HAVA Advisory Board Meeting

January 30, 2008

DuPont, WA

Attendees:

Board Members:

Thad Duvall, Acting Chair
Michael Rogers
Debbie Cook

Nick Handy

Vicky – phone

Kris Swanson - phone

OSOS:

Lori Guerrero

Audience:

David Lord

Bill Hen

Alex H.
Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at10:10 a.m. 
Appointment of Chair

Nick moved to appoint Thad as acting chair for the meeting. 
Adoption of October 5, 2007 Board Minutes

Nick moved to approve the minutes from the October 5, 2007, Board Meeting. Michael seconded. All approved.
Financial Update

Lori gave a summary of the HAVA funds.  The application for the appropriations for the 2008 Health and Human Services estimating a little over $200,000 was submitted in January.  The funds are being delegated to the accessibility grant cycles.  Lori did not see any reason why the funds would not be awarded and expect to receive them in April. 

HAVA has roughly 3.1 million in uncommitted funds, which is money counties have returned plus interest earned from all the grants that were approved over the last few years that have been closed out and finalized.  The interest earned each month is between $100-140,000 each month.
There is also $2.3 million in additional HAVA funding congress authorized in December the state is working on getting.  A requirement for obtaining these funds is to modify the state plan, which requires a committee and following a three page list of guidelines. Lori hoped to have more knowledge of the details in the next weeks.  She noted that the election office hasn’t discussed what should be done with the money, but will wait for the committee.  It was discussed that the legislature is showing interest in the balance of the HAVA funds and making it clear that they have interest in making a grab for them.  

Nick noted that the results of the legislature taking the money would be a shift in who controls how the funds are spent; it wouldn’t be the election community. The funds need to be kept allocated so there is nothing for the legislature to take. The current total of unspent funds plus the new money in rounded numbers is about 5 million dollars.  Nick said the election office realizes there will be a lot of pulling and tugging on the money.  Everyone will want a fair share.  There is talk about continuing the maintenance fees another year, further development coverage for WEI, paying the maintenance for the VRDB, and more. 
Thad inquired if after the meeting the election office could inform him of who is asking for the HAVA balances from the legislature.  It may give him an idea of what kind of projects they want to fund with HAVA.
In summary, HAVA has 3 categories of funds; $2 million for accessibility, $3.1 million in uncommitted, and the $2.3 million they are getting from the EAC for HAVA 2. They are currently collecting interest on about $25 million.
Kris inquired if the board was going to make any decisions on the HAVA 2 funds in today’s meeting? Nick responded that they were not.
Federal Audit

Lori updated the board on the Federal audit dates.  The office had been informed that the week of March 10th there will be a survey week done by the auditors in preparation for their return on April 7th for the formal audit.  Lori anticipates the audit to take 2 weeks.
Thad inquired if the state office was in need of addition information from the counties in preparation for the visits.  Lori said the county inventory sheets including the state purchased items were her priority at this time and have already been in frequent communication with the counties. The other main item left in preparation is cleaning up the State inventory list. Lori saw that everything else was going well.
Review Proposed Accessibility Grants

Summary of in-house approved grants.
Clallam: $1,032, disability sensitivity training & advertising.

King: $3,302, pilot program 

Pacific: $3,441, for ballot drop box & voter education.

Cowlitz: $5,500, accessible ballot box

Cowlitz: $6,400, automatic door opener 
Skagit: $6,505, 5 ballot drop boxes.

Vicky inquired if the HAVA Advisory Board were considering a simple request for drop boxes to be available under the accessibility program.  It was noted that three of the requests were in reference to drop boxes.  

Kris inquired if the drop box itself needed to be accessible in a certain manner, because her county had submitted a request for an accessible drop box.  If there is certain criteria laid out for the drop boxes to be considered for the purposes of “accessible” under the accessible grant cycles, then the counties and advisory board can consider the applications accordingly.  Kris herself had a county ask if drop boxes were considered Priority 2 money or accessibility.
Thad and Vicky both noted that drive up and walk up boxes doesn’t necessarily make them accessible.  Thad suggested a category the boxes also fall under is outreach. 

