Statewide Voter Registration Database Task Force

HAVA State Plan Committee

Minutes of Fourth Meeting

I.  Date and time:
November 13, 2003

II. Location:
Room 306 and 308



Legislative Office Building

III. Attendance:

Taskforce Participants: William Armstrong (Office of Information Technology Architecture); Paulette Asselin (Superior Court); Cheryl Bennett (NH Administrative Office of the Courts); Paul Bergeron (Nashua City Clerk); Gus Bickford (NH Democratic Party); Bill Bolton (SOS Vital Records);  Leslie Boylan (Bow Supervisor of the Checklist); Jim Bronson (OIT Project Manager – Safety); Hon. Sam Cataldo (State Representative, District 68) Bruce Cheney (E-911); Tom Edwards (NH Administrative Office of the Courts); Orville (Bud) Fitch (Assistant Attorney General); Hon. G. Michael Gilman (State Representative, Grafton County); Sean Goodwin (E-911); Art LeClair (City of Concord, Login); Chuck Miller (NH Login, Merrimack); Bob Ness (NH Dept of Corrections); Tim Packey (Systems Architecture); Charity Ross (Democratic Leaders Office); Anthony Stevens (Assistant Secretary of State) Tom Towle (OIT Logistics); Anita Wiswell (NH Dept. of Corrections); Phil Vancellette (NH Login, Manchester); Leen In’t Veld (NH Login, Milford) Sandy Wentworth (NH Administrative Office of the Courts) Jennifer Wrobleski (NH GOP).

Vendors: Bob Blaisdell (The Demers Group, Inc.)

IV. Agenda & Objective
The stated objective of the meeting is to document and understand agency interfaces for the Statewide Central Voter Registration Database System required by HAVA.
V. Minutes
Agency interfaces:

1. Safety 

a. Current System: (to provide vendor with parameter – i.e. must be able to communicate with – download data sets to)

b. Data fields:

i. Interest in parsing the fields that Safety now combines?

1. Vetting system – 

a. What degree of specificity?

i. Street name 

ii. Street number

iii. Street characteristic (i.e. N. S.)

iv. Street type (Street, road, lane, etc.) 

b. DOS Automatic corrections – Mail Address

i. First name 
1. Blanks not allowed 

2. Alpha characters only 

ii. Last name 
1. Blanks not allowed

2. Alpha characters only

iii. Mail address is required

1. Valid country code

2. State code must be valid postal service code.  (Two alpha digits)
3. If state code is NH, city name must match pick list. (table of 234) – If mailing address is a different jurisdiction it is allowed only if it is one of the 234 towns, if it is a village name which is not part of the pick list, the registration is forced to be the town on the list.  Suncook appears to be an exception, since it is included in the list, but is not a township. (Elections has 236, including two unincorporated places organized for voting) – System relies on Town/City clerk to identify addresses that are in other towns/cities (although listing a different town/city as the mailing address).   
4. Geographic versus legal name (i.e. Is Cornish Flat allowed where jurisdiction is Cornish? ) Pick list limits registration to official names.
iv. Zip numeric ( 5 and 9 digits accepted)

1. Verified against town name – Yes, based on Safety table – allows many to many relationships.  

a. ? multiple zips associated with any given jurisdiction name

c. Address abbreviation rules – post office rules in place (prior rules, may not be current) – Safety system limits some (name suffixes –AMVA standards), but others are accepted as they are typed in.  Use of an abbreviation is not required.
i. St = street

ii. Jr = junior

iii. Sr. = senior

iv. Rd = Road

v. N & No = north

vi. Mtn = mountain

vii. Some addresses are abbreviated to reduce space requirements.  i.e. Black Brook is Blk Brk. 

viii. B = Bldg. = building

ix. A = Apt. = apartment
x. Some names are just stopped when the field is full.  

