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Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 10:16 a.m. by the Chair, Doug Cochran.
Adoption of Minutes

Michael Rodgers moved to adopt the January 30, 2008, Board minutes. Thad Duvall, Douglas County Auditor, seconded.  All approved.
Financial Update

Lori Guerrero, HAVA Coordinator, updated the group every month have interest added so there is uncommitted is currently $4.2 million.  She noted this includes the $2.3 million to be received for HAVA 2.  Lori informed the group that since the last meeting, $1.2 million was added to the WEI budget for cost overruns and $500,000 for outreach regarding the Top Two.  
The proposed budget is regarding $3.9 million of the now $4.2 million uncommitted.

Federal Audit Status

Lori stated the audit is going very well and next on the agenda is to visit the counties.  The five counties to be visited for this audit are Cowlitz, Clark, King, Pierce, and Snohomish.  The following day the auditors will be visiting both Clark and Cowlitz, and the remaining three will be visited the following week.
Lori also brought up the unsettled discussion regarding the September advisory regarding the Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirement.  She informed the board that there is a meeting with Election Administration Commission (EAC) that afternoon that will hopefully quash the abovementioned advisory.
Lori expressed that in past audits she has experienced, the audit group sought to review 20-25 % of disbursements, but with the HAVA funds the auditors desire to get to 70% of all disbursements. Katie pointed out the auditors were having difficulty achieving that goal with the way Washington has approached their spending.  There are lots of little contracts and expenditures instead of a few large ones as have been found in other states.
Katie Blinn, Assistant Director of Elections, informed the board that Lori has been working directly with an EAC commissioner on the MOE issue and wanted to commend Lori for her work on behalf of the counties.  Another issue being raised right now is cost allocation for expenditures.  Lori has been actively involved with these issues.  She even flew to an EAC meeting in Denver and is working along with the Director of Elections in Michigan.  

Thad inquired concerning cost allocation (expensing items based on federal versus non-federal elections), how they would address the reality that local & federal are run together as well. Lori shared about Wyoming’s finding where they purchased a PC for a small county like Garfield for their Voter Registration Database. That computer was being used for everything in the office and the auditors are tying it in to allocation.  The county is being told it can not use the computer for other election, non-HAVA activities. 

Katie pointed out that federal money is purchased to use emergency equipment and the state & local are expected to use it and practice.  Lori also pointed out that it makes no sense to have ballot processors for state versus federal at the counties. Lori shared that these issues have impacted how questions are going to be answered in the future.  The commissioners are now going to be involved in the process and a public comment time will be made available for 30 days for other states to give their input. 
Review Proposed Accessibility Grants

If all applications are to be recommended, the board needs to consider recommending raising the cap as well.  The $200,000 cap was an arbitrary number suggested. The first cycle was $199,000 in requests, and the Secretary of Sate said he was in support of going up to $260,000, if needed.


Scoring Criteria
There weren’t very many areas to score, so there were lots of ties.

Cowlitz & Wahkiakum
Lori summaries grant request and the workgroup recommendation. 

Vicky Dalton, Spokane County Auditor, inquired if the application was approved by both counties’ advisory groups, or just by the one that sent the request. Kris Swanson, Cowlitz County Auditor, said the advisory group that serves Cowlitz, Wahkiakum, & Clark counties, that is required by law, meet regularly; and the group that reviewed the application serves both Cowlitz & Wahkiakum counties.  Lori said she only checked for input from the county that was applying, not each county included in the joint effort.

Vicky expressed if that is the policy, it should be stated clearly.  Policy wording: “If an application is a joint multi-county project, the project only has to be reviewed by the advisory group of the lead county that submits the application.”
It was decided a motion was not necessary, but that it just needed to be stated for clarification.  
Thad pointed out that a rule was made so smaller counties could combine and have the same committee based on a population threshold. He said that Douglas & Chelan counties have the same media and everything. They have the same advisory group meetings as well; they just keep different minutes. Debbie Cook asked if they could just call it one meeting with both counties represented. The answer was no, because the RCW states they can’t be combined based on the population threshold.
Katie moved to approve the request as submitted. Thad second. All approved, Kris abstained.