Michael fully agreed with the line of conversation and Debbie promoted having boxes available in the community makes them accessible.  The mechanics of the box must also be considered.  Fine motor skills aren’t an issue is the person is driving up to the drop box, also if the boxes aren’t drive up, are they wheel chair accessible? 

Vicky considered the boxes a convenience issue and outreach, but not accessibility.  She would rather see the funds prioritized for facilities where services are rendered become more accessible than buying boxes. However, Kris argued that putting a drop box outside a servicing facility makes accessibility easier. 
David Lord addressed the board and expressed his agreement with Vicky, that drop boxes must meet specific criteria to be considered accessible.  He noted that not only should the box be as accessible as possible, but the location as well.  He suggested getting written assurance that the pathways to drop boxes located in public areas be maintained, and also be located on public transportation routes. He also suggested looking to the guidelines for ATM machines for what is expected as far as accessibility.
Kris noted that her county were going to use the traditional U.S. postal boxes for the purpose of preventing water from damaging ballots until they met with their advisory committee. She expressed that since a box with an open slot on a street corner is not monitored, a better option they came up with is like Hollywood Video; a slot in the side of a building that would be secure and monitored.

Nick suggested that the Advisory Board request the OSOS to develop criteria and a policy and present it to the board regarding drop boxes. Also, the counties should make a case to prove it will meet accessibility goals based on the criteria we want them to address.  It was asked if the grants being discussed were approved and the counties notified.  It was confirmed.
It was agreed that the previously approved grants should be able to go forward as planned, but with proper communication on implementation as discussed.
Nick move that OSOS be requested to create a policy that goes along with what has been said.  Kris seconded. All approved.
Bill suggested that King County be consulted regarding policy from the experience they have in purchasing 40 drop boxes.  The county has learned some things and has a very active advisory committee. 
Thad noted that the newer boxes he has seen employed do not involve a door as in Thurston and Spokane Counties. They are easier to work with and unload and most of the drop boxes are employed in public places that are accessible, such as, libraries and court houses.

Debbie expressed that it is a great idea if it doesn’t create a problem and suggested a path of travel and accessibility agreement with the public location be made so the path of travel is not blocked.  

It was clarified that no action needed to be taken for these requests.

King $12,000

The grant is a request for funds for six trainings at two hours each.  The amount seemed reasonable and the need legitimate.  Nick noted that per the board’s request, the county has listed an impressive number of organizations that are going to be involved in the trainings.  

Bill H. addressed the board and clarified that the requested amount was based on two estimates on training, but the county is planning on doing an RFP for a competitive process.  

Vicky inquired if King County would make the materials that they develop available to other counties.  Bill said the county would be more than willing to teach and share with other counties. Michael noted that over the years of doing many things with King County, he has seen that they are very willing to give out if they think it would help.

Michael move to approve the grant as submitted. Nick seconded. All approved.

King $30,000

This grant is for funding for an education campaign where King will be partnering with Snohomish County.  Pierce County also wants to get involved, but they were not able to get back with King County before the application deadline.  Thad inquired if the Board approved the grant as it stands and Pierce does partner, would King be eligible to request subsequent grants for this project. He was affirmed that would be true.

Nick noted if the Board decides to move up the next grant cycle, funds would be made available for expenditure in the fall. 

Michael expressed concern that the election community may see the Board as giving King too much.  Nick pointed out that the funds King requested will result in resources for other counties, as well as the fact that they have a large portion of the voting population. Debbie pointed out there is enough money for all the requests too.  King is credited with being leaders and making themselves available to others. 

Bill noted that based on the application materials, if the county collaborated, it would look favorable to the review board. It was King’s intention to include Pierce in their proposal as well, but Pierce has been very busy.  Lori mentioned that was true, however, the scoring didn’t come into play this time because the requests came under $200,000.

Nick moved to approve the grant as submitted. Michael seconded. All approved.

