in the Cloud.  I don’t even know what the Cloud is frankly.  So…

[Laughter]

SECRETARY MERRILL:

So, we all need help with this from every level.  And there is a very important role to play, I think, also in updating HAVA.  I mean, there are a lot of things in there that, you know, having just had a conversation with my DMV commissioner about why they still have to mail things out to people to get them to register to vote, for example.  There are new things we can that might be much more effective.  Is this a group that could help with some of that, make -- at least make recommendations, I don’t know.  You know, so I see room for a lot of other, you know, missions here that could be very, very important in the new role that I think we’re all being asked to play. 


So, thank you for the report.  I think it was very helpful because it was simple and clear and made me understand what this is all about.  

MS. LAMONE:



Ms. Purcell.

MS. PURCELL:

Thank you, Helen Purcell from Arizona.  I’ll just kind of go along with what Wendy had to say.  She’s a smaller jurisdiction, but I’m a very large jurisdiction.  In fact, as Secretary, and I discovered last night, my county and her state are the same size, with people.

[Laughter]

MS. PURCELL:

But because of what we have gone through in recent years with the recession, and so forth, all of us are strapped in what we do.  So, the fact that for big and small jurisdictions, we’ve been able to use the Quick Start Guides and so forth, there is just so much information out there that we can all share that wasn’t there before, and it really -- we need it to do our jobs.  

As Chris said, it is a profession.  It’s not just 

something you get elected to do, you’re there for four years and you’re gone, or whatever.  It is really a profession.  Maybe that’s why I’ve stayed as long as I have.  But you have to realize that this is a job that has to be done, and we have to encompass all of the people, whether it’s the accessibility, whatever it might be, there’s a lot of things that need to be done.  And I think the EAC has been invaluable in that. 

MR. SCHOELLER:



Shane Schoeller...

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you. 

MR. SCHOELLER:

...Missouri.  I’m sorry, didn’t mean to interrupt there.

MS. LAMONE:



No.

MR. SCHOELLER:

No, I just want to echo -- I was going to bring up new business, but I think as a new member, and of course, you know, I get the opportunity to serve with Wendy in Missouri, but it seems like one of the things that I have noticed missing from the conversation, so I appreciate you bringing it up, Helen, is the cost side of it.  I mean, the cost side, and that is that, you know, I was at the Election Center conference last week and happened to hear from Neal, and folks in Chicago, million dollar size budgets which is excellent.  But let’s be frank.  Most counties, most election officials don’t have that opportunity, and I guess, I think part of the conversation, certainly, I’m a former member of the legislature of Missouri, I’d like to see value associated in terms of the cost, because, you know, the auto industry they make a number of automobiles, as an analogy, but they all have to meet a standard, whether they’re inexpensive, whether they’re expensive.  And if we want, you know, everyone to have that standard, I think at some point, a lot of folks -- I need to update my election equipment, but frankly it’s not the budget.  And yet, I’m looking at 2016, the voter lines, very concerned that our equipment won’t be able to be upheld, I would really like to see that as part of the mission, because of that disparity.  And I think, you know, California, I read an article, the Open Source software sharing, I think that should be part of the conversation that we need to get into, to help everyone together.  

And then, frankly, this is probably more of an issue, but I think ballot security, you know.  If you want to increase voter interest, I think ballot security has to be part of the conversation, because if a voter in any way believes that their vote is not being properly handled, they’re less likely to show up.  And I think that you know -- of course, I’m new to this, so that may have been part of the conversation in the past, but I’d like to see, maybe, that be part of the conversation, too. 

MS. LAMONE:

So noted, thank you.  Does anyone else have a question or a comment?  Yes.



MR. PILGER:

Richard Pilger from the Department of Justice, Criminal Division, I was just listening to Wendy, and I agree that the state and local concerns that this body and the Commission, generally, service are paramount, and should drive most of what we’re thinking about.  But, as she was talking about the federal role, I just want to mention something I brought up yesterday, which, I think is a proper part going forward, of what this body and perhaps the Development Committee should be thinking about, and that is the role of criminal law enforcement at the federal level addressing foreign and domestic threats to election administration.  I don’t -- while I believe in the bottom up approach of relying primarily on the administrators, such as the ones in the room, to figure out what needs to be done and where assistance is most valuable, I think there’s a significant role for the federal law enforcement and intelligence communities to engage and inform the process, of, especially setting technical standards, to make sure that threats are at least understood, as policymakers decide which systems to approve and buy.  Hacking would be a primary concern. 

MS. NOREN:

Wendy Noren, I think, you know, a far easier thing that would be, and we are all susceptible to, is denial of service attacks, whether it’s from our websites through, you know, any kind of electronic transmissions that we’re doing.  That’s the thing that has really made me nervous as I move and do more things electronically.  

MR. PILGER:

So -- this is Richard Pilger again -- as a practical matter, I think what I would suggest going forward that we do, is engage the right technical people at the FBI and other agencies, and bring them into the discussion in appropriate ways.  It may not -- it may be more for the Development Committee, but I just wanted to mention it now, in the context of the Transition Report.  I think this is a federal interest that can and should receive bipartisan acknowledgement at all levels of government. 