King & Snohomish

Lori summarized the request.  The county submitted a $40,000 request that matches the $30,000 from the previous grant cycle.  The view is that since the advisory board bumped up the cycle so quickly, King broadened their outreach goals and the workgroup is handling this application as a $70,000 grant.  This places the application in a different category and subject to the match requirement, unless waived. The match requirement is advised to be waived because the application is multi-county and partnering.  The issue that the two counties have different voting systems has been discussed and they are going to plan their outreach activities accordingly.

Bill Huennekens, King County HAVA Project Manager, stated that the Request For Proposal (RFP) is for education & outreach and the responses will further define the activities.

Thad moved to approve the grant proposal as advised from the workgroup. Katie Seconded.

Discussion
David Lord expressed enthusiasm over the RFP to involve a lot of groups.

All approved.

Patty Murphy, Secretary of State Election Voting Systems, interjected with an update on terminology the state is adopting for what has been referred to as Disability Access Units (DAUs) to Accessible Voting Units (AVUs).

Clark

Lori summarized the request.

Michael inquired about what the county planned on doing after the 6 months.  Lori pointed out that the position was to pay someone to create the program, but once it is up and running the staff would absorb the follow-up.
Vicky moved to approve the grant request as submitted. Michael seconded.

Discussion 

David Lord expressed that he was informed by Jim Baker, director of the organization Clark County stated they were seeking to partner with, that the organization does not intend to partner. It was pointed out that the county intended to hire their own staff member to administer the program and the report David received from the director was the organization has a different philosophical approach and is not planning on entering into a consulting contract.  David said, based on his perspective, he strongly supports counties work together with groups and using the groups’ resources.  He expressed doubt about Clark’s approach being best.

Debbie pointed out that the county says they are putting out for an RFP.  The assumption is they have worked it together.  Thad asked David if the organization said they won’t work with the county or just not contract with them. David said the organization is unwilling to contract. Thad pointed out that Clark had intended this approach, but upon further discussion it isn’t going to work. Vicky pointed out that the workload is being placed on a staff person mentioned in the grant request that will be a county employee, but the county is looking to the organization for expertise. Thus, the amount set aside for the consulting, $5,000, is a reasonable amount.
Michael voted no, the rest approved.

Kittitas

Lori summarized grant request and noted that the county is very excited about working with their group and believed that the group even helped write the grant request.

Thad moved to approve the grant as recommended. Katie seconded.
Discussion

Vicky raised a question that applied to Pierce County’s request as well.  It was her understanding HAVA funds weren’t allowed to be used to support creating and extending the counties’ Disability Advisory Committees (DACs) required by law. Lori pointed out that when this grant cycle was set up, this was one exception allowed.

Michael expressed confusion over this grant and how it ties in with election issues. Katie clarified that Kittitas County’s request raised a few issues.  To outline them, they would like to expand their committee, train & educate on AVUs, do some voter education via brochures & media to inform the public about the availability of AVUs, and purchase additional drop boxes.  Lori pointed out that no costs were built in their budget for the DAC itself.
The DAC gave Kittitas $1,000 as start up money from the meeting.
Lori reviewed their budget.

Vicky read out loud from page 4 of the application, question number 8 for the board.
It was pointed out that the details in question 8 were going to be done by the quarter time position.  Katie viewed the information in question 8 being more appropriate for answering question 5.  She agreed, the county does speak about expanding the committee, but not with the funds they are requesting. Lori expressed that even if they requested funds to expand their committee, she would not have an issue with it. 


Vicky suggested an updated list of allowable items should be sent out to the counties.

The issue of the overhead expense in the budget of $2,300 would be reviewed for eligibility and any items that are supplanting would be removed.  It was agreed upon that the amount of the request would be approved, just not the individual items.

Thad pointed out that the advisory group as well as the counties are learning what is feasible and what is not under this grant cycle as each cycle comes and no one should feel bad that everyone didn’t have the same ideas. 

Michael voted no, the rest approved.
Doug: don’t think that the questions you ask are not important because you are bringing up the things the public would ask as well.  Please ask.