Kitsap $49,986.10

Lori noted that this is the third submittal of this proposal for this grant and EAC did not have a problem with the program, just specified how the van could be financed.  The HAVA workgroup is very supportive of the program and their recommendation is to approve the amount for funding for their program that will extend to 2010.  This way the grant could cover different outreach costs for elections, but not the van itself.

Nick noted on behalf of the county that it is out in the forefront with this kind of outreach plan. The county has identified every nursing home and facility in the county that is within their boarders and has posted on their website times when they will visit with their disability access units. The first outreach the county used the van to transport equipment and set up within the facilities. They have the van retrofitted as well and would like to use it that way in the future.  Nick expressed that it is the most progressive program the state has seen.  They use the van every day, morning and afternoon, for the 20 days prior to elections.

Thad noted that paying just the payroll expense for two people driving the van every day for 20 days would easily add up financially. Michael saw it as an awesome outreach and fully supported its funding. He would like suggest asking the county to bring back reports for the board to see if the program can be modeled for the whole state.  On a personal level, Michael will make an effort to go see it himself.
The discussion on the van and locations brought up the fact that there is a mobile van committee meeting that works on outreach and plans to maximize the impact of their choices, that advertising the van location to the surrounding community would be key, as well as being planned out in advance for information to be available online. Vicky expressed concern if funds were given to pay for the retrofitting of the van.  She expressed that the wording and accounting would be very sticky to make it look like it complies with the wishes of the EAC.  Debbie expressed that it would be wisest to avoid applying funds to the van and be on the safe side. She would like to see if the van itself makes any difference in their outreach. 

Nick move approval of a grant to Kitsap in the amount of $49,986.10 for the purpose of supporting the county’s accessibility outreach program to the end of 2010 with direction to OSOS on working a close relationship with the county with guidance.

Vicky proposed a friendly amendment to specify the funds are not to be allocated for reimbursement for the purchase of the van but are allow retrofitting expenses based on the EAC’s approval.

Michael seconded. All approved.

Spokane $50,000
Lori summarized the grant request for the Board and noted that there is a request for a ¾ time employee, and expenses for administration and utilities.  These are items that have strict rules for funding.  

She noted that Spokane was an interesting area; they are having incredible difficulty identifying all the appropriate groups and venues for the purpose of working with them to get information out, set up early voting, etc.  The county has been working on compiling a list for 2 years and only has a couple of dates where they have been able to do early voting. She informed the Board that the disability groups there are thinly staffed and Spokane needs a dedicated person to do this project and develop materials that would be used for the disability community. The result of this work the county is very willing to share with others.
Michael informed Vicky that he would be willing to give her a list of groups in her area from his work.  He mentioned that his wife also works with ARC and could provide some assistance as well. 
Nick moved to approve the grant save the items not allowable, and leave the OSOS office to work with Spokane to finalize the needed amount.  Michael seconded.  All who voted approved, Vicky abstained.

Walla Walla $32,569.06
Due to Vicky’s need to leave the meeting, she made comment upfront regarding this grant urging the committee to approve it based on information presented. It was noted that this grant is to meet standards with basic accessibility requirements.  The Board will request the county to deduct the portion of the request that is not strictly accessibility related. 

Vicky was excused from the meeting and she removed herself from the conference call.
Lori summarized that this request is for resurfacing a portion of a parking area. There is some surface area listed that is not strictly accessible related and can not be funded with the grant cycle.
Michael raised the question if the Board is becoming a safety guard or backstop for items that should have been done over 10 years ago to be ADA compliant.  His concern is if the electric door should be there already is the board approaching these requests the right way?

Lori raised the point that all the counties could not afford to be in complete compliance independently, which is why the OSOS has made the funds available.  

Thad noted in Douglas they have a five year old addition to the courthouse which has an auto door making them meet minimum standards.  However, this door opens where the employees park; the public come in from the opposite side of the building.  The county wanted to put in an auto door on the public side with an EAID grant.
Debbie pointed out that this type of funding is allowable under HAVA because the federal government new help was still needed in this area and another opportunity is being made available to get there. 