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you for that, and I completely agree, because I think all of us that are involved in running elections are getting increasingly concerned about some of these issues.  

Are there any other comments or questions on the transition report?  I would like then, if not, because we’re supposed to be on break -- oh Mr. Dickson?

MR. DICKSON:



I’ll put it up.

MS. LAMONE:

Okay.  We’re supposed to do two other things here.  One is have the -- at least the Executive Director Search Committee and the Voting System Standard Committee have a meeting after a short break.  The Search Committee, if you so desire, will be presented with the resumes of the people who have applied for the position.  I think the Human Relations -- the Human Resources person is available to discuss the process with you.  Is there anybody else that’s going to be meeting with them?  

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

No.

MS. LAMONE:

Okay.  So, Sheila Banks is the HR person for the Commission and is standing by to meet. 

MR. DICKSON:



Where will they be meeting?

MS. LAMONE:

I was just going to say that the Bylaws Committee can meet if you so wish, Bylaws Committee is in the Azalea Room 2.  The Executive Director Search Committee is in Oak Room 2.  And the Voting System Standards Committee is here in the Maple Room.  I’m sorry, Mr. Kelley, did you have a question?

MR. KELLEY:

Neal Kelley.  Is there -- maybe Commissioner Hicks, you could tell us what the timeline is for the Search Committee to get the recommendations to the Commission.

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



12 o’clock today. 

[Laughter]

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:

Tom Hicks DFO, I think that in speaking for myself, and I think that the process should be thorough.  I think that looking at each resume -- each qualified resume to ensure that we move forward with someone in this position, because it’s a term position, I think that, you know, realistically, I think that this is a process that we want you to take seriously.  I know that, in the past, people have been put forth because they were best qualified for the position.  So, we want that to be the case, as well.  So, my own feelings is that I want someone who is not only an administrator, but someone who can run the office, someone who knows the office, and, you know, just basically a diverse candidate.  And that’s my own personal opinion. But, in terms of timeline, I think that, you know, sooner rather than later, you know.  We’ve been on the job for four months.  I don’t want to look at hiring someone next year, so, sooner rather than later.  And, I guess it’s -- to give us, at least three candidates, and our thought is that’s -- I think that’s what HAVA says, is that, you know, we would get three candidates from you, and we would take that under advisement.  So…

MS. LAMONE:



Matt?

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:



Just…

MS. LAMONE:



Who are you?

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

I’m Commissioner Masterson with the EAC.  

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

Just a recommendation and the Standards Board did this, too, for that committee, to meet in a closed session, because it deals with personnel matters.  So, I just wanted to throw that out there, too. 

MS. LAMONE:

Thank you for that.  And when you all leave here today, would you turn your badges into the Commission staff, because we can reuse them and save some money.  

And then, the only thing left is, does has anybody have any next steps that they would like to discuss, anything other than we haven’t already addressed?  You can think about it, because I think it’s going to come up again when we go back into joint session with the Standards Board.  The schedule then is for, especially the two committees.  And I don’t know Secretary Merrill, if you want to take your Bylaws Committee… 

SECRETARY MERRILL:

Well, maybe we should meet at least to address the question that came up during the meeting. 

MS. LAMONE:



Okay.  

DESIGNATED FEDERAL OFFICER HICKS:



I was going to say turn the mic on.

SECRETARY MERRILL:

Yes, we should probably meet to discuss the issue that came up during the Board meeting, as to whether the bylaws will allow us to do what we want to do with that report.

MS. LAMONE:



Okay.

SECRETARY MERRILL:

So, I don’t know where there’s available to meet, but we should probably do that.

MS. LAMONE:



In Azalea Room 2 is...

SECRETARY MERRILL:



Azalea Room 2, okay.  So…

MS. LAMONE:

I have no idea where that is.  So, why don’t we take a quick break, like ten minutes or so, because I think -- and then, the committees can convene in their assigned places, and then, the schedule after that is to reconvene in the main room for adjournment, and then, lunch.  Is everybody okay with that?  Ms. Purcell?

MS. PURCELL:

A quick question, Helen Purcell from Arizona, I see that the Executive Director Search Committee for the Standards Board and for the Board of Advisors are meeting in two different rooms.  Is that correct?  They each have to meet separately?

MS. LAMONE:

Well, I believe the one for the Standards Board either is meeting now or -- I don’t know the answer to that question.  Are you suggesting that perhaps they have a joint meeting?

MS. PURCELL:

Well, I was just wondering why they would meet separately, if you’re both looking at the same topic.

MS. LAMONE:

I think each body is required by HAVA to give their independent three recommendations.

MS. PURCELL:



Okay.

MR. THOMAS:



Chris Thomas, what time does the plenary session begin? 

MS. LAMONE:



It looks like, on here, that it begins at noon.

MR. THOMAS:



Okay.

MS. PURCELL:



I thought it started at two. 