OSOS

Sheryl Moss, Secretary of State Certification and Training Supervisor, addressed the board regarding the state’s request.  She shared that the planning committee requested the OSOS to bring in a speaker because the cost would increase the registration fee for the conference. Sheryl pointed out that the state is aware the counties know what they are supposed to do regarding disability awareness; the point of the speaker is to get them excitement about being active in reaching their communities.  The goal is to cut down on registration costs to allow more people to attend. 

Michael stated he loves this request.

Michael moved to approve this grant as recommended, Thad Second.

Katie pointed out it was far harder to give a grant to the Washington Association of County Officials (WACO) then to handle it internally, which is why it is an OSOS request.

All approved.

Pierce

Lori summarized request and noted the budget was very well broken out.
Michael pointed out that they had a discussion about drop boxes at the previous meeting with a motion that failed.  He expressed concern that without a specified list of required characteristics for an “accessible” drop box, the State is going to approve boxes that will not be adequate.  He really urges the State to make sure the job is done right the first time, because the probability of fixing a drop box later is unlikely.
Lori said, based on the discussion at the previous meeting, she contacted all the counties who requested drop boxes. Lori agreed with Michael, and for the 2009 cycle the office will have more established criteria.  It was also noted that there is an RCW & WAC that addresses certain guidelines for drop boxes as well.
Bill Huennekens expressed that King County has done extensive research on drop boxes due to the mass quantity the county requires, and volunteered Alex Herzog as a resources to be included on the discussion regarding accessibility.
Pat McCarthy, Pierce County Auditor, pointed out that the county has not purchased any drop boxes yet, and two locations for these boxes will be TACID & CFI, assisted living facilities in the county.  Also, the county has solicited help from the disability community to make sure the boxes are accessible.

Kris reminded the board about their county’s experience with learning about what is and is not accessible.  She said the county was going to retrofit the back side of the drop boxes like the library & postal boxes, which have a drop drum.  The disability advisory committee raised the problem with dexterity and such wouldn’t be able to do a drop drum. Kris agreed that standards need to be set or raised for the counties.

David Lord shared how conversations he had had with the Cowlitz county advisory committee had helped him understand specific needs as well.  He encouraged the state to identify the major criteria and specification for counties to use.
Michael expressed being uncomfortable voting on ballot boxes when there are no standards set, and if there was a way to vote on this application in two parts.  Debbie pointed out that with this particular application, there are two organizations who will be working with them to help them succeed.   

Pat McCarthy said they are fortunate since they don’t have drop boxes yet, they are going to invest in approaching it right from the beginning. She said the county was going to go with King & Snohomish on the outreach plan, but the community came to them to ask for something different. She pointed out that the disability community has their fingerprints all over the application and feel a sense of urgency to move forward with it.  
Katie shared that as the Advisory Board goes through all these grants, whether accessibility or not, it’s easier to look back on requests and discover “should have” items.  The state and counties are expanding services to the voters with this money; and as services are expanded and new areas are explored, there is a learning curve.
Katie moved to approve the grant as submitted.  Thad seconded. All approved.
Recess for 15 minutes
Thad asked to reopen the discussion about Clark County’s grant.  He wanted the communication from David Lord clarified. The bottom line is the county and agency have different philosophies; the county wants their staff member to head the project and the agency wants it to be done with theirs. 

David felt that was an accurate statement. In addition, internal employee or not, Mr. Baker expressed to David that he wasn’t going to be available.  

It was determined that a difference of philosophy was where it ended and that Clark did intend to work with the agency when the application was submitted.

Chelan

Lori summarizes the request. There was a question about the amount of cushion written into the budget and if the county had built in contingency? Evelyn Arnold, Chelan County Auditor, said they haven’t nailed down what they are purchasing specifically to know the exact cost so they estimated high.

Katie moves to approve the grant as recommended. Thad seconds.

Thad expressed that because his county has joint meetings with Chelan, he was aware that there was a strong recommendation by the committee for the elevator modification.