xi. Pre-fixes are allowed on names.  AMVA rules limit pre-fixes.  
d. DOS – Legal address – Town name is forced to comply with the pick list of towns.  Street addresses are accepted as presented by the registrant/Town-City Clerk. 
i. Suncook is a valid town for vehicle registration purposes.  
Notes: 
· Safety may not eliminate spaces, but does eliminate hyphens – AMVA protocol.  Eliminating hyphens and spaces between last names, as Safety does, would raise concerns with mailings utilizing the voter registration database.  According to Democratic party programmer and the court system, mailings to voters and potential members of the jury should be done in a way that respects personal preferences in name spellings. “Don’t anger them”, they recommend.  It is not practical to reconstruct these nuances once they have been eliminated and names have been compressed.   Separate fields in the checklist may be easily converted to the Safety standard. 
· There are good reasons why election officials should not have full access to DMV files.  They should not be allowed to see speeding ticket convictions.

· XML standards are being developed within the courts system and the legal (criminal justice) community.   The trend is to maintain capitalization and full middle names, etc.  Court system desires full hyphenated names, etc. Conclusion: checklist form of name must match voter-provided data.

· Special fields are needed to identify non-resident voters – military, nursing home, etc. where voter does not and will not live at a location that they are entitled to use as a voting domicile street address.
· Legal address on drivers license is presumptive proof of domicile.  However, there may be special situations when the DMV system might accept a different town name than a person’s legal address.
· OIT/Safety will provide: 1) AMVA rules, 2) Town tables, and 3) content of magnetic strip.

· Data strip scanning capacity from drivers’ licenses as potential input mechanism in medium term. Problem: must parse names and addresses to ensure normalization according to more demanding voter registration system.  Name, DOB, street address sex, height, weight?   AMVA is developing/issuing a protocol to standardize the mag strip nationwide.  Safety will provide information on this evolving standard.   
· Would there be capacity to receive and distribute name or address changes for one-stop shopping with more than one agency?  Not at this time. There may be privacy concerns, and this would require legislative involvement. Such changes might make life simpler for citizens, who would only have to submit changes once.  Voter registration and DMV Forms would have to give them an option to show changes to other agencies.  If this were not done, VR database could become badly out of synch over time unless ballot clerks are actively involved on election day to update addresses.

· Artificial intelligence packages are not too expensive, and could be quite helpful with reconciling addresses on a customized basis.

· Safety apparently has good reason to want to follow up in cases of serious address mismatches. The Deputy Commissioner had suggested in an earlier meeting that when a letter had been sent to resolve an address disparity, with no response received, a hearing could be triggered.

· Meeting with legislators will be required once issues and needs are determined and defined, so that privacy concerns are addressed.  On-line access vs. batch.
c. Social Security interface – being set up by the existing entity that coordinates the interstate communications re CDL etc. (National Technical Information Service).  Scope of match required is uncertain. Match may be limited to the Death master file – i.e. checking to ensure person is not listed as dead.  Alternatively a more complete data match, address etc. between that claimed as voting domicile and that claimed for social security purposes, may be required.  

i. Fields

1. Name

2. Social Security Number

3. Other information

ii. Memorandum of Understanding between DMV and SSA (may be satisfied by national agreement.) 

2. Corrections – Information to SOS on who has been convicted of a felony and is incarcerated (included those in home detention, on parole, and on probation.)
a. Legacy system – batch files (ASCII) to be uploaded.

b. Information needed:

i. Maximum sentence and date of final discharge (to determine eligibility to run for or hold office.) 

ii. Current incarceration status – incarcerated felons (eligibility to vote).  

c. Availability of data on federal felons:

Notes:  

· Peter Croteau has been J-One project coordinator.  Carol Houle is currently project coordinator for Safety. Earl Sweeney represents the legal side of Safety.  Tom Hellinger would know about AMVA.
· There is a problem with identifying who is who among felons, requiring a sound verification process.  Felons may have multiple names, dates of birth, social security numbers, addresses, etc. May be hard to pin down. Although it would require a legislative change, it may be preferable to have the Attorney General review cases involving uncertain identity and decide whether to purge a felon from the database.
· Felons moving in from other states may arrive in the state prior to any supervision records (lag time for that person being entered into the system). 