MS. LAMONE:

So, do you want to take a break, the two chairs for ten minutes, and then, have your committee members assemble?  All right, so for those two committees and Secretary Merrill’s committee, you have ten minutes, and then please report to your -- and then, we’ll see everybody back at noon.  Thank you.
Reconvene Board of Advisors and Standards Board Session
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:
For those of you who are here for the open mic session, we will just take whatever questions you have, or comments, and hopefully, we can answer them.  So, if anybody wants to start, please feel free.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

This is your chance to weigh in, say anything you like.  Share thoughts, questions, concerns, anything.

MARIA PANGELINAN:

Maria Pangelinan, Guam.  We have  --  we are part of the Mariana Islands, geographically, and to our north is the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands.  They just got their federal election, I believe 2006, I may be wrong, it may be 2008.  But they’re not able to participate in HAVA because HAVA came before their election.  We’re just looking to see about how they can come to the table with us.  

COMMISSIONER HICKS:
Thank you for that question.  One of the things that I looked at when, and recommended to my boss when I was a staffer in the House Administration Committee, which has jurisdiction over HAVA, is amending HAVA to include the Mariana Islands.  Unfortunately, until that’s done, they are not able to participate and receive funding.  So, once -- if HAVA is ever reopened, I think that that should be a top priority to amend it to make sure all those territories and states can now participate.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

I think you might want to recommend folks getting in touch with members of the House Administration Committee and the Senate Rule Committee to express that you want the Northern Mariana Islands to be included.  Some of them -- it may not even be on their radar.  So I think the best thing to do is to, I wouldn’t say lobby them, but at least be in contact with them, in terms of getting them aware of that situation.

SHARON ANDERSON:

Good morning.  Sharon Anderson, Minnesota.  This is kind of a minor suggestion.  I’m the local representative.  A few of us here, we’ve had a lot of turnover in the local rep positions since 2011, and I was on the Board back then, so I don’t have any excuse, but, when we get here, we are kind of highly aware that the state people, they know each other.  They have other opportunities to go to conferences together and we don’t have a club of local reps across the nation.  So, we think it would be a great idea to have maybe an evening roundtable, just very informal to kind of promote a little bit more of an easier way for us to get to know each other and share some of our problems.  And I think that would make us more effective in bringing things forward to the Commission, assuming we have that opportunity in the future.  So, thank you.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:



Thank you.  I think that’s a fantastic suggestion.  I really appreciate that.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

And I’ll make sure to let the Standards Board Chair know.  The Executive Boards of the two, Standards Board and Board of Advisors will be setting the agenda for the next meeting, and I think that is an excellent suggestion.  We’ll take note of it to make sure that, hopefully, it will get on the agenda for next time, but we’ll also try to inform the two Chairs of the two Boards.

BRIAN KEMP:
Brian Kemp from Georgia.  As you know, we’ve been dealing with state specific instructions issue on the federal voter registration form.  And I was just curious if you all had any questions.  I know there’s a lot of legal stuff going on with that right now.  But I know that states have been granted these requests in the past, and it’s my belief that we’re being denied that to move into conjunction with what we have in state law.  And I don’t know if you can answer that question, but if you could, I’d like to have your thoughts on that.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

I think it’s probably best that we actually don’t publically answer that at the moment, just because it’s in current litigation and awaiting Cert Petition at the Supreme Court.  You know, obviously, I think we all have opinions on it, and certainly I am willing to share mine with you privately, and I’m happy to do that.  I think it’s just best, you know, that we don’t make public statements, at the moment, considering that there’s ongoing litigation.  Sorry about that.
BRIAN KEMP:
No, I certainly appreciate that.  I just, I think, you know, I just feel like it would be good for all states to be treated the same, regardless.  I mean, every state is going to have different issues that people, you know, some people are going to support those issues, others are not.  But if you’re going to grant it to some states, regardless of what the issue is, the EAC, in my opinion, should be consistent in either granting or not granting, but not go back and forth depending on what the issue is.  And I certainly respect your decision not to speak publically because of the litigation, and I appreciate that answer.  Thank you.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

I appreciate your input, as well.  I mean, we do need to hear from the states on their thoughts on this issue, as well.  Appreciate it.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:

Secretary Kemp, I would be happy to talk to you off-line, as well.  I think that we’re all in agreement that we should not issue anything publically, right now, during the litigation phase.

DAVID BLOUNT:

David Blount, Mississippi State Senate.  Have you been given any indication about the appointment of a fourth Commissioner?