Lori informed the board that allocation is the key issue.  Evelyn expressed the county was under the impression the expense would be determined by the number of people who use the elevator for elections versus other agencies in the building.  Lori explained it is an expense that would be divided by the number of agencies not the number of people.  Evelyn said there are six agencies; Superior Court, County Clerk, PA, Elections, Maintenance, and the Jail.  Thad pointed out that when you are speaking about facility expenses in maintaining a building, they generally would allocate costs by square footage.  It generally is included as a portion of the rent.
Evelyn expressed that if cost is determined by number of offices or square footage, there would be a possibility the county would pursue the modification.

Katie moves to amend her motion to approve the full grant request to include the cost for an elevator modification. Michael seconded. All approved.

Clallam
Lori summarizes request and noted the majority of the cost is for printing brochures.

Michael moved to approve the request as submitted. Katie seconded. All approved.

Jefferson

Withdrew application
Thurston

Lori summarizes request.  Kim Wyman addressed the board regarding the county’s request. Kim expressed how influential the advisory committee has been in communicating ideas and needs to their election division. She mentioned that a member, Steve Peck, is deaf and informed them that closed captioning doesn’t reach the community because many don’t read. It was noted that a better way would be to have an interpreter.  The equipment will enable them to create the streaming video for reaching this community and hope to make it available to other counties as well.

Michael stated that the minutes should reflect that he doesn’t vote on it to avoid a conflict of interest. It was determined that Michael could fully participate in the approval process for this grant.
Michael moved to approve the grant as submitted. Katie seconds.  

Discussion

David highlighted the importance of getting the finished product out to the counties, and if there is a way to be involved in getting this out, to let him know.
All approved.
Vicky expressed gratitude to Thurston County for investing in this plan, for she has found the deaf community the hardest group for Spokane to reach.

Wahkiakum

Lori summarizes their request. She mentioned that during a county monitoring trip they had discussed ideas for the grant cycle. Lori noted that their building is accessible, but the door is heavy & clunky into the auditor’s office.  

Michael moved to approve the grant as submitted. Katie seconds. All approved.

Skamania

Lori informed the board that the workgroup is recommending the request not be funded because they did not meet the basic requirement for submitting an application – consulting a disability advisory committee. It was noted that the request is for $15,000 and yet the costs supported $9,000 in expenditures.  Lori said her e-mails have not been responded to with those questions.

Kris expressed surprise she hasn’t heard of the county’s struggle in forming their advisory group.  It was noted that the goal in making the advisory groups a requirement was to encourage counties to be incompliance with the RCW (State law).  Ideas were thrown around about how individuals could be found and why there was truly a shortage of possibilities. It was suggested to have the RCW revised to have the partnering eligibility adjusted.

Sheryl Moss addressed the board and expressed that the drop boxes for Skamania are a specific need. She pointed out that they don’t have anything set up for voters and had had a finding a few years back regarding accessibility. Several board members expressed having a dilemma. On one hand they know the requirements for applying, and on the other they didn’t want the county to not come back because this one was turned down when we all know it is a much needed basic request.
Lori suggested approving it with a contingency.  Discussion around whether or not there has been substantial evidence of effort in forming the committee is in place to warrant leniency. Kris pointed out the county application listed four organizations that have been contacted. Doug pointed out that if the board decides to approve the application, the motion must be clear about the amount and contingency.

It was expressed that there is no future grant cycle scheduled at this time, and if this had been submitted under a normal cycle, it wouldn’t be held under this requirement.

Thad expressed that the board has to be careful about the message it gives because organization of DACs is stipulated by law.  He inquired if there would be a way for a number of the Southwest Washington advocacy groups could provide a list of names for Skamania.  

There was further discussion about reasonable cost for drop boxes. Vicky pointed out that Clallam County’s request had a $1,300 price, $700 less than this request.  Kris pointed out that they were probably basing their costs off of Cowlitz County’s which was closer to $5,000 each completely installed.  Thad pointed out that the choice of design makes a difference in price and the county would have to submit backup to justify the expense for reimbursement as well.  Katie also noted that a lot of applications have lacked detail and agree that more is better.
Thad moved to approve this grant subject to the formation of the advisory committee in Skamania and have the DAC minutes to show the committee approved the grant for the amount of $15,000. Katie seconded based on the fact it is a presidential year.

