Statewide Voter Registration Database Task Force

HAVA State Plan Committee

Minutes of Third Meeting

I.  Date and time:
October 30, 2003, 9 AM to 12 Noon
II. Location:
Room 306 and 308



Legislative Office Building

III. Attendance:

Taskforce Participants: William Armstrong (Office of Information Technology, Architecture); Kelli Barnaby (Portsmouth City Clerk); Gus Bickford (NH Democratic Party); Chris Bourgeus (Manchester City Clerk’ Office); Leslie Boylan (Bow Supervisor of the Checklist); Jim Bronson (OIT Project Manager – Safety); Orville (Bud) Fitch (Assistant Attorney General); Sally Davis (League of Women Voters – New Hampshire); Judy Gaouette (Dover City Clerk); Joe Gray (Rochester City Clerk); Carol Johnson (Manchester Deputy City Clerk); Patricia Little (Keene City Clerk); David Scanlan (Deputy Secretary of State); Anthony Stevens (Assistant Secretary of State) Tom Towle (OIT Logistics); Phil Vancelette (NH LOGin); Anita Wiswell (NH Dept. of Corrections); Jennifer Wribleski (NH GOP).

IV. Agenda & Objective

The stated objective of the meeting is to develop system design and requirements for the Statewide Central Voter Registration Database System required by HAVA.

V. Minutes

A. Scalability:  

a. The SOS explained that a great deal of scalability must be built into the system.  The reason is that at some future date, towns may wish to purchase scanners and scan images of documents they want available at the polls, such as party change documents.  Although few would opt for this in the near term, the system should not prevent it.  Towns and cities should be allowed to purchase scanners and the necessary connectivity, and the database speed and connectivity on the state end should facilitate development of this capability.  Moving to imaging would dramatically increase the connectivity throughput demands.

b. No states with election day registration expect to be on-line on election day in 2006.  However, over time, New Hampshire expects towns and cities to want to achieve this capacity to enable them to resolve issues and even to maintain their existing election day access to a database of voters in their town.  If all towns and cities move toward on-line capability on election day, hits could reach 140,000 per hour at the peak, assuming 7 hits per individual query.  The system must be sized to handle roughly 20,000 hits per hour.

B. Address vetting:  Michigan and Massachusetts each allocate roughly 6 full-time staff apiece to database clean-up.  A big piece of this work involves vetting the addresses against other lists, such as the DMV list, and resolving the differences.  Michigan paid one quarter of the entire initial database price, $2 million out of $8 million, to achieve address consistency.  New Hampshire has approximately 690,000 voters compared to Michigan’s 6,800,000 voters.  

C. Database pricing: 

a. Party databases: The parties record what is on the checklist, but also endeavor to modify it to reflect Coding Accuracy Support System (C.A.S.S.) standards issued by the U. S. Post Office, so that mass mailings save $.015 per letter.  This works for roughly 80% of what is on the list. The non-CASS certified names would cost the full price.  The price break occurs when the phone number is added.  (The state cannot legally add or distribute voters’ phone numbers.  Hence, this prerogative will continue to be in the hands of the parties.) Walking lists do not have a price break over standard checklists.

b. The checklist charge of one party is $.04- $.05 per name.

c. Cities: One city charges a price increment of $150 if voter histories (whether or not the voter picked up a ballot in a given election) are requested with checklists.  Several others do not charge for this additional information.  They just provide a disc with the available checklist information on it, and purchasers do their own sorting and queries.  Many towns and cities, including Salem, do not offer this service in an automated format.  

d. In general, most towns and cities did not feel that they received enough money in payment for checklists to make a fee split with the state worth fighting for. They thought that other compensation might be adequate, since towns and cities will receive much equipment, software and training in this process. Joe Gray, City Clerk of Rochester, felt that cities and towns should continue to keep a portion of the fees paid for copies of the checklist/checklist data on disk.

e. Availability of checklist data:  Under current law, information must be obtained directly from the towns and cities.  After each election, the Secretary of State receives a copy of the checklist marked with those who have voted.  Copies of these checklists are currently sold by Records Management and Archives. Any change will require legislative action.

C. Purge cycles.  In general, cities and towns supported the idea of moving the purge cycle to include those who do not vote in two, state or federal elections in two full general election cycles, from the existing 10-year cycle, which is required in state law now.  If that law were in place, any registered voter who voted in just one presidential primary, one primary, one general election, or one town election, or one district election would be kept on the checklist automatically. (Standard 10-year purge volume for the city of Manchester is about 8,000 voters.) By using a relational database and automated purge letters, it would be much easier than before for most cities and towns.  Also, such a 4-year purge cycle would avoid the state’s losing its status as a high turnout state vs. other NVRA states that would be required by under HAVA to purge registered voters who have completely failed to vote in two full general election cycles.  