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

The answer is “no.”  I mean, there was a name, prior to this Congress taking office, that was at least put forward by the White House.  That nomination has since expired with the new Congress and there hasn’t been a name put forth since.  I mean, as I think Doug Lewis talked about yesterday, there was chatter around possible names from staffers, or whatever, but we have not been provided any kind of information.  We have an empty chair sitting by downstairs in our office space should someone show up someday and tell us that they’re the fourth Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:



Which Commissioner Masterson has named “Hope,” by the way.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

I will say, and this kind of relates to that, and you’ve probably seen or heard it here, but we are very fortunate.  The three of us have worked very well together, thus far, and have communicated extremely well.  And so, we’re hopeful that if there is a fourth, that it’s someone that can jump right in with us to continue to push forward with that.  And so, to the extent that we have input, our hope is that it is someone that wants to work productively to move the Agency forward in that way.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

I think we all feel that the vast majority, probably 99% of the work that we do is bi-partisan.  There’s very few issues that to us need to be political in moving elections forward.  So, we’re hoping to get someone on board who’s willing to work in that bi-partisan spirit as well, as we all are.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

I’m going to cheat and take open mic prerogative and ask the locals that are here a question, if I can do that.  I’m very interested, and all three of us are very interested, in how we reach -- and your question and comment about the locals on the Boards actually spurred this thought, how we reach those folks at the local level that don’t attend, or can’t attend, the national conferences, don’t have an opportunity or the resources to get out to those sorts of meetings.  I think all three of us agree that our biggest value is providing that information, resources, data, whatever it might be, out to those localities that don’t have those opportunities.  And how best to reach them, and part of that is the election official ambassador conversation that we’ve had around here.  And one thing, you know, that I learned over time working with election officials, is,  in a lot of cases.  And so, I’m curious as to what ideas, outside, obviously, of this ambassador concept, of how we reach those folks, I affectionately refer to, there’s a wonderful election official in Ohio named Cheryl Brown, who’s in Jackson County, you know, how do I reach the Cheryls who can’t, who don’t have the budget to get there, and have a positive impact on her operation.  Because she wants the information, she wants to be as good as she can possibly be, and it’s up to us, it’s incumbent on the EAC to find a way to reach those folks.  So, I’m curious what ideas you all have for that.
SHARON ANDERSON:

Sharon Anderson from Minnesota, again.  I do have a response to that.  But I do think, it’s like when I have to promote something, you know, I reach back to, I try to go way back to my marketing class in college, and say, what is it you have to do to reach people?  Usually, you’ve got to do it in multiple ways.  I think the role of a Standards Board member, I think that is an interesting question, just in itself, because I might look at that differently than somebody else does.  I come here and I might not have a lot to say, but I am sure taking in a lot of stuff to bring back home.  And that’s just my personal style, that I go back home and I do give a report within my state to our election officials, our local election officials, through my structure there.  And so, I take that duty as, they picked me to try to be that liaison to this group.  So, maybe that goes to a little bit of defining the role of what a Standards Board or Advisory Board member does.  And using those multiple ways, you know, social media, webinars, another good idea, but multiple approaches is usually what people in the marketing sector do, so borrow from that.
BARETTA MOSLEY:

Baretta Mosley from Mississippi.  I’m a circuit clerk and elections is just one part of the duties that I have.  And being a circuit clerk, we have meetings at least twice a year where all the clerks are assembled.  And so does our election commissioners.  So, if we could get somebody to come and speak at those conferences from EACH and explain what we do here, the standards that you’re proposing, I mean, that’s like getting all your eggs in one basket and you could speak to the majority of the election officials at those association meetings.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

There is a green sheet in your notebook where we’re requesting that information.  And we will come if you invite us, so please do reach out to us and ask us to fit you in our schedules.  You know, there are three of us, we’re kind of splitting up whatever travel and speaking duties we have, and we are absolutely delighted to go out and visit you all.

BARETTA MOSLEY:

We’ve got 19 retiring circuit clerks, so we’re going to have a big baby clerk meeting in December, so kind of pencil us in the first week of December.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:



I’m writing it down.

CHARLOTTE MILLS:

Charlotte Mills, Montana.  So when you come to our association meetings, do we have to pay your travel?  Is it free?  That’s one of the things because some of us don’t have a lot of money.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

No, we will get ourselves there.  Whatever it takes for us to get there.  We would not ever ask you to pay to get us there.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

We have had jurisdictions pay our way.  I mean, obviously, we’re happy to do that given limited budgets.  But we understand you have a limited budget, as well.  So we’re willing to work with you in any way we can to get ourselves to you.  And, you know, feel free to call us.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:

I would say that we don’t have an unlimited budget, but we are trying our best to get to each and every locale we can, because we want to hear from you and we want to be on the ground.

STEVEN REED:

Steven Reed, Alabama.  I think to the degree that you can’t get there personally, we’ve got technology, so even if that’s a video conference, we’ve done that, in Alabama, with the Probate Judges Conference, of which I’m one.  And so, we have 68 Probate Judges, one in each county except for Jefferson, which is where Birmingham is located, and they have two.  With chief election officials in the county in Alabama, so I think that the Secretary of State and the other statewide election officials wouldn’t know about other local organizations by state or by territory that you would have to be able to reach out to.  And so, to the degree that you can’t be everywhere at once, I think even a video conference would be a big help.  Even if it’s a taped message, it’s better than nothing.  I think that’s part of getting the word out about what the EAC does, and why it’s relevant, and how, again, some of the maybe local officials can participate and learn from some of the things we’ve learned here since yesterday.
COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