Debbie expressed concern about equality. She desired to whether there were other counties who did not submit applications because they haven’t yet met this requirement. If the sense of the auditors is approving this really wouldn’t impact others, she’d be okay with voting on it.  Lori informed her that Columbia County couldn’t apply because they didn’t have their DAC yet. They are supposed to partner with Asotin.  

David Lord addressed the board and expressed concerns about the message and fairness if the request was approved.  From his perspective, if the boxes aren’t accessible to begin with, they aren’t going to be changed.  He also was concerned by the references to Clark County in the county’s reasoning for not being compliant.
There was discussion around the style of boxes and feasibility of improving them. Thurston County pointed out that the boxes were bolted down and could be changed out. Thad pointed out that his county takes their boxes down between election seasons because of risk of being hit.
Thad, Katie, Kris & Vicky voted “yes”.
Michael & Debbie voted “no”.

Proposed Budget for remaining HAVA Funds

The $3.9 million includes the $2.3 that we haven’t modified the state plan to get.  What we have right now is $1.6 million.  There are no plans to create a grant cycle in 2008 for the available funds.  The state plan will probably start in January/February of 2009.  It is recommended to bundle the current with what is coming in and make it available in 2009.

In June 2009 we the state had budgeted to no longer budget the voter registration system.  The state was given $63 million dollars and we have created programs.  The state is going to have to fund the maintenance of these programs with state funds.  The longer we can postpone the request the better.  Since we are going to receive another $2.3 million dollars it is our thought that much of that should go to maintenance of the Voter Registration Database (VRDB) and the Washington Election Interface (WEI).  Next year we won’t be in a good budget situation as a state.  The cost to maintain that database for 2 year is $2.4 million for both programs.

Propose $750,000 of phase 6 for WEI.

Michael asked when the counties have to absorb the cost.  Katie pointed out that there is a debate as to who the WEI belongs to.  Vicky explained that the WEI is the internet functionality that the Office of the Secretary of State uses for voters & counties.

The following was proposed at the last workgroup meeting:

$2.4 maintain VRDB,
$750,000 for next phase of WEI, and
$750,000 for county grant cycle and C&T 
The workgroup had an idea to put funds aside for high-cost findings to a county resulting from a C&T check. Katie pointed out that adequate space issues are the most common findings. And example given was the recent assistance the OSOS was able to give Pend Oreille buy purchasing an envelope opener. The thought is the funds wouldn’t be available until next year. 

There was discussion on the amount of funding being sliced for the statewide projects.  It was addressed that the legislature one budget year is going to be smacked with a huge ticket and aren’t going to like it.  Prolonging the point of encounter seemed best. 

Vicky pointed out that Spokane is counting on HAVA money to move forward with their election process. They are hoping to move forward into computer signature verification which she feels the large counties will be required to have in the near future just to survive. A variety of options for the county grant cycle were tossed around and how other elements should be prioritized, realizing that there isn’t enough to fund everything that can be brought to the table.  It was also pointed out that the WEI came about from applications from Spokane and Clark and has morphed and grown.  Obviously, Phase 6 of the project is optional, but it also benefits the counties.  It was stressed that the WEI was a county idea we took on at the state level.  

Kris pointed out that the board needs to start talking about how state is going to transition from projects being fully funded by HAVA to being taken on in the State budget.

It was determined that the budget items did not need to come to a vote.
State Plan Modification

Lori informed the board the state has not begun working on it. Bill Huennekens inquired if the counties would be involved.  It was affirmed that King would be involved in the modification process.  It was also clarified that the funds would not be available for any expenditure in 2008.
Other Business

Michael requested the material related to advisory board meetings to be received a week in advance to give him time to analyze it.  Inquiries were made about possible formats that would be helpful and available and other ways to accommodate the needs of board members.

Future Meeting

It was decided to have the next meeting in October to discuss the State Plan and budgeting.
Adjournment

Meeting adjourned at 12:45 p.m. by the chair.
