HAVA Advisory Board Meeting
February 12, 2009
The Red Lion, Olympia, WA

Board Members:
Doug Cochran - Chair
Thad Duvall
Kris Swanson
Michael Rogers
Nick Handy
Debbie Cook – Telephone
Vicky Dalton - Telephone 

OSOS:
Lori Guerrero
Brigitta Hamilton

Audience:
Delores Gilmore
Greg Kimsey
Pat Gardner
Sheryl Moss
Sandy Baxter
Lynette Thornton
Bill Heunnekens
David Lord 

Meeting called to order at 9:35 a.m. by the Chair, Doug Cochran.

Nick moved to adopt the October 1, 2008, minutes. Thad seconded. All approved.

Financial Update

Lori Guerrero highlighted that the current uncommitted funds is just under $300,000.  It was noted that interest accrues about $20,000 to $35,000 a month and the current bank balance is about $17 million. Lori said the new HAVA dollars would increase the balance available and she expected small returns from the counties here and there, but no large unspent balances are anticipated. 
HAVA FINANCIAL REPORT 
Lori presented the draft HAVA Report to the Board. Nick said it will be a very helpful tool in giving the message that though the bank statement says they have millions, it’s mostly allocated and there are substantial unmet needs. He also pointed out the OSOS is trying to be as transparent as possible, especially considering the amount of money it has received. 
State Plan
Lori informed the board that a new State Plan committee was formed and met a few weeks prior. Lori noted that the committee was pleased with how the OSOS is proceeding.  She stated that the committee gave approval to continue drafting the amendment in-house. Nick noted that the EAC has had controversy with the requirements they established to obtain the new funds.  
Michael inquired if the state plan is essentially not changing, can the federal government refuse to give Washington the money? Nick said no. Lori noted that the amended state plan will address future HAVA funds so anther amendment is not necessary.
Grant Reviews
Lori pointed out that the applications received were under the amount available this grant cycle, therefore no scoring criteria was established. Also, even though grants under $10,000 were allowed to be approved by the workgroup, because of the level of interest and need for further discussion on several of the grants, all the requests were being presented to the board.

Clark
Lori reviewed the application for the board.  It was noted that the application included funding for bathrooms and drinking fountains which aren’t eligible for HAVA funds and Greg Kimsey, Clark County Auditor, has been informed of this. Lori pointed out that the scope of work was not clearly defined therefore, the workgroup recommends approval once they scope of work clarified.

Greg addressed the board and asked for clarification on the role of the Advisory Board in regards to how elections are run in the counties.  Nick expressed that the board tries to stay out of how the local elections are run. Rather, they purpose to see how a request for HAVA funds falls within the scope of available money.

Greg expressed that Clark County is all vote by mail and the election division has sought to make it possible for voters to have a certified location for depositing their ballot that is convenient. He expressed that they have had the experience of having a car run into a drop box and ballots being strewn on the street in the rain, compromising the ballots. Greg shared that staffed Election Day drop off locations saw 40% of the ballots come in through them.  Nick inquired if the staff issued ballots to voters.  Greg said no, voters are only able to drop off their ballot at these locations.  He said the grant application came from a suggestion by their disability advisory committee. 
Doug noted that the list of improvements listed on the application would require more than $50,000 to accomplish.  Greg expressed that the plan is to approach the property owners first and urge them to address the issues noted at their site and see if they would pay for the changes. The next step the office plans to do is prioritize projects and go through a formal RFP process. Greg requested the Advisory Board’s support and confidence concerning the project, noting that Clark County has not only been fiscally responsible with HAVA dollars but has consistently under spent their awards as well.  Greg also expressed that the locations are based on population density, work very well for voters, and have minimal administrative costs.

Thad: move to approve subject to an approved scope of work. Michael seconded. All approved.

Cowlitz

Lori reviewed the application for the Advisory Board. Cowlitz received an EAID grant for $120,000 in a previous grant cycle to create an accessible work space for elections. The county has found that it is small and confined and proposes to do modifications to a conference room and other areas in and adjacent to the original space. Lori expressed that the internal workgroup thought this was a great application for HAVA but not specifically accessibility because the grant seems to target viewing elections. 