I appreciate that.  We make every effort we can to get there in person, because the value of that face-to-face meeting is so important to us and it’s where, I mean, we all know going to those conferences, the sessions are great, they’re educational, the real business is done in between sessions and afterwards, right?  That’s where the learning, the conversations, all of that is done, and so, I think all three of us agree, we’ll make every effort to get there in person.  And then, you know, we’ve tossed around various ideas of multi-media platforms, to that point of, you know, videos, whatever else the EAC can disseminate out to local groups and whatever, that has this educational information or resources around technology and best practices and all of hat.  Even something as simple as election dedicated TED talks.  Just eight to 10 minutes of focused conversation about that, from your peers talking about that stuff would be kind of an interesting concept I think.  That is digestible.  You all don’t have three hours to sit and watch a webinar necessarily, maybe some days you do, some days you don’t.  But even, if just kind of, on a weekly or daily basis you have something to consume that helps you do your job better, or at least provides you information from your colleagues, it seems of value.

GRANT VEEDER:

Grant Veeder from Iowa.  If you have information that you want to get out, or if you just want local officials to be more aware of your presence and your role, I think that sending out e-mails, and if you want it disseminated within states, it’s probably a good idea to send it to the Secretary of State’s Office or a statewide organization, make sure it’s somebody that has a good updated list of e-mail addresses.  And when you do that, don’t put the kitchen in your message, you know.  Be concise, limit it to one or two things, because you know, we get these newsletters that go on and on and we end up not reading any of it.  So, make it something that we are going to understand that it is important to look at and that we don’t have to spend a lot of time reading it.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

How often would you like to hear from us?  I know that probably differs, right?  I mean, people, if we’re e-mailing you every week, you might not read us either.
GRAND VEEDER:

Yeah, I agree.  And if you do something that you feel like you’re on a schedule, like a monthly newsletter, sometimes that doesn’t have as much impact as putting something out when it’s critical to get it out.

STEVEN REED:

Steven Reed, Alabama.  I would say quarterly is a good place to start without inundating us with information that may not be that useful.  And I think certainly if there’s something that comes up, a law has been passed, I think certainly that that should be communicated immediately.  But I think a quarterly newsletter or bi-monthly, something along those lines, I think should be sufficient to kind of be up to speed on what some other districts may be doing, what some other states may be doing that may kind of give us some good feedback without going into the junk folder of other newsletters which seem to be more simple because of, you know, we’re just trying to get out a newsletter each month, as opposed to it really being useful and informative.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:

I think that’s a great idea.  Our Communications Director, Bryan Whitener, is here, and I know he’s taking notes on what’s going on.  I know that when I receive a lot of newsletters, it depends on where I am, and that time of day, you know.  It’s a lot different for me to hear on a Monday or a Tuesday or a Wednesday or even a Friday when things are coming into my inbox.  So, I think that it’s really helpful to hear that you don’t want to be inundated, but you want to hear from us.  And I think that, you know, as we look at re-doing our website and re-doing other aspects, to maybe add that option of how often do you want to hear from us, which day of the week do you want to hear from us?  I think that those are all great ideas.

CHARLOTTE MILLS:
Charlotte Mills, Montana.  Two things.  One of the things is with the newsletter, if you send it to us, we do have to have the initiative to send it on to our other clerks and election administrators within the state, which puts a little more responsibility onto us.  I think coming here, we’re expected to do something and that would help.  The other thing is, and this may be a dumb idea, but if you have like a little, like right now, if we’re about at a break out session, and I know that I hear, people in Montana, and we’re going, “How can people do this in a large environment like New York, New Jersey, how do they do this?”  And maybe what we could do is have like a story, a testimony, something that they’ve learned here that they’ve actually applied.  You could have a volunteer or something that could tell a story for us so that we learn how it’s done in a different area that we might get some ideas to be able to take home and actually implement in our state.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

I think that’s a fantastic suggestion.  I had someone suggest to me, and I’d interested in your reaction to this too, because the EAC has the data that basically can show us, like, similar jurisdictions, our survey paints that picture.  Someone proposed to me the idea of basically sister jurisdictions where you set up, kind of break folks out, just generally, and share ideas based on, whether it’s size, or whatever similarities it might be, we could talk about.  But to create that kind of give and take amongst similarly situated jurisdictions.  Because we’ve tried to do the election official exchange, and it hasn’t taken off for a variety of reasons, but I wonder if a more focused outreach, you know, where you’re saying, “Hey, meet some fellow county election officials that are in similar type of situations.”  Even though each state is different, frankly, each county, in a lot of cases are different, or town, or whatever.  That was something that was thrown out, too, that I thought was a really interesting concept, to kind of facilitate that discussion.
SHANE SCHOELLER:

Shane Schoeller, Missouri.  I think I’m going to echo that, because I mentioned this in the Advisory Board, but I think the word is “identifying.”  You know, the best speakers learn how to identify with their audience and when the audience knows that the person who’s working with them can identify with them and understand.  But I think the biggest issue is, we want standards, we want certification, but right not there’s not the money in the budget for most election officials to be able to do that.  I mentioned earlier, I think we have to begin talking about cost.  I mean, I used the analogy when you go to buy a car, the standard is still there for every car you purchase, but you can some cars for much less value than you can other cars.  And I think that is a huge part of it, because when you look at HAVA and the money came through it originally, well now you’re almost essentially looking at an unfunded mandate.  And that’s certainly, for most election officials that I visit with, and I think from here in Missouri we all agree on that, you know, that’s something that we take seriously, but there’s no way to go.  And I think, as a Commission, you’re probably identifying with that now when it comes to terms of funding, as well, from Congress.  And so, I think there can be some mutual understanding there to work together on that.