One person suggested that flexibility be completely taken out of the law, so that all towns and cities must do exactly the same thing.  However, it was pointed out that some towns, like Durham, have good reason to purge every year based on the predictability of departures by undergraduates who have graduated and moved away.

D. Department of Safety:  Once the SOS identifies a discrepancy between its address and the DOS, the DOS must be made aware of it, so that they can follow up.

E. Item in proposed schedule added in bold.

	Estimated Start Date
	Project Phase

	December, 2004
	Phase 1 - Planning & Design

	January, 2005
	Phase 2 - Prototyping & Validation of Design

	May, 2005
	Phase 3 - Iterative Business Function and Performance Testing

	September 2005
	Phase 4 – Testing in one or more cities

	January, 2006
	Phase 5 - Support of March 2006 Town meeting Elections

	February, 2006
	Phase 6 - Training, Education & Final Statewide Implementation and Acceptance

	December, 2006
	Phase 7 - Final Documentation & Transition to Maintenance and Support

	December, 2006
	Project close


F. Add reports and details in bold:

Voter Reports

· Active 

· Inactive ( have not voted in X elections/years)

· Canceled (Removed from the checklist – moved, died, etc.)

· Pending (entered by Clerk – not yet approved by supervisors/registrars)
· Multipurpose Voter File Export

· Jury Report

· Voter List and voter count by

· Ward

· District

· Under 18 Pending Voters

· Walking List (Registered voters in a list organized by street)

· Custom Voter reports based on voting history/domicile location

· Voter Polling Place information card – card with polling place information to be issued to voters (formatted in multiple forms: counter card, letter, list, etc.)

Ward Reports (Polling Place Reports)

· Active

· Count Detail

· Wards within Districts

· Districts within Ward

· District Town/city Summary

· Wards within Polling Place

· Walking List by ward

Street Reports

· Active

· Alpha Street by Name

· Street/Transaction Detail Alpha by Town/city (reflects all changes to Street range)

· Re-warded Voters

· Re-warded Account Holders

· Alpha Street Overlap Ranges

District Reports (School Districts, Village Districts)

· File Detail
· All Registration

· District Ward Voter Count

· Office Holder Details

· Office Details

Poll Reports

· Active

· Inactive

· Reserve

· Pool File Detail

· Eligible Polling Places

· Poll Election Payroll

Worker Reports

· Status

· Active

· Inactive

· Poll Worker Pool File Status

· Worker Election Work List Confirmed-Unconfirmed

· Worker Election and Polling Place Summary

· Poll Worker Payroll
Election Reports

· Ballot Type

· Wards Eligibility Ballot Type-Consol

· Wards Eligible by Ballot Type

· Wards Eligible by Consolidation

· Wards Eligible by Ward Portion

· Wards Eligible by Ballot Order

· Ballot Type Abbreviated
· Consolidation File Detail

· Consolidated Ward Counts

· Candidate Details

· Candidate List

· Ballot Page Assembly Guide

· Consolidate Ward Counts by Party

Administrative Reports

· Nightly edit report

· Voter Demographics

· Voter Demographics by Election (by District)

· HAVA Reports

Absentee Voter Reports

· Nursing Home/Specific Address Reports

· Requests received

· Ballots Sent out

· Ballot Received

· Military Voters

· Military Voters (2 cycle request)

· Not Registered – Requests
G. How does the state ensure that all addresses are brought up to date?

· To what extent must an address correction be approved by the voter prior to the first use of that address on the checklist?

· Update through the information reported by the Motor Vehicle record matching process.  

· Where available – town/city pick list of street names, house numbers should be matched to E-911 addresses

· Goal for address system is simplification. 

· Ability to identify particular street name/street number combinations as having a required field of apartment/unit number.

H. Three (or more) separate addresses:

· The information provided by the voter.  Used for matching with #2, not for regular communication purposes

· The post office form of the address (CASS certified address can be mailed at a less expensive mailing rate).  Should be the same as #5.

· The mailing address (i.e. P.O. Box number where #1 is a street address)

· Absentee address.

· E-911 address (effort will be to match with post office address).

· History of past addresses (last 2 or 3 – available in the active system).  Data file would be archived (backed up) on a regular basis and archive would be a less easily accessible source of history.

I. How to manage privately named lanes (actual addresses, but street is not legally recognized:  it is a driveway for town purposes).   Match E-911 standard.

J. System to store towns’ existing ID number. (Some towns ID number is a code that contains information, i.e. date when person registered.) 

K. State ID number for each voter.  

L. Patty Little indicated that NH LOGin would like to convene a subgroup session to raise and resolve any outstanding issues.  The Task Force agreed to organize and facilitate such meetings.