Kris addressed the board and informed them the grant evolved out of their Disability Advisory Committee meetings. She described the conditions of the office as noted in the application.  In defense of the county’s decision to apply for the grant under the accessibility grant cycle, the argument was made that though all voters will benefit from the project, most projects for accessibility have the same effect.  It was felt that enlarging the election space by obtaining the conference room and creating an accessible observation area would naturally benefit several groups surrounding elections.  
Nick noted accessibility grant cycles have focused on voters thus far and Cowlitz’s grant application targets ballot processing and viewing for better accessibility. Will the board entertain grants to help counties improve the structure of their space or are there other priorities?  
Debbie expressed agreement with Nick and finds the application an intriguing idea to expand access to the whole election process. She shared support for the application with concerns in the area of accessibility due to the limited amount of funds available for the program. Lori informed the board that the accessibility grant cycle is the only one available to the counties at this time. 

Debbie inquired how many counties would want to use accessibility funds to enlarge their workspace. She encouraged the board to look at the repercussion of making a fundamental change.

Delores addressed the board and informed them Kitsap County was in the process of doing the same modifications, due to a review recently conducted by the State.  Their ballot processing area is way too small for the number of ballots processed. They are presently getting estimates for expanding their space.

Nick inquired of Debbie if knowing that approving this grant might open the door to more grants like it, would she be more included to approve or deny the grant.  Debbie answered she would lean toward not approving the grant if there are still unmet needs for voters. She felt it would have a significant shift away for the accessibility cycle’s number one goal.

Michael expressed that he loved the idea because it was new, fresh and innovative. Thad expressed what peaked his interest is the grant originated out of the county’s DAC discussion. He inquired if Cowlitz County had specific plans to employ people with disabilities during election seasons as well. Kris said Cowlitz County has a very active DAC and the county employs through different agencies. 
Thad presented the idea of the county doing a match since those with and those without disabilities are served.  He expressed that may be a way to meet Debbie’s concern about opening accessibility funds too much but still aiding in the work for accessibility.  Kris said a match would be very difficult to request since the County is already requesting the conference room space from the other departments to be solely used for Elections.  She felt that alone is going to be a challenge to obtain from the commissioners.
Lori reminded the board that they can set new criteria for May’s grant cycle and have it specifically available for accessibility remodels so they can gauge the need compared to the funds available. 

Kris expressed that there may be future money available for others to submit requests and she didn’t think all the other counties find themselves with the same problem. She didn’t feel Cowlitz County should have to wait for another grant cycle to see who else may have the idea.  She presented the argument that the OSOS did a review of their office and space was one of the issues in the review. Also, the application shouldn’t be negatively impacted because it is the first request to come to the board of its kind. Thad inquired if the commissioners were okay with the plan. Kris expressed hope, but they hadn’t presented it because there was no need to rock the boat if there weren’t funds. 
Sandy Baxter of Thurston County said they are fortunate because of the large warehouse, but having come from a small county prior to being at Thurston she could understand the difficulties.
Michael moved to approve the request as written. Thad seconded.

Debbie asked for clarification that the board would be informed of Health and Human Services’ decision for the purpose of making future decisions regarding accessibility and remodels. This was assured by Nick.  Vickie echoed the thoughts of Debbie and Nick in the discussion, but was also supportive of the grant and was hoping the financing could be worked out.  Debbie expressed support as well. Nick clarified the motion on the table with the understanding that HHS would be consulted but HHS approval was not a requirement.

Debbie, Vickie, Michael, Thad, and Nick approved – Kris abstained.

San Juan

Lori summarized the grant for the board.  She said the application notes that there are three drop boxes on three islands. The County would like to reduce the height because the DAC said they are too high.  
Nick moved to approve the request as written. Michael seconded. All approved.

King County $14,000

Lori summarized the request and noted that for the size of King County and the number of grants they have, two months for an accessibility grant coordinator for their EAID grants was very reasonable.  
Nick moved to approve the grant as written. Michael seconded.

Discussion: 

Nick asked Bill if he would like to speak about what the person would do.  Bill shared that presently the County has two grants they are working on, a pilot project and training for accessible voting center staff.  He expressed that they did an RFP that was not successful and need to regroup on the projects. He shared that the RFP process in King County is a lot a work and having a staff person to focus on it would be great. Michael asked if the person will have experience or knowledge of disabilities. Bill affirmed.
All approved.
King County $45,000

Lori summarized the application. Nick noted that this application embodied the heart and purpose for accessibility funds.

Nick moved to approve the grant as written. Kris seconded. All Approved.

Columbia

Lori summarized request and it was noted that this need had come up in an election review from OSOS.
Michael moved to approve the grant as written. Thad seconded. All approved.