JAN RONCELLI:
Jan Roncelli, Michigan.  Is there anything you’re doing as a Commission to seek more HAVA funds for the 10 year turnover of this equipment?  Are you lobbying for that or do you have people out there lobbying for that?

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

Right now, we’re lobbying for our survival.  I can tell you, there’s no appetite on the federal level for more HAVA funds.  We wish there were.  Obviously, we bring that message to the folks we talk to, but it’s not well received, as you can imagine.  You know, I think, you need to be in touch with your Representatives from your states.  You need them to know that you want that.  I mean, we can say it, but the more folks that say it, I think, the better chance there is.  And really, I don’t think there’s a very good chance at the moment.  So, I wish I had, you know, better news for you on that front, but I mean, I can’t tell you that that’s coming, you know, absence another crisis of some kind, which we don’t want to have.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

Yeah, I’d just echo that.  I’d say that every conversation we have, and they ask, you know, whether it’s staffers or whoever else, you know, what are you hearing out there?  The big concern is the old and aging voting equipment and how they’re going to replace it with the money.  And we bring it up and we have the conversation, and what we’ve been told pretty point blank, and it’s actually been at other election official meetings too that I’ve been at, from those folks is, Rs, Ds, doesn’t matter, the White House agree, there’s not more money coming.  And that, you know, we’ll continue to bring it up because it’s a real issue, it’s a real problem, but it has been the universal, unanimous message that’s been set to us, and I think other election officials that have attended other conferences, that there’s just not more money coming.  And so, what I’d say to that is that I think it’s incumbent on the EAC to work with you all to identify what other jurisdictions are doing to help fund the purchase of that equipment.  What are some best practices around getting funding, identifying cost savings, I mean, some of your colleagues are doing some pretty creative things, to both save money and kind of get money to prepare to purchase new voting equipment.  I know I talked to a jurisdiction in Kansas that she managed to convince her Commissioners, some states have charge-backs, I know in Ohio we had charge-backs, to set aside a portion of the charge-backs that they do for every election in order to start the process of purchasing voting equipment.  So, I think that’s something the EAC can look at, is, what are jurisdictions doing to at least look at how to fund this stuff, with the reality that there’s probably not more money coming from the federal government.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

And also, to help troubleshoot legacy equipment.  Right?  I think, you know, different jurisdictions have different equipment, but one of the things we hope to do is to be able to identify, in an easily searchable manner, who has what equipment, and if you can contact them and find out what their success have been in troubleshooting problems that you might have, as well.  That’s something else we’re looking at and, you know, obviously the more information we can share on these kinds of issues, the better off we are going to be, in terms of getting through at least 2016, which is the big concern.  And then, beyond, how to fund the new equipment.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:

The unfortunate reality is, what my fellow Commissioners are saying, is that there is no funding coming.  But, the fact is, that the states have always looked at elections as the last thing that they can actually fund.  So, roads, immediate, because you know, hitting potholes every day.  They figure that elections are once a year.  So, what can we do, as EAC, to help you to fund that new equipment?  And I think that that’s looking at best practices, looking at cost saving measures.  For instance, on-line voter registration, is that a cost savings?  It’s not going to be enough to fund election equipment, but there is that cost savings.  So I think the EAC will be there to help with the thought of cost savings, and hopefully, we can get some other best practices out there for you.  But, as Commissioner McCormick was saying, contact your elected officials, so that they know that this crisis is coming.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

The other thing I can tell you that we’ve begun doing when we go out to the states, I know I’ve met with several state legislators, NCSL has done a tremendous job painting this picture, the Presidential Commission on Election Administration also did a really good job painting this picture, so that you all don’t have to go and say, “My equipment is causing, or about to cause, a disaster.”  Because that puts you in a really tough position, where if you don’t get the money, you know, you’ve sort of invited this scrutiny on your equipment and what’s going on, and so, to the extent that the PCA noted this, this what they called “pending voting system crisis,” now, you know, very much reality, I would say, in a global sense, not singling out jurisdictions.  That’s something that you all can take, we can come to the state, I know Tammy has travelled to a lot of states and talked to State legislators, county commissioners, and paint this picture, nationally, of, “this is a problem everywhere.”  You know, there are very few jurisdictions, and this problem is real, and here is what we’re hearing across the country, as far as degradation and performance of the systems, and problems experienced.  You know, your election officials are prepared, they’ve got, you know, they understand the problem, but you should know, that if you don’t address this soon, these are the problems that we are seeing across the country with this old and aging equipment.  To make it tangible and real without indicting you, the local election official, as having a, you know, a disaster on their hands, right now.  I think that was one of the really kind of undervalued portions of the PCA report and some of the work that EAC and NCSL is doing, also, in painting this picture across the country, of, this problem is real, it is here, election officials are dealing with it, because election officials are resourceful and creative and they’re coping with it, but this is starting to cause problems and you needs to begin to address it.  And it’s made it tangible, I’ve seen it in several states.  In Florida, an election official down there said she took her, I think it was a state legislator and a county commissioner, to her warehouse where the ceiling was leaking where the voting equipment was, and he said, “Oh, you know, that’s okay, just put it up on some blocks, and if you need to, you can delay the election.”  And she was like, “What?  What?”  And so, you know, she had us talk to them a little bit about, look, this problem is real, not just here, but everywhere and you need to begin to address is.  And so, I think making it tangible that way, is something else the EAC can do when we come to conferences or, you know, if there’s legislative conversation happening in your state, because we see it in every state as we go out and about and talk.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