· New “J-One” justice system under development has the capacity to establish a rule that would push needed information to the Statewide voter registration database system.  

· For maximum efficiency, interface would be with the J-One hub.  Network is partially federally funded.  Due to the character of the data, access is limited.  
· J-One is not designed with a central database.  Instead, it has rules and spokes to the different agency databases, with daemons used to communicate.
· Purpose and control of data.   Does the decision lie with the local election officials or with the state as to felon disqualification?   State to provide local government yes or no, provide some opportunity for a challenged voter to do an affidavit to overcome the presumption against. Is any new law required here?
· It is possible, but unlikely, that a felon might not be incarcerated.  Such person’s name should not be reported to the database as an incarcerated felon.

· Criminal history – J-One system may capture convictions from other states or federal. 

· Suggestion: Add question to the voter registration form: “Are you an incarcerated felon?”
· DOC provides a cleansed roster for public release.  SOS needs are perhaps different.  DOC can legally provide the SOS with a list of incarcerated felons as required in order to facilitate administration of the law prohibiting incarcerated felons from voting.

· Leslie Boylan’s opinion is that supervisors would prefer not to make a decision regarding whether someone is an incarcerated felon or not.  They would prefer that the state take on that responsibility.  The question is, can the state affirmatively identify the person in question?
3. Courts – jury lists from database

a.  Key fields: Name, Date of Birth strongly preferred (stops before 1964 registrations, due to limitation of voter registration forms), Address (mailing and physical address necessary).

b. Point of access: via towns or directly from the state (law change required). 
Notes:  
· Courts gather voter lists once annually, and randomly select individuals who are put into the jury pools.  One court may have a pool of 10,000 names pulled from the voter lists and motor vehicle records.  Lists are pooled by the courts centrally.

· Court needs access one time a year to develop the jury pools.  The court system pulls 40,000 names from the larger list each year, and works it down to 20,000 or 30,000.  
· Try to obtain an electronic copy of the checklist – prefer excel.  1 to 1.5 full-time equivalent (FTE) staff person month to develop the list. 

· Court would likely favor access to the statewide list.  Since selectmen are not permitted by law to message data, there would be greater efficiency and no loss of value if the transfer of data were done directly from the state database.
· Data quality issues:  Corporations, trusts, deceased persons, husband and wife in a single entry, dates of birth that are incomplete or default values.  In some towns, 96% of individuals identified in the census appear to be registered voters.  On others, as few as 10% of the census appear to be registered, based on the lists the courts receive from selectmen. 
· Juror selection is prorated based on the census of each town/city. Hence, jurisdiction is the key identifier. 

· Data quality is a significant issue.   Primary input is often done by essentially volunteer local officials. 

· Court runs its own match of checklist data against motor vehicle data, however, only for a subset of all motor vehicle data, which includes name, SSN, DOB, address??  Under current law, this match needs to occur within the court system and it is uncertain if it would be appropriate to transfer that function.  Changes to statute would be necessary if the voter registration system were to undertake any such matching. The courts will likely keep that responsibility.
· Pilot testing – will work with checklist for limited number of towns participating in a pilot.  The SOS can use XML as a standard for exporting files to the courts. 

· Last names – variety in spelling approaches – spaces allowed? Capitals after initial capital allowed? Courts prefer to respect the way the individual set forth his/her name, enabling them to avoid angering potential jurors.
· Courts need both mailing and physical address, since occasionally the sheriff must physically confirm the situation of a potential juror.

4. Vital Records (VR)
a. Death

i. How information on death is transferred

1. Frequency – 1-3 days from death into the system and then real time. 

2. necessary fields for match

a. Name

b. DOB

c. Address (one field for all elements)
b. Batch process – list would be pushed by Vital Records to checklist – run for matches.  Match would prompt notice to supervisors of the checklist of town of residence/voting.  