Michael moved that every electric door grant request be discussed by the advisory board for approval.  It was decided to wait until after finishing the review of the grant requests before moving forward with this discussion.  The caveat was scratched.

Michael moved approve the grant save the additional paving surface not allowable, and leave the OSOS office to work with Walla Walla to finalize the needed amount. Nick seconded.

Discussion:

David Lord inquired on the lack of evidence for a meeting with the disability advisory committee.  He also encouraged the board to seek assurance that the path of travel remains consistently open, for, in his experience, public buildings are notorious for blocking path of travel. He also suggested the county contact Carol Marr, with the State facility advisory group, for consultation of their plans.
Vicky joined the meeting again on her cell phone. Nick summarized the recent discussion to bring her current.

Nick advised Lori to request that the county get appropriate consultation for their project, including require them to consult with their advisory meeting. However, for the purpose of being eligible for a grant approval, the OSOS and Board have decided they would let it slip by this time due to unclear wording on the application.  The OSOS will rectify the question for further grant cycles. 

It was determined that 85-90% of the submitted project was eligible surface area for payment with accessibility funds, and the OSOS would work with Walla Walla on determining the new figure of needed funding as well as seek assurances that the path of travel remains open.
All in favor of approval based on the results of the discussion.

Changing the review policy for ADA grant requests

Michael moved that any grant request that includes funding for an item required by the ADA would be brought to the advisory board for discussion prior to approval. Debbie seconded for the sake of discussion.
Debbie noted that she was in favor of the process that exists.  She pointed out that in this cycle they did not have more requests than funding which made it possible for the HAVA workgroup to approve the smaller grant requests in-house.  If there are more requests than funding in the future, at that time they can prioritize the requests based on certain requirements.  Debbie expressed that her concern is taking up unnecessary time in the meeting when the counties don’t have alternatives means of funding and are willing to comply with ADA standards.  It was her opinion that the Board would still end up approving the request if the money is available. 

Michael expressed that he believed the HAVA funds should not be the first to apply to a project required to meet basic ADA requirements, however, he would support having the requests which fall in this category reviewed at a staff level and approve if they have the authority to do so.

Michael & Kris voted yes.  Nick, Vicky & Debbie voted no.  The motion did not pass.
Discuss Next Accessibility Grant Cycle

David Lord addressed the board and suggested the second cycle be held earlier in the year in order for it to have an impact on the State Primary election in August.

Vicky expressed she supported the suggestion of moving up the grant cycle and how valuable David Lord has been to work with Spokane County and CORD to develop their relationship and make it work. 
Vicky was excused from the meeting and she removed herself from the conference call.

Thad noted that they election divisions are experiencing an important election cycle, and recognize with the governor and presidential race it will be huge.  He also understood that Lori would be busy with the audit visits in March and April and no body knows how much time that will require of her.  He expressed concern of over booking Lori by moving the grant cycle into the spring. 
Lori expressed that with an earlier grant cycle she wouldn’t be able to invest as much time in assisting the counties with ideas and calling every county. Nick noted that the counties give Lori rave reviews for her assistance to them and the value in that.

Debbie stated she thought the current cycle was the round they were supposed to have prepared for the fall elections. She felt even with an earlier cycle the counties were not going to be ready to apply and implement. She was concerned the quick short cycle would encourage what Michael was concerned about.
They discussed limiting the types of applications this round to just outreach, but Lori expressed there wasn’t time to amend the application. It was decided to have the next application deadline at the end of March to give the counties two months, as well as, advising the counties on what applications were received this round for ideas.
Board by consensus chose March 28th as the deadline and Lori would advise the Board if any changes are made.

Other Business

Future Meeting

It was decided the next date should be May 1st or the end of April and the date and time be finalized soon. Bill H. offered their new facility in Renton as a meeting location. David Lord suggested in Tacoma they could use the Coalition of Individuals with Disabilities, CID, facility. 
Nick thanked Thad for running the meeting and Michael & Debbie for attending.

Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 11:55 a.m.