And also, another way to make it tangible is data.  I was in Connecticut last week with the registrars there and, I don’t know if Tim De Carlo is in the room, but we were in a conversation with some local registrars, and one of the registrars said, “Well, I did a little research on what my jurisdiction spends, and I found out that they spend eight times as much on golf courses as they do on elections.”  And he came up with a graphic, a bar graph, saying, you spend this much on golf courses, you spend this much on pot holes, you spend this much on conferences, whatever it is, and then, you spent this much on elections.  So, once you show that to them, in a visible way, and you can back it up with data, data drives decisions, and it makes it very real for them, how important elections are, compared to some of the other things they’re spending money on, in their jurisdictions
COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:



I volunteered to go look at how well maintained the golf courses were.

CAROL OLSON:

Carol Olson, Iowa.  I appreciate the conversations about voting systems, and yesterday there was a comment that we are increasingly looking at election systems and not just voting systems.  Does that include the voter registration system?  One of the requirements of HAVA was the underlying state unified voter registration system, and those are also becoming legacy systems.  And is there research or information about that, as well?

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

That’s a fantastic question, and the answer is no, currently, there is not a ton of, except for Florida, I don’t know if folks, Neal or Marie are here, or not Neal, but anyone from Florida in the room?  But they experienced problems with their data base in Florida, and I thought holy smokes, I hadn’t thought about it, but these data bases are as old or older than the election technology, and so, this is something that the EAC I think should look at, you know, in that regard exactly.  Because maintaining data bases is just like maintaining the equipment, you know, it needs upkeep and care, in that same way.  And so, I think that is something you will see us reach out to you to look at, as far as what you’re experiencing with those voter registration data bases and the challenges with that.  I know several states have upgraded, or are in the process of upgrading, and there’s challenges in that.  I mean, switching data like that is a challenge.  I know in Ohio we upgraded ours and it was, it was a big deal.  And working with the counties on that was a big deal.

CAROL OLSON:

So, there’s no system now that collects information about what the states are doing with that?  How they’re updating their systems?

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:


Not on VR systems right now.

KAREN LYNN-DYSON:

Karen Dyson.  We capture information on the EAVS about VR data bases, but that particular piece of information, we don’t.  But that’s exciting, that’s a real thing we should start looking at.  Because they are, they are 10 years old now.

DWIGHT SHELLMAN:

Dwight Shellman from Colorado.  In that same vein, this is really more of a question, because I’m not sure how much latitude exists.  But, at least in Colorado, it is becoming increasingly problematic to say what is and what is not a voting system, and a voting system component.  And there are so many related, kind of interdependent technologies, and I was wondering if there’s any thought among the Commissioners to perhaps re-visit, refine, clarify what a voting system is.  It is becoming really difficult to tell where it starts and where it stops.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

Yeah, that’s a huge challenge, right?  And the answer is “yes,” it’s a constant conversation, because the balance we have to strike that’s obvious, and I think you all would agree, is, you know, if we get into looking at e-poll books, for instance, that’s just an example, that, not only do you all want choices on e-poll books and what impact does that have if we’re looking at, but then, you’re starting to delve into VR data bases a little bit, right?  And so, you know, I’m not a big fan of the slippery slope argument, I think it can be used to justify a lot of stuff that, but we’re very cognizant of, we have our role with the voting systems, HAVA defines what a voting system is, it’s in HAVA, but with that said, I think there’s a lot of information that we’ve already provided, and can continue to provide, on how to cope and innovate with this new voting technology, not just the voting, the voting system has been the most stable of the voting technology, right?  E-poll books, election night reporting, ballot-on-demand printing, ballot delivery systems, all of that, that’s all existed outside that periphery of that voting system.  And so, without getting into the realm of standards and requirements, there’s a lot of information that the EAC has provided, and I think can provide, on helping states and localities evaluate those systems.  So, for instance, the EAC right now has a repository of RFPs up on the website and we’ll continue to develop that.  So, at least if you’re out looking for e-poll books, you can look at what other jurisdictions have done to set their requirements, locally, or at the state level, to purchase e-poll books.  That’s not us setting standards or testing, but it’s helping provide information around what have other places done to evaluate this new technology, so that you’re not just getting the wild west.  I mean, I think those of you who have looked at e-poll books, I mean, there’s a bjillion of them at this point, and at their simplest form, it’s some guy trying to sell you an access data base loaded onto a laptop.  And so, you’ve got to figure out, how do I weed that out and really evaluate it, and I think the EAC already has some resources available and will continue to look at how to provide that information so that both states and localities can develop good procedures around how to evaluate that new technology, without us delving into, you know, the certification part of that.  And so, that’s the balance, because, in the end, and you know, I’ve talked about this a lot, the states and localities are the ones that really certify the equipment, because you’re the ones that have to evaluate, “Does it work for you?”  We do this baseline on the voting systems, which I think’s incredibly important, but then, in a lot of states, the Secretaries have to, you know, evaluate the technology, and then the localities, in the form of their acceptance testing, their RFPs and all of that, are evaluating the technology also.  And so, that’s, that’s where we can have some bang for the buck and really have an impact on purchasing good, usable technology in that way, I think.
COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