Notes:
· National Center for Health Statistics standard.  System in use accommodates street prefix, i.e. North for Main Street.  It does not call for a separate field for “North”. 
· Verification with the Social Security System is real time.  SSA takes what death records NH Vital Records gives them and makes some extra verification checks.  The SSA will have records of some out of state deaths sooner than the records will be added to the State system.  If a person on NH’s system dies somewhere else, it can take one year to bring such out-of-state death records current on our Vital Records system. SSA normally gets that information earlier. For that reason, it may be preferable to use the Social Security Administration interface that must be developed through Safety under HAVA.  

· It is actually rare that people utilize dead persons to create false identities.

· Safety does not obtain death records directly from Vital Records, if at all.

· VRV 2000 has 100% of funeral directors linked automatically.

· Town clerks are required to provide death records to supervisors to enable them to remove dead persons from the checklist. RSA 654:37.

· Vital Records Network will utilize VPN directed at individual PCs. Users will enter user ID and password on that one machine in each clerk’s office.  Passwords normally expire every 90 days. System help desk is supported by state contract with Seneca, which could change. 

· At about 100 clerks’ locations there is no electronic connection to the Internet.  These should be established within one year or more.  Eric will be involved in the hardware roll-out.

· VR accounting procedures will be tightened in the software.

· Filenet is the state document management system, but it is very expensive.

· National Emergency Numbering Association, U.S. Postal Service Publication 28, standard for abbreviations.  

· FIPS code – postal code – geo code two digit state and three digit to identify local area.
· Married persons often change their names upon marriage, and the information is not recorded quickly on any voter registration or Vital Records database, since Vital Records receives only the persons’ names before they are married, not their married names after they are married.  

5. Enhanced (E)-911 Files: Telephone system files are available for most of the state. 
Notes:  
· About 80% of state has standardized street names and numbering systems.  170 of 234 towns are currently working with E-911, but it takes time.  To date, roughly only 25% of all addresses in the state have been fully vetted using E-911 standards.

· Best practice: Over-the-counter registrants can be entered with correct street addresses using a pick list obtained from E-911 if possible, or from the towns. Election officers may have to accept any address submitted and resolve the issues by mail afterwards in circumstances when individuals attempt to register (a) on election day, (b) via absentee registration, or (c) at the supervisors meeting when the supervisors do not have a PC connected to the database. 

· Road name changes take time. RSA 231:144 enables selectmen to change street names.  Post 1993, there are limits on creating new confusing name changes.  It is very difficult to change historical conflicting names.  Street numbering changes require a public hearing, which can slow down the vetting process.
· E-911 requires the use of legal town names. Key is where residents pay taxes. E-911 is aware that there are no townships named Wiers or Lakeport.  They are both within the City of Laconia and are treated accordingly on the database.  Similarly, Winnisquam is actually located in Sanbornton, Tilton and Belmont.  This is consistent with voter registration database requirements.
· In the past, there could be separate and distinct Washington Streets in both Penacook and Concord.  But with full E-911 vetting, there should only be one Washington St. in the city of Concord, which includes Penacook.  This is for residents’ safety, so that fire trucks can find the place quickly when called. 

· The Town of Swanzey had the option to convert to E-911 and did not.  They were sued when an emergency vehicle could not find a location fast enough.  The court found in favor of the plaintiff, since the town had previously been given the opportunity to switch.
· RFD addresses can change quickly based on U.S. Postal Service route delivery changes. These addresses are of little value to emergency services.

· Individuals can avoid public disclosure of identity by the E-911 when necessary, as with voter registration data??

· RSA 106-H provides limitations on how information from E-911 may be used:  
“RSA 106-H:12, entitled “Confidentiality”, states: “I. Automatic number identification and automatic location identification information consisting of the address and telephone numbers of telephone subscribers whose listings are not published in directories or listed in directory assistance offices is confidential. Such confirmation will be provided on a call-by-call basis only for the purpose of handling emergency calls and any permanent record of such information shall be secured by the public safety answering point and disposed of in a manner which will retain that security except as otherwise required by applicable law.”
“II. Any telephone subscriber may notify the bureau that a member of the household or business served by the telephone line has a physical impairment or otherwise has special needs.  This information shall be accorded the same confidentiality as all other identifying information and shall be used only as necessary for the provision of emergency services.”