Block of 6 applications

Lori summarized the grant requests which are for an audio/video voter guide for the web.
She noted the workgroup recommend the grants be approved subject to HHS approval. Lori expressed that she had submitted an application to HHS for an opinion and it was received favorably as a unique idea and possible best practice.
Michael expressed the technology is very new and he felt it was a good idea.  He inquired if there would be a way to track its effectiveness and if the Board could get a progress report. Lori said that HHS would also like to see the outcome. It was noted that tracking would be rather vague because it is easy to determine how many times someone hits the website, but not who is using it.

Debbie expressed that there are a few issues with the video voter guide at this time. She pointed out that since there is no complete product at the level of accessibility, the only thing available is proof of concept. Therefore, the board is voting for something that is still largely unknown. She pointed out that there isn’t a demonstration available or means to measure its usability. 

Delores addressed the board and said the video voter’s guide can be compared to reading a book versus watching television with captions. She shared that Kitsap County provides the pamphlets on audio, which requires voters to request it and thus far they haven’t had anyone do so.  Also, the current audio pamphlet they provide is countywide whereas the video voter’s guide is ballot specific.  

Debbie reiterated that the final product from the vendor has yet to be seen and thus far they only have a strong commitment to provide a product, but essentially it is a different kind of procurement and nothing is presently built in to measure the accessibility of the product.

Debbie expressed that she is looking for the Board to have a caveat that if we fund it now and it doesn’t live up to an acceptable standard that we don’t fund it in the future. She inquired what the counties are doing to make sure that the vendor is meeting the accessibility requirements. Debbie noted she’d like to see a whole variety of accessible features. 
Sheryl addressed the board and pointed out it was more than just a video voter’s guide and read some of the key elements to the product. Michael pointed out that the audio voter guide on cassette was very complicated, especially since he only needed a few races. He expressed that the project sounded like a pilot and he liked the concept but wasn’t sure he liked being a guinea pigs for the whole country.
Nick suggested moving forward with an approval subject to the video voter’s guide meeting certain standards.
Debbie proposed not making the standards at the county level because there are so many different standards. Since this is a pilot, she felt the Board should make it clear with the vendor that their product must meet section 508 standards. 

Debbie said that current version was not considered accessible. Nick pointed out there is more to accessibility than just seeing and hearing.  Debbie pointed out that the vendor is proposing to make a product that is accessible.  She said she has had conversations with the company and has a good feeling about their intent.  Counties believe by purchasing this product they will have an accessible product. She wants to make sure it happens. 

Nick moved to approve the 6 grants subject to the vendor meeting the State’s approval of generally acceptable accessibility content for the web and the grants are for initial start up leaving the counties  to bear the maintenance fees. Thad seconded for the purpose of discussion.
Thad noted the requests include the first year’s maintenance. Also, he said he was having a hard time with pricing. It didn’t make sense to him that Walla Walla was less expensive than Pend Oreille.
Debbie pointed out that there were a bunch of factors in cost and the range is between $8,000 and $12,000.  One of the determinants is the availability of local resources. With this in mind, there are things that will be easier to do in Walla Walla than in Pend Oreille. 

Nick suggested the vendor come back with a statement when it is done and how they have tested it and what their assurances are. It was thought this precaution should be taken as a manner of good practice.  It was suggested that the OSOS now has WATBBL and they might be of some assistance. Debbie expressed that she would try to find someone who has experience doing a standard review. She didn’t think anyone at WATBBL had that expertise. 

All Approved.
Next Cycle

The next grant cycle application deadline is scheduled for May 29, 2009, with a $250,000 limit and the same criteria as this cycle.

Grant Overruns
Cowlitz had an accessibility grant overrun of $3,925. They were awarded $5,500 and had issues with historic standards. Sam approved the cost overruns. 

Signature Verification
It was noted that funds were still being held as research continues to be done.  Vickie clarified that the funds she wants to use for signature verification are form a different Spokane grant. 
Other Business
Skagit County received a grant for $40,000 for 2 years to produce a local voter pamphlet. They combined with the state instead of doing one independently and it cost $14,000. Lori explained that the balance would normally be returned to HAVA since policy does not allow changes in scope of work. However, the county is requesting the funds be used for other printed materials instead of the voter pamphlet as originally written in the grant.  Because the voter pamphlet is printed material for the voter and the request is to produce other printed materials for voters, the consensus was to approve the change to the scope of work.

Nick moved approval of the grant as written. Kris seconded, all approved. 
Meeting was adjourned at 11:50 a.m. by the Chair.
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