And if you want to share your RFPs with us, it’s rfp@eac.gov.  Feel free to send us your RFPs, and we will post them on our website, so you all can look at other RFPs.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:


I think we have time for one more question.

COMMISSIONER MASTERSON:

I just want to thank you all, you know, I’ve been sitting, listening to all of this.  I appreciate all of your time, all of your energy, and frankly, I thank you in advance for the work and effort that you’re going to put in, in providing us the kind of help and guidance that we need to do our jobs well.  So, I know you all are busy and this is just another item for you, but it really means a lot to all three of us to have your input, and to use it to improve the Agency.  And hopefully, you find the benefits recycle back down to you all, in the form of the EAC providing the kind of assistance it’s supposed to provide.  So thank you, thank you very much.

COMMISSIONER MCCORMICK:

And I’ll just echo that.  Thank you, we appreciate your time and you are critical to our mission, and we can’t do our jobs without you and your input.  So, keep it coming, and thanks again for coming and sharing your opinions with us.  And if we can be of help, please just be in contact with us.

COMMISSIONER HICKS:



Thank you.

[brief break]

CHAIRMAN KING:

We’re going to reconvene momentarily, so please take your seats.  I want to thank everyone for their participation and attendance at the various committee meetings.  I know that the two that I was able to sit in had very valuable discussions and I’m sure that others did, as well.  

We have a couple of items of business to transact before adjournment.  You may recall that yesterday the Board of Advisors adopted By-Laws, and the Standards Board By-Laws Committee, with its Chair, Gary Poser, oh, I’m sorry, its Chair is Sandy, Gary is a former Chair.  Sandy, if you would indicate the recommendation of the Standards Board By-Laws Committee.
SANDRA WESOLOWSKI:

Certainly.  The By-Laws Committee approved the recommendation that the Standards Board adopt or re-adopt the By-Laws and that the Standards Board membership be solicited for any proposed amendments, and that they be forwarded to the DFO no later than June 1st, 2015.  And further, that we request the DFO to request the General Counsel, when hired, to review the By-Laws for consistency and compliance with federal laws and/or rules.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Thank you.  Can we take that as a motion?

SANDRA WESOLOWSKI:



Yes.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Thank you.  Is there a second?

LYNN BAILEY:



Lynn Bailey, Georgia.  Second.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Thank you.  Is there discussion?  Hearing none, all those in favor of the motion signify by saying aye.

CHORUS:



Aye.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Opposed, nay.  The ayes have it.  The motion is adopted.  Thank you.

The other two committees of the Standards Board met.  The Executive Director Search Committee worked on a timeline and procedures for its process.  That’s really the most I can say at this point.  And then, the VVSG Committee meeting met with Paul Lux, as Chair, and we will have more detailed recommendations from them at our Executive Board meeting, which will follow here shortly.  

Are there any other, well let me defer to Linda.  Do you have any other items?

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:

No, I don’t have any items.  Our committees met and are in the beginning stages of getting organized, and I want to thank everyone, again, and remind everyone to turn in your name badges when you leave, so that they can be recycled, and we save some taxpayer dollars.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KING:

That being said, if there is no further business to come before the Standards Board, may I ask if there is a motion to adjourn this meeting?

HOWARD SHOLL:


Howard Sholl, Delaware.  Motion to adjourn.

TIM HURST:



Tim Hurst, Idaho.  Second.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Is there a discussion?  None?  All in favor signify by saying aye.

CHORUS:



Aye.

CHAIRMAN KING:

Opposed, no.  The ayes have it.  The Standards Board meeting is adjourned.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:



And may I have a motion to adjourn the Board of Advisors please?

HELEN PURCELL:



So moved.  Helen Purcell of Arizona.

BARBARA BARTOLETTI:



Second.  Barbara Bartoletti, New York.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:



Thank you.  Any discussion?  All in favor say aye.

CHORUS:



Aye.

CHAIRWOMAN LAMONE:



All opposed?  Board of Advisors meeting is adjourned.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN KING:



Thank you all.

***

[The Board of Advisors and Standards Board meeting concluded at 4:16 P.M. EST]
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