RSA 106-H:14, entitled “Information no Subject to Right-to-Know Law” states: “Any information or records compiled under this chapter shall not be considered a public record for the purposes of RSA 91-A.”

· E-911 is currently mapping unincorporated areas.
· E-911 makes available individual names, town and street names in a data format – for all of the 80% of addresses that are partially or fully standardized.  The SOS can obtain full access to this information.

· 100% of in-state Verizon files are available to E-911. There are about 1,000,000 phones wired in the state, up from 700,000 a decade ago.  400,000 of them are wireless now.  These are not necessarily connected to any address.  There may be soon permanent phone number portability, further complicating the issue of addresses. 
· (Voter registration database does not now and does not anticipate having phone numbers in the database, for privacy reasons.)

· Priority: The voter registration database will need street names in each township to enable establishment of pick lists, so that over-the-counter registrants can be entered with correct street addresses.  E-911 says this is possible for the 80% of addresses that are reasonably standardized in the state.

· Other agencies are involved. Planning boards should provide building permits only after site plan is received with consistent street numbering.  This is not done consistently in the state.

· E-911 would most likely submit its data to the SOS in Excel.

· E-911 process at implementation stage verifies all town residents.  

6. United States Postal Service

c. CASS (Certified Address Sorting System) certified addresses 
(Reduces cost of mailing, is consistent.)  Given that the candidates, who are end users, would want to reduce costs, there may be a basis to attempt to achieve CASS certification for many of the addresses.  (To CASS certify the address: “Department of State, State House, Concord, NH 03301”, one would have to add “107 North Main Street”, which positively identifies a location on a map.)
7. Town notes: 

· Pros and cons of allowing local users interact with database using batch submissions.  This might make for faster entry and eliminate the slowness caused by  the “refresh” process.  Batch entry might occur right after a general election, when many new registrations must be made at once.
· Do any town systems exist that use a single system that connects and reconciles discrepancies in voter registration, motor vehicle registration, property tax, dog licensing, etc.?  
· Voter registration database must include a field for unit numbers, since there is one address in Hooksett where there are 800 separate residences.

· Leslie Boylan mentioned that some people, such as overseas military, maintain addresses that do are inconsistent with known data.  A military person or person in a nursing home out of town may have lived at an address 10 years ago, and the person living there today doesn’t even know who they are.  Still, the address is valid for voting domicile purposes.

· Leslie Boylan mentioned that it would be very convenient to have a uniform treatment of names changed upon marriage. Often, as a result of marriages, different agencies have the same person under a different name. These inconsistencies can cause confusion and difficulty, for the individual and the agency.  Some married persons intend to maintain two slightly different names after they are married - say one for professional purposes and one for family purposes. Although it would be convenient to have consistent treatment of the same person, that is not necessarily in the law, and may not be desired in some cases.  There is tension here.

6. Village districts.  
· Definition of voter requires that we include this group of about 80 or 90 districts in the state, including lighting, water, sewage, etc.  Legislation may be needed to ensure more consistency among districts.  About half are subject to the regular village district law and about half are subject to their own charter, which has been grandfathered by the law.
· One voter in a village district is always eligible to vote in a regular election.  No businesses, second homes, etc. can vote.  A voter in the North Conway village water district is by definition a voter in North Conway.  

· Occasionally, village districts may cross jurisdictional boundaries.  Hence, a sewage district might involve a subset of voters from two separate townships.

· Village districts might enter into agreement with towns to manage interface with statewide database at clerks office.  Otherwise, there may be no way to utilize the database. Alternately, the village district could purchase a PC and connectivity to the Internet, and obtain a password and user ID from the state.
